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Executive Summary
This is the fourth annual report that investigates the focus and student outcomes of the Resource Teachers: Literacy (RT:Lit) programme. When the RT:Lit  programme was introduced in 2001, one of its goals was to re-focus the activities of literacy teachers away from their traditional role of providing direct tuition to students, to a more advisory position designed to support students’ classroom teachers and other staff
. At the time, it was expected that this change in priority would result in fewer individual students being assisted, with a related increase in the number of teachers, specialist staff and parents being provided with advice directed at improving students’ literacy skills. 

It was found that while the number of individual students assisted directly by RT:Lits decreased between 2001 and 2003, with a concomitant increase in the number of teachers and other staff  supported, this reversed quite substantially in 2004. Compared to 2003, there was a twenty-five percent reduction in the number of classroom teachers, paraprofessionals and parents assisted, and a twenty-two percent increase in the number of students directly tutored by RT:Lits, either as individuals or in small groups.

Although there was a moderate increase in the average time RT:Lits spent with teachers, specialist staff and others in 2004, there was also an increase in their time spent with students. Close to half of the RT:Lits’ average weekly workload in 2004 was dedicated to assisting students directly, compared to just over one-third of their time in 2003. There was also an increase in the amount of time spent on ancillary activities, such as travel, preparation and administration. In 2004, more than one-quarter of their time was spent on such activities; in 2003, these duties comprised only one-fifth of their time. With most RT:Lits now having completed their training, there was a substantial reduction in the time RT:Lits spent on professional development. In 2003, nearly one-quarter of the average weekly workloads were spent on these development activities; in 2004 this had reduced to one-sixteenth. This reduction has allowed for an increase in time for other activities.
While these findings may represent one-off variances from the desired trend, the short time in which the programme has operated overall, means it is not possible to confirm whether this is the case. 
One of the concerns noted in the 2003 report was the relatively large percentage of students (17%) for whom there was no information on any prior literacy assistance they may have received, generally because it was unknown to the RT: Lit but also because it was not provided by the RT: Lit. For 2004, at eighteen percent, little overall change is reported, however this was equally due to the information being unknown to the RT: Lit as to not being provided.
For those receiving individual tuition, the greatest age-based reading gains were made between the ages of seven to eleven. While it may be less of a concern that the five and six year olds had the lowest gains per session, which are likely to relate to normal differences in patterns of progress, lower gains in reading for those twelve and over may well be caused by entrenched literacy difficulties. This is an area that could well benefit from further investigation to determine the most effective strategies for intervention. Gains were also affected by school decile rating and the number of schools in the cluster (students in higher decile schools and larger clusters had, on the whole, higher median gains per session). With regard to transience, students who had attended three or more schools during the year were more likely to have received an incomplete programme compared to their counterparts who had not moved schools or had moved only once. In terms of those from and ESOL background, however, it could be seen that they were less likely than their non-ESOL counterparts to have at the end of 2004 been fully discharged from their RT: Lit programme or to be on a monitoring regime for the start of 2005, and were more likely to have received an incomplete programme or to have been assessed as requiring further individual tuition from the RT:Lit in 2005. 

For students assisted in small groups, the age of entry was lower for 2004 than for 2003 and the ratio of successful to less successful students was higher. This was caused by a large positive shift in gains among European/Pākehā students. Compared to students taught individually, small group students were more likely to receive one type of literacy assistance only. For example, students in small groups were three times more likely to receive reading assistance only, without written or oral assistance than was the case with students seen on an individual basis.

In this and in previous reports, reading has played a greater part than written and spoken language skills in the assessment of student literacy levels, in the development and monitoring of student literacy, and in the measurement of gains. This pattern can be described as part of an historical focus on reading literacy that has led to the development of standardised means for assessing and measuring gains in reading in a way that has not been done for written and oral literacy. In terms of data collection, questions have mainly concerned students’ age-based reading levels and gains. Because of this, an analysis of students’ written or oral competencies is not possible. 
Research and theory in literacy developed over the last two decades points to the importance of giving the learner a voice through building competence in writing and speaking as much as reading
. The Ministry of Education is concerned to learn how RT:Lits undertake assessment, support, and measurement of outcomes for writing and speaking, and to develop consistent methodologies in the future to address this bias. 

In the meantime, readers of this report should take account of this emphasis on reading literacy when considering the findings.
Introduction

Background

The Resource Teacher of Literacy initiative originated from the Ministry of Education’s Literacy and Numeracy strategy. It targets students “at risk of not acquiring literacy”.
 Resource Teachers: Literacy (RT:Lits) are therefore specialists who work with teachers providing advice, modelling and demonstration in literacy support, as well as working directly with students mainly in years one to eight who are experiencing literacy difficulties. Each RT: Lit is expected to complete a two-year Ministry of Education approved course. 

The service began in 2001. RT:Lits are based in a host school and work within designated clusters of schools. Each cluster has a Management Committee, of which the RT: Lit is a member. These committees develop local policies and procedures within the parameters of the Ministry of Education policy to ensure the provision of RT: Lit services to the cluster schools. In 2004 there were 109 RT:Lits working within 87 clusters, and most were employed as the single RT: Lit within a cluster. In 16 of the clusters, RT:Lits worked with one other, and in three, with two other RT:Lits.

There is considerable size variation within the clusters represented in this report. RT:Lits in densely populated suburban areas deliver literacy support within smaller clusters, while those working in rural locations generally have a larger number of schools in their clusters. In 2004, the mean number of schools in each cluster was 12.2. The smallest comprised four schools, and the largest twenty-eight.  

Annual reports to the Ministry of Education have recorded the progress of the service throughout New Zealand schools. While the purpose of these reports is largely to provide evidence of shifts in student achievement, some information has been collected on the nature of RT:Lits’ work. In addition, an evaluation conducted by the Education Review Office in June 2004
  found that the RT: Lit service had improved student achievement across the majority of clusters evaluated (although less so for Māori). It noted that overall the quality and consistency of the RT: Lit practice was high despite the affect of the large geographic size of many clusters on professional relationships and the equitable allocation of the RT: Lit service.

The replacement of Resource Teachers of Reading (RTR) with RT:Lits in 2001 allowed RT:Lits to focus on providing a greater level of specific literacy support to teachers, other school staff and students.  There are now 109 RT: Lit positions. This report contains the results from RT:Lits in 108 positions - one RT: Lit had resigned part way through the year, and information was not available for that position.

Previous reports have stated that RT:Lits are increasingly spending more time working with teachers and staff in the area of literacy difficulties and less time working with individual students.  Accordingly, the nature of the information collected will also change to reflect the evolving nature of the role of RT:Lits. Some analysis of the impact of these changes has been attempted in this report. 

This annual report provides a comparative analysis of the RT:Lits service for 2004. In Part A, it identifies the sites of delivery and explores the focus and balance of RT:Lits’ work. This is done through an analysis of the time used for professional support, administration, travel and supporting teachers and students. Part B of the report explores the group of students RT:Lits assisted individually; how RT:Lits worked with them and their outcomes in relation to their entry level competence and the support they received. Part C reports on students RT:Lits worked with in small groups, drawing on relationships between school decile and progress, ethnicity, gender, age at entry and outcomes. In addition, the report will examine other relationships such as between size of cluster or student group and progress, and will compare data between individuals and small groups.
The following is an outline of the methodology used in preparing this report.

Methodology

This work analyses the questionnaire responses of RT:Lits for the year ending 2004, as entered into an Access database. The questionnaire and database consisted of three parts:

· Part A:  Resource Teachers: Literacy covered aspects of the work that RT:Lits undertake and the number of students enrolled in the programme in 2004;

· Part B:  Individual Tuition was completed for each student the RT: Lit worked directly with (regular tutoring) on an individual basis with in 2004, or who received ongoing monitoring from the RT: Lit, a teacher or teacher aide in 2004 following individual tuition in 2003. The form gathered data on demographic characteristics (i.e., age, gender, ethnicity); literacy programme background, the support given, reading levels on entry to, and discharge from the programme and the student’s programme status at the end of year.

· Part C:  Direct Support for Small Groups of Students.  This form records information for students similarly supported but in small groups. This includes age, gender, ethnicity, the area of literacy the RT: Lit was providing support for, reading levels on entry to and exit from the programme, the number of sessions and the student’s programme status at the end of year.

This report uses some of the methodology and format of previous RT: Lit annual reports. This is necessary to enable comparisons between the 2004 RT: Lit programme and those for 2002 and 2003. However, information on indirect support for students was not included in the 2004 data collection. Where appropriate, additional analysis has been undertaken to investigate further questions concerning the RT: Lit programme and its overall effectiveness in improving the literacy levels of students. For example, comparative analysis of outcomes of student sub-groups, such as those who attended three or more schools in 2004, with students who attended one school only. The purpose of such analysis is to provide a ‘snapshot’ of particular sub-groups of children on the programme. 

For 2004, reports were received from 108 RT:Lits. Readers will notice that in a number of tables there is a lack of information about some students.  This can happen for a number of reasons: there may not be recorded information about that particular detail for a given student, school record-keeping practices may have changed when staff changed, and there can sometimes be differences in RT:Lits’ interpretations of the survey questions.  At all times, data tables will specify how many pieces of information are included.

Part A:  The Work of the Resource Teacher of Literacy

Through completing Part A of the questionnaire, RT:Lits gave an overview of the nature of their work, how they were supported, where and to whom they provided assistance, and the general support status of the students they assisted. 

1.
Nature of Work

Respondents were asked how many teachers, teacher aides and other adult helpers they had supported in their work with students. There was a twenty-five percent reduction in the number of such people RT:Lits worked with in 2004 (n=4,307) compared to 2003 (n=5,738). Within these groups, classroom teachers were the main people supported (48%), followed by parents (26%). These proportions are generally consistent with findings from 2003 (54%, classroom teachers; 25%, parents assisted). A summary of 2004 responses is contained in table one and illustrated in figure 1.

Table 1: the number of literacy leaders, classroom teachers, teacher aides and parents RT:Lits provided with formal support, and advice and modeling during 2004

	 
	Total number of individuals assisted
	%
	Mean number assisted 1
	Number of RT:Lits who provided support

	Literacy leaders 
	498
	11.6
	4.6
	80

	Classroom teachers 
	2069
	48.0
	19.2
	108

	Teacher aides 
	617
	14.3
	5.7
	97

	Parents/adult tutors
	1123
	26.1
	10.4
	82

	Total
	4307
	
	39.9
	

	Note: 1. Mean calculated on the basis of number of RT:Lits who returned data (n=108)


Figure 1: The number of literacy leaders, classroom teachers, teacher aides and parents RT:Lits provided with formal support, advice or modelling during 2004
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2.
Assistance provided for students not formally referred
RT:Lits also provide advice concerning students who were not formally referred. In 2004, 2,858 such requests were received by 101 of the 108 respondents. The number of such requests each RT: Lit received ranged from a high of 386 to one only. Although the average number of such requests was 29 per RT: Lit, five respondents stated they had received in excess of 100 each (this small group accounted for more than one-third of all requests). This tends to distort mean calculations and a better indication of a typical non-referred student workload per RT: Lit is the median value, which was fifteen 
.

3.
Referrals

Respondents were asked to detail the primary approach they took with each student who was formally referred to them for assistance. Table 2 summarises their replies. Of the 3,541 students referred, the most commonly used approach was to provide assistance via the student’s classroom teacher (32%) or to give individual direct assistance to students (31%). 
Table 2: Primary method used in assisting formally referred students

	 
	No.
	%

	Class Teacher
	1,134
	32.0

	Individual tuition
	1,104
	31.2

	Group tuition
	771
	21.8

	Occasional visits
	310
	8.8

	Other
	222
	6.3

	Total students
	3,541
	


Note: Only the primary method is recorded for each student. An individual student could be receiving more than one type of assistance. 
Below, these approaches are collapsed into three categories; ‘support via class teacher’, ‘direct support to students’ and ‘other’ (figure 2). When this is done, it is apparent that more than half of RT: Lit support in 2004 was provided directly to students.

Figure 2: Methods of assisting formally referred students (collapsed categories)
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The category ‘other’ includes instances where, for example, the student had left the area prior to being seen by the RT: Lit, or did not meet caseload acceptance criteria. 

4.
Distribution of Work 

In this section we look at the overall role of the RT: Lit, including teacher support, student assistance, professional development, administrative activities, and time spent travelling. RT:Lits were asked to estimate the percentage of time they spent on these different areas in an average week. While the 2003 report stated that an important component of the RT: Lit role is to support teachers and others working with students, it will be seen in this section that the average time spent on working with this group in 2004 is relatively small compared to other work-related demands faced by RT:Lits. As was the case with the 2003 survey, a number of respondents over or under calculated their workload and two respondents explicitly stated that a percentage split between tasks was impossible to quantify accurately. It seems reasonable to assume that some respondents may have used arbitrary calculations in apportioning their time between the twelve defined activities. Because of this, caution should be used in reading table 3 and figure 3: 

Table 3: Average weekly workload of RT:Lits by activity (n=101).

	Activity
	% of weekly workload 1

	Working with individual students 
	38.3

	Working with groups of students 
	6.3

	Working with teachers, specific to one child or a group of children 
	6.7

	Working with teachers, modelling, advice and support 
	8.5

	Working with paraprofessionals/teacher aides 
	3.5

	Working with parents
	2.5

	RT: Lit Approved Training Course
	2.5

	Other professional development
	3.7

	Preparation 
	10.6

	Administration 
	7.3

	Travel 
	9.1

	Other
	1.2

	Note:
	Data from seven of the 108 RT:Lits are excluded. These respondents apportioned their time over the twelve activities in excess of +/-10% of the total possible workload of 100%.


Table 3 reveals that RT:Lits spend more than one-third (38%) of their work hours directly assisting individual students. The next highest time-demand activity was in ‘preparation’ (11%).  

When the twelve activities in table 3 are collapsed into four major activity categories (figure 3, below), it is apparent that in 2004, RT:Lits spent nearly half (45%) of their time, on average, working directly with students (both as individuals and in groups). The next highest time-based workload was spent on travel, preparation and administrative activities (27%). Less than one-quarter (21%) of their time was expended on assisting teachers, paraprofessionals and others. Professional development activities accounted for less than one-tenth (6%) of their time, down from 23% in 2003. This is probably because most RT:Lits by the time of the survey (end of 2004) had completed their two-year approved course.

Figure 3: Average 2004 weekly workload of RT:Lits by major activity categories (n=101).
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5.
Student Support Status 
RT:Lits were asked to provide a tally of the students they assisted during 2004.  In 2003, 2,012 students were enrolled with an RT: Lit at some point during the year, down from 2,724 in 2002. For the 2004 year the number rose to 2,459. The following table provides a breakdown of students assisted by RT:Lits and each student’s status on the programme at the end of the school year (December). 

Table 4: End-year 2004 status of students who received support from RT:Lits in 2004 and three year trend in change of end-year status, 2002 – 2004.

	Status at end of year
	2004
	Three year trend

	
	
	2004
	20031
	20022

	
	No.
	%
	%
	%

	Receiving tutoring on an individual basis
	607
	24.7
	22.3
	20.0

	Receiving tutoring in small groups
	280
	11.4
	12.3
	8.1

	Percentage of students receiving tuition
	 
	36.1
	34.6
	28.2

	On a monitoring programme with a RT: Lit
	303
	12.3
	13.5
	19.1

	On a monitoring programme with a classroom teacher
	104
	4.2
	7.4
	10.4

	On a monitoring programme with a teacher aide
	51
	2.1
	0.8
	2.0

	Percentage of students on a monitoring programme
	 
	18.6
	21.7
	31.5

	Discharged and no longer on a monitoring programme
	786
	32.0
	37.4
	29.6

	Received an incomplete programme
	126
	5.1
	5.1
	4.7

	Other
	202
	8.2
	1.2
	6.1

	Total number of students in each year
	2,459
	2,459
	2,012
	2,724

	Notes:


	1
	Source: 2003 RT:Lit Annual Report, table 2, page 3.

	
	2
	Source: 2002 RT:Lit Annual Report, table 2, page 4.


More than one-third (36%) were actively receiving tuition either on an individual basis or in groups. This is similar to the 2003 figure of thirty-five percent. In total, one half (51%) had either completed their programme and were in the monitoring phase (19%) or had been fully discharged from the programme (32%).

The proportion of students on a monitoring programme is nineteen percent, which is slightly lower than for 2003. The number of students who were discharged (and no longer on a monitoring programme) is only slightly down in 2004 (32%) from 2003 (37%). Students who for various reasons did not complete the programme represent only five percent. In several cases RT:Lits commented that students had received an incomplete programme because they had left the area. Later in this report an analysis of the relationship between student types and outcome types is presented.

Summary of Key Points

This section captured the RT:Lits’ overview of their work. It examined the nature of the work, the type of assistance provided to students not formally referred, the number and nature of formal referrals, the distribution of work and student support status, at the end of 2004.

With regard to the nature of their work, this analysis found that RT:Lits spent more time directly supporting students and working directly with teachers than was the case in 2003.
 
When the distribution of tasks within the role of the RT:Lits was explored, it was revealed that there was a rise in 2004 (27%) compared to 2003 (22%), in the non-teaching related work, such as travel, preparation and administrative activities
. Less time was spent in professional development, and this may be due to fact that many RT:Lits had already completed their professional development programme by the beginning of 2004. 
Finally, the 2004 figures show a slight increase in the numbers of students actively receiving assistance, compared to 2003, and a decrease in the numbers being monitored.

Part B: Students who received Individual Tuition

1.
Purpose of the Annual Return: Individual Tuition

Part B focuses on students where the RT:Lits have provided regular tutoring and monitoring. Some of the students who were monitored in 2004 received individual assistance in 2003. Others received both individual tuition and monitoring for the first time in 2004. 
This section begins by noting the various types of support provided by RT:Lits. It describes the characteristics and social circumstances (e.g., gender, age, ethnicity, literacy programme background, school decile) of the students, and attempts to draw relationships between these factors and success in the programme. 
2.
Type of Support RT:Lits provided in 2004 to improve students’ literacy skills

In 2004 RT:Lits provided tuition, and directly or indirectly, ongoing monitoring to 1,418 students.  It should be noted that students often received a combination of supports (which can change throughout the year), for example, individual tuition, monitoring and additional help from others. These combinations are summarised below, before discussion moves to a comparison of the 2004 findings with those reported for 2003.
Table 5: Various combinations of RT: Lit provided support to students.

	 
	No.
	% 1

	Students who received specialised teaching provided by RT:Lits in 2004 and who were also monitored by one or more people. 
	682
	48.1

	Students who received specialised teaching in 2003 but not in 2004 and who were monitored by one or more people in 2004.
	139
	9.8

	Students who received specialised teaching provided by RT:Lits in 2004 and who were not monitored in that year 2.
	595
	42.0

	Note: 1. Percentages based on the total number of students individually assisted by RT:Lits in 2004 (n=1,418). Two student records contained no data and are excluded from this table.
          2. For these students, a monitoring programme would follow in 2005 at the end of specialised teaching.


Table 6 (below) summarises the literacy support provided by RT:Lits for students, both directly to students and via support and advice provided to others, such as teachers and parents.
 The discussion below compares RT:Lits’ assistance activities in 2004 with 2003 findings. 

Table 6: Type of support RT:Lits provided to improve students’ literacy skills 2004 and 2003
	Type of support
	2004
	20033

	
	No. of students 1
	% 2
	%

	RT: Lit provided intensive specialised teaching to the student for a specified period
	1,277
	90.1
	87.9

	Monitoring programme provided by:
	 
	 
	 

	 
	RT: Lit
	573
	40.4
	39.5

	
	Classroom teacher
	484
	34.1
	29.0

	
	Teacher aide
	159
	11.2
	8.1

	
	Other
	111
	7.8
	n/a 4

	Total number of students who received a monitoring programme
	821
	57.9
	50.7

	RT: Lit provided advice and support to maintain the learning gains achieved by the student to:
	 
	 
	 

	 
	
	Classroom teachers
	1,369
	96.5
	79.6

	 
	
	Parents / caregivers
	915
	64.5
	49.2

	 
	
	Teacher aides
	376
	26.5
	18.9

	 
	
	Others
	154
	10.9
	n/a 4

	Total number of students who were assisted via support provided by RT:Lits to other people
	1,396
	98.4
	81.9

	Notes:
	1
	Some students received more than one form of support during the year. Hence, the numbers for each form of assistance do not equal the total number of students (n=1,418) individually assisted during 2004.

	
	2
	Percentages based on the total of 1,418 individual students assisted in 2004.

	
	3
	Source: RT: Lit annual report 2003, table 5, page 8. Percentages based on number of students (n=1,247) assisted in 2003.

	 
	4
	‘Other' category was not included in 2003.


Compared to 2003, both the number and proportion of students receiving specialised individual tuition directly from the RT:Lits in 2004 increased (2003, n = 1,096, 88%; 2004: n=1,277, 90%).  While the proportion of students monitored during the year increased from fifty-one percent in 2003 to fifty-eight percent in 2004, there was little change in the percentage monitored by RT:Lits. Such activities were more widely shared with teachers and teacher aides than was the case in 2003.

The greatest change that occurred in 2004 was the large rise from 2003 in the number of students assisted as a result of RT: Lit advice and support to their classroom teachers, parents, teacher aides and others that was designed to maintain students’ learning gains. While a very substantial percentage of all students (82%) received support from RT:Lits via adults other than the RT:Lits in 2003, virtually all (98%) of the 2004 student cohort’s learning gains were supported by advice given by RT:Lits to third persons. 

Apart from teachers, teacher aides or caregivers RT:Lits provided advice to 154 other individuals, such as senior school staff and special needs personnel in 2004. This was an increase in the numbers assisted in 2003 (n= 118). As was the case in 2003, the most commonly identified sub-group within this category were specialist staff such as Resource Teachers: Learning Behaviour (RT:LBs) and Resource Teachers of Māori (RTMs); they comprised one-half of the total number of such individuals supported. The next largest sub-group, one-third of the category, were senior school staff, such as principals and senior teachers, while seven percent were members of student peer groups.
  

3.
Literacy assistance for students

Students on the RT: Lit roll can receive tuition-based assistance in one, two or all three areas of literacy, that is, in reading, writing or oral language.  The 2004 results in this area (table 7a, below) are consistent with those for 2002 and 2003. That is, a very large majority received assistance in the areas of reading literacy (98%) and/or written literacy support (86%). Fewer than one third (28%) were provided with oral language tuition.

Table 7a: Individual literacy areas of student tuition by RT:Lits (n=1,416)

	 
	No. 1
	%

	Received reading literacy tuition with or without other forms of literacy tuition
	1,385
	97.8

	Received written literacy tuition with or without other forms of literacy tuition
	1,214
	85.7

	Received oral language tuition with or without other forms of literacy assistance
	401
	28.3

	Total number of students who received literacy tuition 1
	1,416
	 

	Note:
	1
	Two student records contained no literacy area data


While these figures would seem to indicate that reading literacy was the most problematic for students, the data should be read with some caution. That is, this result for reading may actually be attributable to the stronger mechanisms for assessing reading levels and progress compared to writing and oral language. For instance, at the start and end of a RT: Lit programme, only measures of a student’s reading literacy age are collected. This practice may contribute to the maintenance of a historical belief that ‘reading’ literacy is ‘literacy’ per se.

Table 7b and figure 4 (below) display the combinations of literacy assistance students received in 2004. One in every eight (12%) were given reading support only, and very few (2%) received written support only. None were perceived to need oral language assistance only. Most commonly, RT:Lits provided both reading and written language assistance to individuals. A majority (58%) of all students received a combination of reading and writing, while one-quarter (26%) received assistance across all three areas.  

Table 7b: Combinations of types of literacy tuition students received from RT:Lits (n=1,416)1 

	 
	No. 1
	%

	Reading literacy only
	170
	12.0

	Written literacy only
	31
	2.2

	Oral language only
	0
	0.0

	Both reading and written literacy only
	814
	57.5

	Both reading and oral language only
	32
	2.3

	Both written literacy and oral language only
	0
	0.0

	Reading and written literacy and oral language
	369
	26.1

	Total number of students who received literacy tuition 1
	1,416
	 

	Note1:
	
	Two student records contained no literacy area data


Figure 4: Combinations of types of literacy tuition students received from RT:Lits in 2004 (n=1,416) [image: image2.emf]0

200

400

600

800

1,000

No.

170 31 0 814 32 0 369 1,416

%

12.0 2.2 0.0 57.5 2.3 0.0 26.1 100.0

Reading only Written only Oral only

Reading & 

written

Reading & 

oral

Written & oral

All three 

areas

Total


4.
Characteristics and circumstances of students tutored individually
The following section explores the relationships between different natural, social and educational characteristics of the students (such as gender, ethnicity, chronological age and reading age). The social and educational circumstances under which they entered the programme (prior support, school decile, geographical location, size of school cluster and transience), and their progress and outcomes, follow in subsequent sections. 
Gender and Ethnicity

Of the 1,418 students who received assistance via individual tuition, and for which gender data was supplied,
 three quarters were male and one quarter female.  This 75/25 male/female split has been very consistent over the period of these RT: Lit reports (since 2001). It also reflects the data collected since 1995 on Resource Teachers of Reading (RTR)
.

Figure 5:
Ethnicity of students on the RT: Lit programme in 2004 (n=1,413)1

[image: image3.emf]Note 1: Five student records contained no ethnicity data. Excluded.
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Figure 5 displays the relative proportions of students identified within each ethnic grouping.  One half (50%) of all students who received individual tuition were NZ European/Pākehā (slightly down from 2003 = 55%) and nearly one-third, or thirty-two percent, (slightly increased from 28% in 2003) were New Zealand Māori. Smaller proportions of students were Pasifika (at 11%, similar to 12% in 2003), Asian (2%, consistent with 2003) or of ‘other’ ethnicities (up to 5% from 3% in 2003).  Readers should be aware that, while nearly one-half of the ‘Pasifika’ students in RT: Lit programmes in 2004 were Samoan, ‘Pasifika’ students come from diverse ethnic backgrounds.  Student outcomes in terms of ethnicity and prior support will be discussed later in this report.

Chronological age at admission to the programme

The chronological ages of students who received individual tuition on RT: Lit programmes ranged from 5 years to over 13 years of age. The distribution of their ages in one-year bands follows a close to normal (‘Bell curve’) distribution, as illustrated in figure 6 below.

Figure 6: Chronological ages of students
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In the following passages, students’ social circumstances, will be described and then mapped against outcomes. The first is reading age.

Reading Age

As was the case in 2003, in 2004 most students’ (70%) reading ages at admission to the RT: Lit programme clustered around the five to seven year reading age groups. As would be expected, the distribution of their reading ages at admission is more skewed to the lower age levels, as illustrated in figure 7, on the following page. 

Figure 7: Reading age at admission to 2004 RT: Lit programme 
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This is expected for students for whom literacy support is being provided. In the following passages, the social and educational circumstances which impact on students are first examined and later mapped to outcomes.

5.
Social and Educational Circumstances

This section maps students’ circumstances at enrolment, beginning with whether or not they had received any kind of prior literacy support. Since at least fifty-five percent of the 1,418 students in 2004 that RT:Lits assisted individually had received prior forms of literacy support, the first table in this section begins by describing the components of this support.

Prior assistance background of students 

RT:Lits were asked to indicate whether students on their rolls had previously received specialist assistance, and where this was the case, what the outcome of the assistance had been. Table 8 (on the following page) shows whether students were or were not assisted prior to enrolment on the RT: Lit programme, and summarises the kinds of assistance they received.
  Also included in the table are the relevant percentages from 2003. 

Table 8: Reading recovery or other special literacy programme background of students in RT: Lit programmes in 2004 and 2003 (ref Table 7 in 2003 report) 

	Previous Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background
	2004
	2003 1

	
	No.
	%2
	%2

	Had received previous Reading Recovery assistance
	580
	40.9
	38.7

	Had received previous other special literacy programme assistance
	341
	24.0
	18.0

	No previous Reading Recovery or other special literacy assistance
	382
	26.9
	31.8

	Previous background unknown or not stated
	257
	18.13
	17.43

	Total number of students assisted individually in each year
	 
	1,418
	1,247

	Note:
	1
	Source of 2003 data: RT: Lit annual report, 2003, Table 7, page 10.

	 
	2
	Percentages are based on the total number of students individually assisted. As a student could have received more than one form of prior support, percentages do not sum to 100%

	
	3
	Includes student records that RT:Lits had coded as ‘background unknown’ or where RT:Lits had left blank ( ‘not stated’).


Of the 1,418 students assisted individually in 2004, more than one-third (41%) had received previous reading recovery support, a slight increase from 2003, when thirty-nine percent of the 1,247 students were in this category. This difference between the two years is greater in relation to other forms of literacy assistance, rising from less than one-fifth (18%) of 2003 RT: Lit students to nearly one-quarter (24%) of 2004 students. This represents an increase of a third between the two years’ student admissions to RT: Lit programmes. Conversely, the proportion of students each year who had entered the RT: Lit programme without a background in previous literacy assistance decreased from thirty-two percent in 2003 to twenty-seven percent in 2004. It is not possible to offer any conclusive reasons for these positive and negative swings between the two years, since there is such a large group of ‘unknowns’ and ‘unstated’ in both years (17% in 2003, 18% in 2004).

As discussed earlier, table 8 (above) does not differentiate between students who have received a single type and those who have received more than one type of assistance. This is problematic in terms of identifying the possible effects of prior Reading Recovery assistance as distinct from other forms of previous literacy support. Table 9 (next page) does make such differentiation, and identifies students who had received single forms of prior assistance and those who had experienced a number of literacy interventions before entering the RT: Lit programme. This helps to more accurately determine the effect of prior Reading Recovery or other special literacy assistance on RT: Lit successes. 

Table 9: Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background of students
	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background
	No.
	% of sub-total
	No.
	% of all students

	Reading Recovery only
	438
	56.2
	

	Other special literacy programme only
	199
	25.5
	

	Both Reading Recovery and other
	142
	18.2
	

	Sub-total
	779
	100.0
	

	Students who had received some form of prior assistance                        (sub-total above)
	779
	54.9

	No previous assistance
	382
	26.9

	Programme background unknown
	133
	9.4

	Missing data
	124
	8.7

	Total number of students assisted in 2004
	1,418
	100.0


Table 10 (below) looks at the 779 students who had been on a Reading Recovery or other literacy programme prior to their RT: Lit programme. Of the students who received prior assistance, nearly one-half (45%) had been referred on and approximately one third (31%) had successfully completed the programme. One-tenth (9%) of the students had failed to complete. Note that fifteen percent of prior assistance outcomes were unknown.

Table 10: Outcomes for students who had received Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme prior to being admitted to RT: Lit programme
	Student had been in a Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme 1
	No.
	%

	•
	was referred on from programme 2
	348
	44.7

	•
	completed successfully (e.g., for Reading Recovery 'discontinued') 3
	243
	31.2

	•
	did not receive a complete programme
	70
	9.0

	•
	outcome unknown 4
	118
	15.1

	Total number of students who had received previous literacy assistance
	779
	100.0

	Notes
	1
	While individual students could have received more than one type of prior literacy programme, RT:Lits were asked to record only the outcomes for the last (most recent) programme undertaken.

	
	2
	Five student records noted that student had been referred on from both a prior Reading Recovery and another special literacy programme. Counted once only.

	
	3
	Nineteen student records noted that students had successfully completed both a prior Reading Recovery and another special literacy programme. Counted once only.

	 
	4
	Eight students had successfully completed one 'other special literacy programme' but the outcome for another such programme was unknown. This was counted as ‘completed successfully’.


Table 11, on the following page, compares the outcomes of students’ 2004 RT: Lit programmes on the basis of whether they had or had not received prior Reading Recovery and/or other special literacy programmes. It summarises the outcomes from their RT: Lit programme compared to those who had had no prior assistance. It also includes ‘outcome ratios’
 for both 2004 and 2003. 

In both years, students who had an unknown background recorded the lowest outcome ratios. In contrast to the findings in 2003, there is a wider range of 2004 outcome ratio differences between the students who had received either Reading Recovery and/or other special literacy programmes. In 2003, the difference
 between these two groups’ outcome ratios was 0.18. In 2004 this had increased to 0.65. However, for both groups, ratios have improved between 2003 and 2004. 

Table 11: Students’ Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background and the outcomes of their 2004 RT: Lit programme (includes 2003 ratios) 
	Previous Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background
	20041
	Outcome Ratio

	
	'Successful' 2
	' Less successful'3
	Successful : Less successful

	
	No.
	No.
	2004
	2003 4

	Reading Recovery
	250
	63
	3.97 : 1
	3.02 : 1

	Other special literacy programme
	208
	45
	4.62 : 1
	3.20 : 1

	Student had not been in Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme
	251
	65
	3.86 : 1
	4.83 : 1

	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background unknown
	79
	27
	2.93 :1
	2.09 : 1

	Notes
	1
	To enable comparison with 2003 results, the 2004 data represents students who had received one and/or a combination of previous literacy programmes. Hence 95 of the previously assisted students are represented in the 'successful' and 16 in the 'unsuccessful' groups for both 'Reading Recovery' and 'other special literacy programme'.

	
	2
	In line with the methodology used in 2003, 'Successful' students were defined as those who had completed their programmes in 2004 and were discharged from the roll or who had completed their individual tuition and were to be monitored in 2005.

	
	3
	Less successful' students were those who did not complete their RT: Lit programme because they were referred for specialist assistance, moved out of the area serviced by the RT: Lit or did not complete for some other reason (e.g. non-compliance or low motivation). It does not include students who required further intensive specialised teaching with the RT: Lit in 2005.

	
	4
	Source of 2003 data: RT: Lit annual report, 2003, table 9, page 12.


When the outcome ratios of students who had received previous assistance are compared with those of students who had entered the RT: Lit programme with no prior background in literacy support, there is a more marked difference between the years. Excluding those students whose background was unknown, in 2003, this group’s outcome ratio (4.83:1) was the highest of all while in 2004, it was the lowest (3.86:1), equivalent to a 0.97 reduction in the 2004 outcome ratio. This is equivalent to twenty percent reduction in the outcome ratio in 2004 compared to that recorded in 2003.
 

Table 12 (below) displays only the data from those students who had received prior assistance, that is, who had been enrolled in Reading Recovery and/or other specialist programmes prior to their RT: Lit programme. RT:Lits were asked to provide outcomes information on the most recent prior literacy programme and the table contains no ‘double counts’. The most significant changes to note between the 2003 and 2004 results is in the far higher outcome ratio (6.70 :1) in the 2004 RT: Lit programme recorded for those who had completed a prior programme successfully  than was the case in  2003, when the ratio was 4.05 : 1.  

Table 12: Students’ outcomes from their 2004 RT: Lit programmes according to prior Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme outcome.1
	Outcomes from previous Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme outcome 1,2
	2004 1
	Outcome Ratios 1

	
	'Successful'
	' Less successful'
	Successful : Less successful

	
	No.
	No.
	2004
	2003 5

	Student had been in Reading /Recovery or other special literacy programme 2
	
	
	
	

	(
	was 'referred on' from programme 4
	183
	58
	3.09 : 1
	3.31 : 1

	(
	completed successfully 4
	171
	24
	6.70 : 1
	4.05 : 1

	(
	did not receive a complete programme
	40
	13
	3.00 : 1
	1.08 : 1

	(
	outcome unknown
	60
	14
	4.29 : 1
	1.82 : 1

	Notes
	1
	Refer footnote 13 for definitions and basis of ratio calculations

	
	2
	A total of 30 student records contained incomplete or conflicting data. Not included.

	
	3
	Included in both the 'referred' and 'completed' categories are 18 students who both completed their previous programme successfully and were also referred on in 2004.

	
	4
	Source of 2003 data: RT: Lit annual report, 2003, table 10, page 12.


Prior Assistance and Ethnicity 

Table 13 (over page) looks at the ethnic distribution of students on the basis of their previous literacy assistance background. Because of the small number of Asian students (n=28) and those of ‘other’ ethnicities (n=71), the following discussion excludes these two groups.

As was the case in both 2003 and 2002, Māori (33%) and Pasifika (39%) students in the 2004 RT: Lit programme were less likely to have been enrolled in Reading Recovery prior to their RT: Lit programme compared to NZ European/Pākehā students (46%). 

Compared to 2003, there was an increase in 2004 in the percentages of students who had been enrolled in other special literacy programmes across all three ethnicities. The proportions of students in this category were reasonably matched between the three ethnicities (NZ European/Pākehā 27%; Māori 22%; Pasifika 23%), although the spread of percentages was wider than occurred in 2003 (NZ European/Pākehā 19; Māori 16%; Pasifika 19%).

In relation to students who had not received prior assistance, NZ European/Pākehā students were less likely than Māori and Pasifika students to have had no previous literacy help. In 2004, one-fifth (21%) of NZ European/Pākehā, compared to thirty-four percent of Pasifika and of thirty-three percent Māori had not received prior assistance.  
The 2003 report noted the relatively large percentage of students (17%) for which no prior assistance information was available, either because it was unknown (13%), or because no survey data had been provided (4%). In 2004, while there was a reduction in proportion of students who had an unknown background (9%) the number of returned surveys that contained no literacy background information more than doubled, to nine percent. In total, nearly one in every five (18%) students in RT: Lit programmes in 2004 could not be categorised in relation to their literacy background.
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Table 13: Ethnicity and literacy programme background of students who received individual tuition in 2004

	Reading recovery or other special literacy programme background
	NZ European/ Pākehā
	NZ Māori
	Pasifika
	Asian
	Other
	Ethnicity not stated
	Total

	
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	No.
	Percent

	Reading recovery
	323
	45.7
	152
	33.3
	59
	39.3
	14
	50.0
	29
	38.2
	3
	580
	40.9

	Other special literacy programme
	189
	26.7
	102
	22.3
	34
	22.7
	1
	3.6
	14
	18.4
	1
	341
	24.0

	Student has not been in Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme
	149
	21.1
	150
	32.8
	51
	34.0
	9
	32.1
	22
	28.9
	1
	382
	26.9

	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background not known
	65
	9.2
	52
	11.4
	10
	6.7
	1
	3.6
	5
	6.6
	0
	133
	9.4

	Missing data
	69
	9.8
	39
	8.5
	6
	4.0
	4
	14.3
	5
	6.6
	1
	124
	8.7

	Total no. of students in each ethnic group 1
	707
	 
	457
	 
	150
	 
	28
	 
	71
	 
	5
	1,418
	 

	Note: 1
	The sum of individual components does not add up to the column totals as some students were assisted through more than one literacy programme. In addition, the total (i.e., 1418) includes 5 students whose ethnicity was not stated.
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Table 14: Breakdown of students’ ethnicities and outcomes from Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme prior to admission to RT: Lit programme in 2004.

	Student's outcome from Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background
	NZ European/ Pākehā
	NZ Māori
	Pasifika
	Asian
	Other
	Ethnicity not stated
	Total

	
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	Percent
	No.
	No.
	Percent

	Referred on from programme
	172
	40.6
	96
	44.4
	51
	61.4
	8
	57.1
	19
	48.7
	2
	348
	44.7

	Completed successfully (e.g., for Reading Recovery 'discharged')
	161
	38.0
	55
	25.5
	9
	10.8
	5
	35.7
	12
	30.8
	1
	243
	31.2

	Did  not receive a complete programme
	36
	8.5
	21
	9.7
	3
	3.6
	1
	7.1
	3
	7.7
	1
	65
	8.3

	Outcome unknown
	64
	15.1
	33
	15.3
	0
	-
	1
	7.1
	6
	15.4
	0
	104
	13.4

	Missing data
	22
	5.2
	20
	9.3
	6
	7.2
	0
	-
	0
	-
	0
	48
	6.2

	Total 1
	424
	 
	216
	 
	83
	 
	14
	 
	39
	 
	3
	779
	 

	Note 1:
	The sum of individual components does not add up to the column totals as some students were assisted through more than one literacy programme. In addition, the total (i.e., 779) includes 3 students whose ethnicity was not stated.


Table 14 (previous page) focuses in on those students who had received prior assistance only, and the outcomes reported for those students at the end of 2004.  Discussion does not include students of Asian and other ethnicities as too few students were in these groups to allow meaningful comment.

Some differences are apparent from the 2003 findings. In that year, over one half (53%) had been referred on from their previous literacy assistance programme. In 2004, this reduced to forty-five percent and the proportion of students by ethnicity who were referred on also changed, although not always in the same direction. This was especially in the case of Pasifika students, where sixty-one percent of the 83 students had been referred on, compared to fifty-three percent in 2003.  NZ European/Pākehā students were more likely than Māori or Pasifika students to have successfully completed their most recent previous programme. In 2004, thirty-eight percent of NZ European/Pākehā students were in this group (2003 = 28%), compared to twenty-six percent of Māori (2003 = 26%) and eleven percent of Pasifika students (2003 = 16%). Only four percent of Pasifika students in 2004 did not complete their previous programme. This was a reduction from the six percent of Pasifika who did not complete in 2003. Unlike Pasifika, the other two ethnicities’ non-completion rates increased between the two years: NZ European/Pākehā to nine percent from six percent in 2003 and Māori to ten percent from the 2003 figure of eight percent.

6.
Status of students at the end of 2004

RT:Lits were also asked to indicate the progress of students in 2004 by stating the number of students who had been successfully discharged, who were put on to a monitoring programme, who would receive further assistance in 2005, or who didn’t complete. In table 15, the status of all students as at the end of 2004 is recorded. The percentage of students discharged at the end of the programme for 2004, dropped by six percent compared to 2003. While the percentage of those who went on to being monitored rose between 2003 (20%) and 2004 (24%), this did not entirely account for the drop in discharged students.  In 2003 the percentage of those who required further assistance was twenty-two percent. Nearly one-quarter (24%) were included in this category in 2004. A larger increase was observed in the proportion of students who, for various reasons received an incomplete programme. In 2003, one in eight (13%) of students were in this category. In 2004 it had increased to one in every six (16%).

Table 15: Overview of students’ status on RT: Lit programmes as at December 2004 
	Student's progress
	No.
	%

	Student was discharged from roll after programme was completed
	518
	36.5

	Student will require further monitoring in 2005
	333
	23.5

	Student will require further regular tutoring programme provided by the RT: Lit in 2005
	341
	24.0

	Student received an incomplete programme because
	
	0.0

	(
	s/he required further specialist assistance and was referred on
	74
	5.2

	(
	s/he moved out of the area serviced by the RT:Lit
	66
	4.7

	(
	other reason
	79
	5.6

	Missing data
	7
	0.5

	Total
	1,418
	


In table 16 (below), students’ status at end of 2004 is broken down, as for 2003, into the following ethnic categories: New Zealand Māori, Pasifika and non-New Zealand Māori / Pasifika (meaning Pākehā and all other ethnicities). Of the 1,418 students assisted individually in 2004, more than one-third (n = 518, 37%) completed their programmes and were discharged from the roll after the programme was completed. Of this group, thirty percent were Māori, nine percent were Pasifika, and sixty percent were Pākehā and other ethnicities. These discharge percentages match the percentages on the programme as a whole: Māori thirty-two percent; Pasifika eleven percent; Pākehā and others fifty-seven percent, indicating that the RT: Lit programme was generally successful in that it was able to discharge the same percentage, in terms of ethnicity, as it enrolled, although this is somewhat less the case in relation to Pasifika students.
Table 16: Breakdown of students’ status, December 2004 for Māori, Pasifika and non-New Zealand Māori / Pasifika students who received individual tuition

	Student's progress
	NZ Māori
	Pasifika
	non-NZ Māori/Pasifika
	All students Total

	
	No.
	% 1
	No.
	% 1
	No.
	% 1
	No.
	%

	
	
	of group
	of Total
	
	of group
	of Total
	
	of group
	of Total
	
	

	Received an incomplete programme because
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	(
	required further specialist assistance and was referred on
	29
	6.3
	39.2
	10
	6.7
	13.5
	35
	4.3
	47.3
	74
	5.2

	(
	moved out of the area serviced by the RT:Lit
	27
	5.9
	40.9
	16
	10.7
	24.2
	23
	2.9
	34.8
	66
	4.7

	(
	other reason
	32
	7.0
	40.5
	5
	3.3
	6.3
	42
	5.2
	53.2
	79
	5.6

	No and % of students who received incomplete programmes
	88
	19.3
	40.2
	31
	20.7
	14.2
	100
	12.4
	45.7
	219
	15.4

	Student will require further regular tutoring programme provided by the RT: Lit in 2005
	97
	21.2
	28.4
	41
	27.3
	12.0
	203
	25.2
	59.5
	341
	24.0

	Student will require further monitoring in 2005
	111
	24.3
	33.3
	30
	20.0
	9.0
	190
	23.6
	57.1
	333
	23.5

	Student was discharged from roll after programme completed
	157
	34.4
	30.3
	48
	32.0
	9.3
	310
	38.5
	59.8
	518
	36.5

	Missing data
	4
	0.9
	57.1
	0
	-
	0.0
	3
	0.4
	42.9
	7
	0.8

	No. of students in each ethnic group
	457
	150
	806
	1,418

	Notes:
	1
	% of Total' calculations based on 'All students Totals' (final column)

	
	2
	Two student records contained no ethnicity data but outcome was 'monitoring in 2005'.

	
	2
	Three student records contained no ethnicity data but outcome was 'discharged'.

	
	3
	Sum of total does not equal sum of ethnicities due to the five student records that contained no ethnicity data (refer notes 1 & 2).


7.
Analysis of Information from students requiring support for reading literacy

The first part of this section will look at the reading levels of students who received assistance in reading literacy in 2004, at entry and discharge from the programme.  A total of 1,385 students (98% of individually assisted students) received individually-based reading literacy assistance, either as stand-alone assistance or in combination with writing and or oral literacy assistance. 
Student progress in reading literacy

By the end of the year, both regular tutoring and monitoring had been completed for 502 (36%) students who received support for reading literacy. In 2003, forty-three percent of the equivalent group had fully completed.

Figure 8 (below) illustrates the general shift
 from admission to completion in age-based reading levels of the 810 students who had completed regular tutoring
, for which reading level data was provided (ten student records contained no matching data). The darker shaded bars represent the proportion of students in each age-based reading level at entry and the light shaded bars represent reading age at the end of the year
. The general pattern of these gains in 2004 mirrors that achieved in 2003.
Figure 8: Overall shift, individually tutored students’ age-based reading levels (n=810).
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Age and progress

Table 17 (below)  presents the median ‘gain per session’
 and outcome ratios for students who had received reading literacy assistance, either with or without other forms of literacy assistance at each age level at entry into a RT: Lit programme.  Unlike the previous discussion, which only looked at those who had fully completed their 2004 programmes, this section includes all students who had received reading support. As was the case in 2003, the greatest gains per session were made by students in the 7-11 age bracket, falling off at age twelve. The trend is similar to those reported in Annual Reports 2002 and 2003 where five and six year old students had the lowest gains per session compared with those in the seven to 11 year age groups.  While no definite reasons for these trends can be offered, the lower gains achieved by five and six year olds might be attributable to their having only just started schooling and thus being more limited in how much they could gain from tuition. The decrease in gain for those aged twelve and over could be due to a number of factors including a deeper entrenchment of literacy difficulties. 
Table 17: Median ‘gain per session’ & outcome ratios from age at admission, 2004
	Age at entry into 2004 RT: Lit programme 1
	Median 'gain per session' 2
	Outcome

ratio 3

	5 years 4
	2.56
	2.00 : 1

	6 years
	3.45
	1.83 : 1

	7 years
	4.00
	3.57 : 1

	8 years
	5.36
	3.84 : 1

	9 years
	5.56
	4.97 : 1

	10 years
	5.41
	5.15 : 1

	11 years
	5.56
	5.22 : 1

	12 years and over
	4.94
	3.56 : 1

	Total
	5.00
	3.89 :1

	Notes:
	1
	Records for five student contained no age at entry data. Excluded.

	
	2
	Median ‘gain per session’ calculations are based on 1,306 students with reading level data 
excluding any students with missing data on age and number of sessions

	
	3
	Outcome ratios are based on 849 students who had successful outcomes, and 218 who had less successful outcomes from their 2004 RT: Lit programmes for whom age at entry data was given (missing for 2 students with successful and 1 student with less successful outcomes).

	 
	4
	Caution: Very small numbers of students in both gain (n=7) and outcome (n=6) categories.


Ethnicity, Gender and Outcome

Table 18 displays the gains per session achieved by students based on their genders and ethnicities. Consistent with 2002 and 2003 findings, the median gain per session measured in the female cohort (5.26) was higher than that seen in males (4.90). In contrast to 2003, when the median gains per session for both males (5.13) and females (5.52) were higher than was the case in 2002 (males: 4.97, females: 5.40), the 2004 median gains (males: 4.90, females: 5.26) results were less than the previous year’s values. The 2004 median gains per session based on student gender are the lowest of the three years for which data is available. 
Table 18: Reading literacy ‘gains per session’ according to student gender and ethnicity 

	‘Gain per session’ 1 by ethnicity and gender

	Ethnicity 2
	All 2
	Gender 3

	
	
	Males
	Females

	
	Median ‘gain
per session’
	No.
	Median ‘gain
per session’
	No.
	Median ‘gain per session’

	NZ European/ Pākehā
	5.00
	483
	4.88
	155
	5.56

	NZ Māori
	4.92
	315
	4.82
	108
	5.00

	Pasifika 
	5.23
	115
	5.23
	32
	4.76

	Asian
	4.67
	21
	4.20
	5
	5.43

	Other 
	5.56
	46
	6.12
	11
	4.76

	No. of students by gender
	
	984
	
	322
	

	Median gain for all & by gender
	5.00 4
	
	4.90
	
	5.26

	Notes:
	
	To enable comparisons with 2003 findings, the following data were included or excluded from this table. 

	
	1
	Records for 147 students generated '0.00' (nil) reading gains. Included.

	
	2
	Records for 32 students generated negative reading gains (NZ European/Pākehā = 21, NZ Māori = 7, Pasifika = 3, Asian = 1). Excluded.

	
	3
	Records for three students contained no gender data. Included in 'All' category, excluded from gender groups.

	
	4
	Median 'gain per session' values for 'All' is based on data from 1,309 student records that contained both ethnicity and reading level data that generated nil or positive gain values.

	 
	5
	Records for 109 students contained no matching entry/exit reading age data.


This shift from a general improvement in median gain in reading literacy levels from 2002 to 2003 to a reduction in gain from 2003 to 2004 is reflected across ethnic groups, with the exception of NZ Māori students in the data. As a group, NZ Māori improved the median gain slightly from 4.76 per session in 2003 to 4.92 in 2004. As female Māori students maintained the same average gain per session of 5.00 achieved in 2003, this positive movement was generated by improvements in male Māori gains only (2003: 4.76, 2004: 4.82). Small numbers of Asian and ‘other ethnicity’ students prevents commentary on their relative changes between the two years. 
8.
Ethnicity and outcome from the programme
Table 19 displays students who left the RT: Lit individual roll in 2004 because they had received a complete programme and were either fully discharged from the roll or were to be monitored only in 2005 (‘successful’ outcome), or had received an incomplete programme (‘less successful’ outcome). The table also displays the outcome ratios by student ethnicities achieved in 2003 and 2002 to allow comparisons across the three years. These outcome ratios measure the number of students with ‘successful’ outcomes for every student with a ‘less successful’ outcome.  For example, the table shows that the overall outcome ratio from 2002 was 3.00.  That means that for every ‘less successful’ student, there were three students who were ‘successful’.  

Overall, the outcome ratios achieved by all students has improved year by year over the three years for which data is available (2002=3.0; 2003 = 3.3; 2004 = 3.9). Trends in outcomes are less consistent when the ethnicities of students are considered. As was the case in 2002, Asian and NZ European/Pākehā students had the most favourable outcome ratios compared with students of other ethnicities.  Between 2002 and 2003, NZ Māori students (and Pasifika to a lesser degree) experienced an increase in the relative proportion of students who had a ‘successful’ outcome (rather than ‘less successful’) from the literacy programme, but this trend did not continue in 2004. Overall, however, outcomes reflect a positive movement.

Table 19: Ethnicity and Outcomes 
	Ethnicity 1
	Number of students in 2004 2
	Outcome ratios3, 2002 - 2004 4

	
	‘Successful’
	‘Less successful’
	2004
	2003
	2002

	NZ European/Pākehā
	440
	91
	4.8 : 1
	3.3 : 1
	3.5 : 1

	NZ Māori
	268
	88
	3.0 : 1
	3.0 : 1
	2.4 : 1

	Pasifika
	78
	31
	2.5 : 1
	2.9 : 1
	2.6 : 1

	Asian
	17
	4
	4.3 : 1
	n/a 5
	5.0 : 1

	Other
	43
	5
	8.5 : 1
	3.8 : 1
	2.7 : 1

	Total
	851
	219
	3.9 : 1
	3.3 : 1
	3.0 : 1

	Notes:
	1
	Five 2004 student records contained no ethnicity data

	
	2
	Seven student records contained no outcomes data

	
	3
	‘successful’ : ‘less successful’

	
	4
	2003 and 2002 outcomes data source: 2003 RT: Lit Report, p.21

	 
	5
	Outcome ratio not possible as no students had 'less successful' outcomes.


9.
School decile and success rate

Table 20 maps the average ‘gain per session’ and outcome ratios against school decile ratings of students in the RT: Lit programme.  It shows that the gain per session was generally higher for schools with higher decile ratings and generally increased in successful outcomes towards the higher deciles. In 2003 children from low decile schools (1 & 2) were two to three times more likely to have less successful outcomes than those at high decile schools, (9 & 10). This difference is more extreme in 2004.
Table 20:
Median ‘gain per session’ values and outcome ratios by school decile

	School decile
	Median 'gain per session' 1
	Successful/Less Successful Outcome ratio 2

	1
	4.76
	2.39 : 1

	2
	5.23
	3.10 : 1

	3
	4.88
	5.00 : 1

	4
	4.38
	3.50 : 1

	5
	4.35
	2.72 : 1

	6
	5.56
	5.09 : 1

	7
	5.26
	6.30 : 1

	8
	5.09
	5.24 : 1

	9
	5.42
	7.00 : 1

	10
	5.56
	12.40 :1

	Total
	5.00
	4.21 : 1

	Notes:
	1
	Median ‘gain per session’ calculations based on 1,163 student records. Records for 155 students contained no or conflicting school decile data. Excluded. Records for 29 students generated negative reading gains. Excluded.

	 
	2
	Outcome ratio calculations based on data from 949 student records. 


10.
Other factors Effecting Outcomes

A number of other issues have been alluded to which may have effected outcomes. These include the difference in size of school clusters that RT:Lits manage, the number of schools a student attends in the year (level of transience), and the language proficiency of the migrant student population. 
In table 21, school clusters are placed in groups according to size, and in table 22, student outcomes are summarised, based on the size of clusters.

Table 21: Size of school clusters

	Cluster type
	No. of schools
	Mean no. of  schools

	Small (4-8 schools)
	177
	6.6

	Medium (9-11 schools)
	273
	10.1

	Large (12-15 schools)
	354
	13.1

	Very large (16-28 schools)
	517
	19.1

	Total no. of schools
	1,321
	12.2


It was found that there were extremes in cluster sizes, with a low number of ‘small’ clusters and a high number of clusters containing 16-28 schools. While it is recognised that the larger clusters are likely to contain a number of schools with small student populations, and that rural school clusters involve more travelling than urban school clusters, an attempt was made to gauge student outcomes based on cluster size only. This is summarised in table 22.
Table 22: Student outcomes, 2004 RT: Lit program based on size of school clusters

	Type of school cluster 1
	Small
	Medium
	Large
	Very large

	Student outcomes 2
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Further regular tutoring required in 2005
	24.4
	25.4
	23.2
	23.7

	Monitoring programme in 2005
	27.1
	21.4
	25.5
	20.2

	Discharged from programme
	30.7
	35.6
	39.9
	40.8

	Received incomplete programme
	17.7
	17.7
	11.3
	15.3

	No. of students in each type of cluster 3
	361
	351
	353
	346

	Notes:
	1
	Refer table 21 for description of cluster type

	
	2
	Percentages based on number of students in each type of cluster

	 
	3
	Seven student records contained no outcomes data.


Initial analysis of outcomes has been limited to testing for any potential relationship between end-year outcomes and cluster size. The most apparent differences in student outcomes based on cluster size, concern discharge rates. Students in programmes managed by RT:Lits with large and very large school clusters were more likely to have been successfully discharged by the end of 2004 than was the case with those in small and medium clusters. In the case of ‘very large’ clusters, forty-one percent of the students had been discharged, compared to thirty-one percent for those in small clusters. A reverse, and less consistent, trend can be observed in the proportion of students who received an incomplete programme. With this group of students, higher percentages occur in small and medium clusters (18% in both types). The lowest non-completion rate (11%) occurred in the student groups assisted by RT:Lits who were responsible for large-sized clusters of schools.

Table 23 (over page), maps the differences, based on the size of school clusters, in median gain per session values for NZ European/Pākehā, Māori and Pasifika students. Asian and other ethnicities are not included as these groups had too few students across the four school cluster categories to provide meaningful gain calculations. While there is a positive movement from lower to higher median gains for NZ European / Pākehā students based on the size of RT:Lits’ school clusters, there is no obvious trend with Māori and Pasifika students.

Table 23: Median gains per session by student ethnicities by size of RT: Lit school clusters.

	Ethnicity
	Median gain per session by size of school cluster 1

	
	Small
	Medium
	Large
	Very large

	NZ European / Pākehā
	4.00
	4.60
	5.00
	6.15

	Māori
	4.84
	5.22
	4.76
	4.88

	Pasifika
	4.92
	4.88
	6.00
	n/a 2

	All 3
	4.49
	4.88
	4.95
	5.71

	Notes:
	1
	Gain values not provided for Asian and 'other' ethnicities as these groups had less than n=25 in each cluster category.

	 
	2
	Too few (n=9) Pasifika students in 'very large' school cluster category.

	 
	3
	Gain values for ‘All’ based on all students of all ethnicities that contained both entry and exit data that generated nil or positive gain values (n=1,309).


Transience

It was expected that, as for 2003, the transience of some students would sometimes be an issue in the provision of RT: Lit support in 2004. In fact most (92%) of students remained in one school for the entire programme, while six percent had moved once during 2004, either prior to, or while on, the programme. Although the percentage of students who attended three or more schools (‘high transient’ students) was more than double the percent in 2003 (1.8% compared to 0.6%), the numbers of children in both cases (2004 = 26, 2003 = 8) remain small compared to the total number of students assisted. 

In relation to outcomes, the high transient students had very low outcome ratios (1.44) compared to those who had attended one or two schools (3.99). This indicates that students who had attended three or more schools during 2004 were more likely to receive an incomplete programme compared to their counterparts who remained in either one or two schools for the full year. With those who go on to complete the programme, the median gain per session for high transient students (8.65) was nearly 1.5 times the ratio achieved by other students (5.59). It is not possible to provide an explanation of this finding, although may be a result of there being a small number of students in the former group.
ESOL students

RT:Lits were asked to identify whether English was the ‘first language’ of students they assisted. A large majority (90%) of the 1,402 returns that contained this information confirmed this was the case, while 144 students (10%) were ESOL students. This section compares the types of assistance received and end of year outcomes for these two groups of students. 
The three charts (a, b & c) in figure 9 below summarise the types of assistance students received in 2004 based on their ESOL status. There was little difference in the proportions of students who received literacy as part of their RT: lit programme during 2004 (chart a). Written literacy assistance was required by ninety-two percent of the 144 ESOL students compared to eighty-five percent of the non-ESOL group (chart b). The situation was more marked in relation to oral support (chart c). More than half (55%) of the ESOL students required oral literacy assistance, compared to one quarter (25%) of their non-ESOL counterparts.

Figure 9: Types of literacy assistance received by students based on their ESOL status.

[image: image6.wmf][a]

Reading literacy

0.0%

25.0%

50.0%

75.0%

100.0%

% of group

97.5%

100.0%

non-ESOL (n=1,226)

ESOL (n=144)

[b]

Written literacy

0.0%

25.0%

50.0%

75.0%

100.0%

% of group

84.9%

91.7%

non-ESOL (n=1,068)

ESOL (n=132)

[c]

Oral literacy

0.0%

25.0%

50.0%

75.0%

100.0%

% of group

25.4%

55.6%

non-ESOL (n=320)

ESOL (n=80)


Analysis of end-year outcomes based on language status revealed differences between ESOL and non-ESOL students. Of the 1,396 students for which matching data was provided, at the end of 2004 students whose first language was English (’non-ESOL’ students) were more likely to have been either fully discharged (38%) or placed on a monitoring regime for 2005 (24%) than was the case for the ESOL group (31% and 20% respectively). Conversely, ESOL students were more likely to have been assessed as requiring further regular tutoring from the RT:Lit (29%), or to have received an incomplete programme (20%), than was the case with their non-ESOL counterparts (24% and 15% respectively).
Table 24: End 2004 outcomes of RT: Lit assisted by students by ESOL status (n=1,396)
	Outcome for 2004 programme
	ESOL students
	non-ESOL students

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	% 

	RT: Lit assistance required in 2005
	41
	28.5
	297
	23.7

	Monitoring programme  in 2005
	29
	20.1
	300
	24.0

	Discharged from programme
	45
	31.3
	469
	37.5

	Received incomplete programme
	29
	20.1
	186
	14.9

	Totals
	144
	 
	1,252
	 


Both groups made similar gains per session but the outcome ratio for ESOL students of 2.55, as shown below, was nearly half than that achieved by the non-ESOL group (4.13). 

Table 25: Relationships between students’ ESOL status and session gains and outcome ratios from the 2004 RT: Lit programme.

	Students’ ESOL status
	Median 'gain per session'
	Outcome ratio

	non-ESOL
	5.001
	4.13 : 13

	ESOL
	4.882
	2.55 : 14

	Notes:
	1
	n = 1,189
	2
	n = 140

	
	3
	n = 955
	4
	n = 103


Summary of Key Points 
Part B of this report looked at the RT: Lit programmes provided to individually assisted students. It related their characteristics and social circumstances in terms of outcome measures provided by the 108 RT:Lits who provided data. Not only was the number of students assisted individually in 2004 greater than in 2003, proportionally more in 2004 had or were receiving one-to-one specialised teaching or a monitored programme following on from one-to-one specialised teaching.
The data revealed that the area of literacy that received the greatest amount of attention in terms of student numbers, was reading, but this may be an historical function of (1) the type of support provided to students, (2) the measurement of reading competence having reached a greater degree of sophistication than other literacy areas, and/or (3) a continuing strong belief that literacy is reading.

Many of the findings, however, mirrored those for 2002 and 2003 and were thus unsurprising. For instance, the report notes that males continue to be disproportionably represented in literacy recovery.

The data shows how over one half of all students who had been referred on the RT: Lit programme had received a previous form of literacy assistance. In terms of prior support, it was discovered that for 2004, more than one-third had received previous Reading Recovery support (a slight increase from 2003) and one-quarter had received some other kind of literacy assistance (compared to one-fifth in 2003). It is noted that the large numbers of ‘unknowns’ prevent drawing any conclusions about the increase in the proportion of students with prior learning assistance. Nevertheless, the fact that nearly a third of students who had prior Reading Recovery assistance had successfully completed that programme is a concern. It would appear that the gains made have not been sustained following re-entry into the regular classroom programme.

Students’ outcomes were then examined in relation to whether they had had prior literacy assistance or not. It was found that those who had been on Reading Recovery and/or another special literacy programme had more or less equivalent success rates to those who had had no prior assistance. 

Prior assistance data was also explored for ethnic distribution. In 2003 the proportion of Māori and Pasifika students who had previously received Reading Recovery was similar (34% and 31% respectively) and was lower than for Pākehā (43%). In 2004 Māori (33%) and Pākehā (46%) proportions changed little however, while Pasifika (39%) showed a slight increase, with these proportions being similar to those found in 2001 (33%, 48% and 40% respectively in 2001).
It was found that in 2004, the percentage of students successfully discharged from the RT:Lit roll after the programme was completed dropped compared to 2003. Of those discharged, nearly sixty percent were Pākehā, while thirty percent were Māori and nine percent Pasifika, reflecting the ethnic distribution at enrolment.

The entry and discharge reading levels of students who received assistance in 2003 and 2004 were compared, according to age, gender, ethnicity and school decile. The greatest gains were made by students in the 7-11 age bracket. While it may be less of a concern that the five and six year olds had the lowest gains per session, which are likely to relate to normal differences in patterns of progress, lower gains in reading for those twelve and over may well be caused by entrenched literacy difficulties. This is an area that could well benefit from further investigation to determine the most effective strategies for intervention. Again, as expected from earlier reports, the median gain was higher for girls than for boys. However both medians in 2004 were lower then for 2003, reversing the trend of an increasing median gain per session noted from 2002 - 2003. This reversal also occurred for ethnic groups with the exception of Māori. However, as for 2002, Pākehā and Asian students had higher ‘successful’ outcome ratios than other groups. While the outcome ratio for all students reflected a positive movement from 2002 - 2003, a ‘swing’ between successful outcomes in terms of ethnicity can be detected over the three years. In terms of school decile, there was a general trend of an increasing gain per session and outcomes ratio when moving from low to high decile schools. 
This report sought to explore other possible social circumstances contributing for differential outcomes, such as school cluster size, transience and ESOL status. The size of clusters had been raised by the 2004 ERO report, and the issue of transience had been flagged in the 2003 RT: Lit report. The language proficiency of many new migrant students from an ESOL background is an increasing issue in New Zealand schools. In relation to transience, students who had attended three or more schools during the year were more likely to have received an incomplete programme compared to their counterparts who had not moved schools or had moved only once.
Without a deeper exploration of school populations and rural/urban cluster differences, no conclusions could be reached about the impact of school cluster size on student outcomes. 

Only ten percent of students did not speak English as their first language. At the end of 2004, these students were less likely than their non-ESOL counterparts to have been fully discharged from their RT: Lit programme or to be on a monitoring regime for the start of 2005, and were more likely to have been assessed as requiring further individual tuition from the RT:Lit or to have received an incomplete programme for some other reason. 
Part C: Students Directly Assisted in Small groups
This section considers the characteristics and outcomes of those students who were assisted by RT:Lits in small groups. In 2004, there were 878 small-group students in RT: lit programmes, a twenty-eight percent increase in the numbers assisted in 2003 (n=687). This assistance was either direct, through regular tutoring or, following this, via ongoing monitoring by RT:Lits, teachers or teacher aides during the year.  
1.
Gender, Ethnicity and Age of Students Assisted in Small Groups

Table 26, below, summarises the ethnicity and gender of the 2004 small-group student cohort. The proportional distribution of students based on their ethnicity was similar to that observed in 2003. As was the case in 2003, small-group students in 2004 were more likely to be males than females, although the male/female split was more extreme in 2004 (70% male; 30% female, compared to 62% male; 35% females in 2003).

Table 26: Gender and ethnicity of students enrolled in small groups

	Ethnicity
	Gender
	All students

	
	2004
	2004
	2003 4

	
	Male
	Female
	Not specified
	
	

	
	No.
	% 1
	No.
	% 1
	No.
	%
	No.
	%3
	No.
	%3

	NZ European / Pākehā
	327
	53.3
	115
	44.2
	2
	-
	444
	50.6
	329
	47.9

	Māori
	197
	32.2
	84
	32.3
	0
	-
	281
	32.0
	234
	34.1

	Pasifika
	45
	7.3
	32
	12.3
	0
	-
	77
	8.8
	73
	10.6

	Asian
	15
	2.4
	7
	2.7
	0
	-
	22
	2.5
	14
	2.0

	Other
	10
	1.6
	5
	1.9
	0
	-
	15
	1.7
	20
	2.9

	Ethnicity not specified
	19
	3.1
	17
	6.5
	3
	-
	39
	4.4
	17
	2.5

	Totals
	613
	69.82
	260
	29.62
	5
	0.62
	878
	100.0
	687
	100.0

	Notes
	1
	Percentages based on number of students in each gender group

	
	2
	Percentages based on total number of students (N=878)

	
	3
	Percentages based on total number of students in each year.

	
	4
	Source: RT: Lit annual report, 2003, table 19, page 23.


In 2004, the age at entry of students who received direct, regular tutoring and/or monitoring in small groups ranged from 5 to 13 years of age. The most frequently occurring admission age was eight years; one quarter of all small group students for which data was provided were this age at entry, a one year reduction in age from the 2003 report. 
Excluding the 62 students for which admission age data was not provided, the largest number of students were clustered in the seven to nine year-old categories. Most (62%) of all small group students were in these age groups at admission. This represents a downward shift from 2003, when students were more typically clustered in the eight to ten year-old categories, and is consistent with the one-year age reduction observed in the mode. The manner in which the 2004 cohort’s ages have consistently shifted or ‘skewed’ to lower ages compared to 2003, is illustrated in figure 10, below. Note that this graph excludes student records that contained no age data. 

Figure 10: Percentage change in students’ admission ages by one-year age bands, 2003 (n=643) & 2004 (n=816).
[image: image7.emf]Note: Missing age data (2003 = 44; 2004 = 62) has been excluded from this figure.
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2.
Combinations of literacy assistance for students enrolled in groups with an RT: Lit

RT:Lits were asked to indicate for each small-group student which areas of literacy the student received assistance in (reading, written or oral).  Of the 817 students in small groups for whom data was provided 321 (39%) received assistance in reading only, 217 (27%) in writing, and only 14 (2%) in oral literacy.  One-fifth (19%) received both reading and written literacy assistance while only one in twenty (5%) were assisted in all three areas as part of a small group. These findings are generally similar to those reported in 2003 and are summarised in table 27.

Table 27:
Combinations of literacy assistance received by students in small groups 

	Combinations of types of literacy assistance 1
	2004
	2003 2

	
	No.
	%
	%

	Reading literacy only
	321
	39.3
	34.8

	Written literacy only
	217
	26.6
	26.9

	Oral language only
	14
	1.7
	1.2

	Reading and written literacy only
	155
	19.0
	16.4

	Reading and oral language only
	45
	5.5
	6.4

	Written literacy and oral language only
	21
	2.6
	5.4

	Reading and written literacy and oral language
	44
	5.4
	4.7

	Total number of students 
	817
	 
	658

	Note:
	1
	Records for 61 students in 2004 contained no literacy area data

	 
	2
	Source: RT: Lit Annual Report 2003, page 24, table 21.


Table 28, below, summarises for 2004 the number of sessions that students who were assisted via small group tuition, attended in their RT: Lit programmes. It also details the equivalent session numbers experienced by the 2003 cohort. Note that unlike the 2003 report, the table excludes from its percentage calculations, those students for which there was no data. In both years, this missing data was substantial, being ten percent of the total number of group assisted students in 2003 and twelve percent in 2004.

Table 28: Number of sessions in which students received small group RT: Lit assistance in 2004 and 2003.

	Number of sessions
	2004 1
	2003 2, 3

	
	No.
	%
	%

	Up to 25 sessions
	491
	63.8
	63.0

	26 to 50 sessions
	217
	28.2
	30.5

	51 to 75 sessions
	48
	6.2
	3.7

	More than 75 sessions
	13
	1.7
	2.8

	Total number of students
	769
	617

	Notes:
	1
	2004: Records for 109 students contained no sessions data. Excluded.

	
	2
	2003: Records for 70 students contained no sessions data. Excluded.

	 
	3
	Source: RT: Lit annual report, 2003, page 25


The 2004 findings were similar to those reported in 2003: Around sixty-three percent of students in both years spent up to 25 sessions as part of a group, and very few students required more than 50 sessions of assistance.  The mean number of sessions attended by students in 2004 was 24, unchanged from the 2003 mean.

3.
Change in reading levels for students assisted in small groups 2004 

Figure 11 illustrates the overall shift from admission to completion, in the proportion of students at each age-based reading level, for the 413 students who had received reading assistance in small groups, with or without other forms of literacy support, and for which matching admission and completion reading age level data was provided.
 The dark shaded bars measure the proportion of small-group students in each age-based reading level at admission to their 2004 RT: Lit programmes, while the light shaded bars illustrate the proportion at discharge. 

Figure 11: Overall shift in small group assisted students’ age-based reading levels in 2004 (n=413)
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Generally there was a positive trend in development of improved literacy as measured by reading age. A majority (61%) of students had reading ages in the lower age ranges (up to seven years) at admission. By discharge, just over one-third (35%) remained in this group, with a consequent shift towards more advanced reading levels. At admission, just over one quarter (29%) of the 2004 small group cohort had reading age literacy levels within the 7.5 to 10 years plus range. By discharge, this had increased to more than half (56%). Care must be taken in comparing outcomes between the two years (2003 and 2004) as the spread of chronological ages of the 2004 cohort was towards younger ages than was the case in 2003. 

4.
Outcome, by Ethnicity, for small group student RT: Lit programmes 

RT:Lits were asked to confirm the end year status of the students they assisted in small groups.  They could have been still receiving support, have been discharged from the programme, or have received an incomplete programme. The following analysis looking  at the ratio of students with successful versus less successful outcomes does not include students who required further support and uses the same methods as used for those students who received individual tuition (see table 16 in part B of this report). The outcome ratios in table 29, below, identify how many students achieved ‘successful’ outcomes for every student with a ‘less successful’ outcome.  

Table 29: Ethnicity & outcome ratios, by ethnicity, of students assisted in small groups (n=750)

	Ethnicity
	Number of students
	Outcome ratio

	
	Successful
	Less Successful
	Successful : less successful

	NZ European/Pākehā
	352
	12
	29.3 : 1

	Māori
	225
	21
	10.7 : 1

	Pasifika
	65
	7
	9.3 : 1

	Asian
	20
	0
	n/a

	Other
	15
	0
	n/a

	Ethnicity not stated
	32
	1
	n/a

	Total
	709
	41
	16.9 : 1

	Notes:
	1
	Refer footnote 13 for an explanation of ratio calculations.


Overall, the ratio of successful to less successful students was higher in 2004 (16.9) than was the case in 2003 (13.0). This was mainly caused by the very large positive shift in Pākehā outcomes. That group’s increase in outcome ratio was the largest of all ethnicities, and increased from its 2003 value of 11.2 to 29.3 in the 2004 cohort. In contrast, Māori and Pasifika outcome ratios were less than was the case in 2003. For Māori, outcome ratios reduced from 13.7 in 2003 to 10.7 in 2004, while for Pasifika students, they changed from 11.6 to 9.3. Comparative data was not available for Asian and other ethnicities as none of these groups received incomplete programmes during 2004. 

Notwithstanding the major fluctuations between the years, care is needed in interpreting these changes. Ratios can change year to year because of other characteristics or social circumstances of individual students. These include the types of assistance provided, chronological age and other factors such as school transience. Also, students who have progressed well in their programmes may still need further assistance. 

The median gains per session achieved by small group students are detailed in table 30. As was the case in the earlier discussion of gains by students taught individually, the table includes all students, regardless of the types of assistance provided or outcomes achieved. No calculations of gain per session were performed for students of Asian and ‘other’ ethnicities as too few students were in these groups to provide meaningful values. Pasifika achieved the highest median gain in reading literacy. In contrast to the outcome ratio values discussed above, Pākehā gain value, at 5.88, was the lowest. Māori gain (6.25), matched that obtained for the entire cohort of small group students for which matching reading age data was available. No comparison with 2003 is possible as median gain calculations were not performed in that year.

Table 30: Median gain per session by ethnicity, small group students assisted by RT:Lits 2004.

	Ethnicity
	No.
	Median gain per session 1

	NZ European/Pākehā
	248
	5.88

	Māori
	179
	6.25

	Pasifika
	54
	8.33

	Total 2
	516
	6.25

	Notes:
	1
	Refer to footnote 18 of this report for the method used to calculate 'median gain per session'.

	 
	2
	'Total' (516) does not equal sum of ethnicities (481) as seven records are included in the total which contained reading age data but no ethnicity data and Asian or ‘other’ ethnicity students are included in the total.


Summary of Key Points Part C

In 2004, there has been a large increase in students who were assisted in small groups. In 2003, students assisted in small groups were nearly twice as likely to be males as females; this gender split increased in 2004 with males being 2.5 times more likely than females to have received literacy support in small groups. The age of students at entry to their small group programmes in 2004 clustered around ages seven to nine, with eight being the most frequently occurring admission age, one year younger than was the case in 2003. 

The distribution of students based on ethnicity remained generally close to that measured in 2003. The types of literacy assistance provided to students in small groups generally matched the proportions seen in 2003, with assistance in reading, followed by writing, being the most common form of help, either as stand-alone support or in combination with writing help.

A generally positive trend in the development of improved literacy by reading age occurred in 2004.
The ratio of successful to less successful students was higher in 2004 than was the case in 2003. This was caused by the very large positive shift for NZ European/Pākehā students. In contrast to that group, outcome ratios for Māori and Pasifika students reduced in 2004.  However, caution is needed in interpreting this pattern as a large number of small group student records contained no matching ethnicity and outcomes data. Additionally, other factors impact on success, are not measured by the ‘outcome ratio’ measure.

In contrast to the outcome ratios discussed above, in 2004 Pasifika students achieved the highest ‘median gain per session’ in reading literacy, while the NZ European/Pākehā gain was the lowest. 

Part D: Comparative Analysis
This final section offers a comparison between the data for individually tutored students and the data for students who were tutored in small groups. As could be expected, there are some differences between the two groups, which might in part be attributable to the different age-based reading levels of students at admission to either individual or small group RT: Lit programmes in 2004, or the complexity of needs of the two groups of students. 

The general trend in types of literacy assistance provided to individuals compared to small group students was for small group students to be more likely to receive a single form of literacy support (refer figure 12 below). In contrast, students taught individually were more likely to receive combined forms of support than small-group students. For example, more than one third (39%) of small group students received reading assistance only, compared to only one eighth (12%) of individual students. Although proportionally fewer students in both cohorts received only written literacy, the difference between individuals (2%) and small-group students (27%) is extreme. These differences in approach are reversed when combinations of support are analysed. More than half (58%) of individually assisted students received both reading and written literacy support compared to one-fifth (19%) of the students in small groups. One quarter (26%) of individual students were given literacy assistance across all three areas, compared to only one in every twenty (5%) of small group students.

Fig. 12: Differences in approaches used for students taught individually (n=1,416) and those taught in small group settings (n=817). 2004 RT: Lit programme


Figure 13 (next page) illustrates the spread of reading ages at admission to the RT: Lit programme of those students who had received reading literacy assistance, with or without other forms of support, and who had completed their programmes and were discharged from the roll or were placed on a monitoring programme in 2005.  
Small group students were more likely to have more advanced reading ages (years eight or more) at admission (20%) than was the case with individuals (8%). For students assisted individually, more than three-quarters (77%) had a reading age at admission of seven years or less, compared to less than two-thirds (61%) of the small group students. The most frequently cited (44%) reading age for individuals was between five and six years, while only thirty-five percent of those in small groups were in this reading age bracket at admission. When these differences are matched to the small differences in the two group’s chronological ages, it is apparent that students taught individually were more likely to have had lower levels of reading literacy at admission to their programmes than was the case with small group students.

Figure 13: Differences in age based reading levels at admission between students assisted with reading literacy either individually (n=810) or in small groups (n=413) and who had completed their programmes.

Compared to the proportional spreads of reading ages at admission for both small group and individually assisted students, the same students’ reading levels at completion of the programme are more evenly spread, with proportionally more students in higher reading ages (figure 14, below). The most frequently assessed age-based reading level at programme completion was seven to eight years for both types of student. This is equivalent to a two year positive movement from the admission modal age of five to six years. Approximately one-quarter of students in each group had reading ages at discharge of nine or more. 
Figure 14: Differences in age based reading levels at completion between students assisted with reading literacy either individually (n=810) or in small groups (n=413) and who had completed their programmes.

When the median gains achieved by students assisted individually in their 2004 RT: Lit programmes are compared with the gains for small group students, there is a clear difference between the groups, both in total and by ethnic group (refer table 31, next page). Across all ethnicities, students assisted in small groups had larger median gains per session (6.25) than was the case for students assisted individually (5.00). A substantial difference also occurred with Pasifika, where small group gain of 8.33 was 1.5 times that measured in the individuals group (5.23). 

Table 31: Comparison in median gains per session for students assisted individually (n=1,309) or in small groups (n=509).

	Ethnicity
	Median gain per session 1

	
	Individuals
	Small groups

	NZ European / Pākehā
	5.00
	5.88

	Māori
	4.92
	6.25

	Pasifika
	5.23
	8.33

	All
	5.00
	6.25

	Notes:
	1
	Median gain calculations based on student records that contained matching ethnicity and reading age data. Refer tables 19 and 32 for data exclusions.


Summary of Key Points 

Some differences were noted in the data between students receiving individual tuition from RT:Lits and those who were tutored in small groups.
For students assisted individually, three-quarters had a reading age at admission of seven years or less, compared to less than two-thirds of the small group students.

Small group students were more likely to have more advanced reading ages at admission than was the case with individuals. Consistent with this, they were more likely to receive a single form of literacy support, for example, reading only or written only.
Students taught individually were more likely to have had lower levels of reading literacy at admission to their programmes than was the case with small group students. Also, they were more likely to receive combined forms of support, for example for reading and writing, than small group students.
Across all ethnicities, students assisted in small groups had larger median gains per session than was the case for students assisted individually. While students in small groups had larger median gains per session, this may simply reflect the fact that students with ‘lower levels’ of need are more likely to be supported by the RT: Lit in small groups rather than one-to-one.
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�	RT: Lit Annual Reports: 2002, p.29;  2003, p.28.


�	Refer, Ministry of Education (2003) Effective Literacy Practice in Years 1 to 4, and Ministry of Education (2006) Effective Literacy Practice in Years 5 to 8. 


�	Refer page 1, Resource Teachers: Literacy Procedures and Guidelines Ministry of Education, Wellington, 2006.


� 	The Education Review Office Evaluation of the Resource Teacher: Literacy Service, June 2004:3


� Median values define the mid-point number, where half of all respondents report less  than the median and half report more than the median. It is a more accurate measure than means when there are ‘extreme’ values (termed outliers) which distort mean calculations.


� A fuller comparison of 2004 workloads with 2003 is not possible as different options were used in the two years’ questionnaires.


� ibid


� These students included those who were first admitted to the RT: Lit programme in 2004 as well as those who had received intensive specialised teaching in 2003 and received continuing support in 2004.


� Comparative analysis of this sub-group’s composition with 2003 findings is not possible.


� Three student records contained no gender information  


� Anand & Bennie (2003) note: “As in previous years, nearly two-thirds (66.5%) of the students in Reading Recovery in 2003 were boys”.


� To enable comparison with the findings discussed in the 2003 report, table 8 does not differentiate between students who had received a single type of assistance and those who had received more than one.


� ‘Outcome ratios’ are a measure of the number of students who successfully completed their RT: Lit programme compared to the number of students who, for various reasons, did not complete. For example, a ratio of 5.86 : 1 means that for every one student who did not complete, 5.86 students successfully completed their RT; Lit programme and were either discharged from the roll or placed on a monitoring regime. Larger ratios are one proxy for measuring improved outcomes for students as a group compared to smaller ratios.


� Basis of calculation: (‘Reading Recovery’ ratio minus ‘Other special literacy programme’ ratio).


� Basis of calculation: refer Table 11: (2004 outcome ratio divided by 2003 outcome ratio) minus 1 = (3.86 / 4.83) - 1 = 20.1% 


� Important note: Figure 8 illustrates the shifts in age-based reading levels of the 810 students as a group. It does not measure changes for individual students.


� Of the 810 students who completed regular tutoring, 502 had also completed a monitoring programme.


� Data concerning reading ages begin at less than five (<5) and increase in 0.5 yr increments to eight. For years eight and nine, one year increments are used. The maximum level is set at 10+ years. While these intervals do not have mutually exclusive age boundaries, this discussion assumes that is the case.


� 	Gain per session’ is a parameter with uncertainties attached to it. It calculates the ratio of change in age-based reading level in relation to the number of sessions of tutoring the student received, multiplied by 100. The higher the ‘gain per session’ the faster the gains made by the student.  However, this parameter should be interpreted with caution as it takes no account of the context in which the student received assistance. For example, an individual may have received intensive individual support from an RT: Lit in a single or across a range of literacy areas (see table 7b, above).


� Of the 565 small group students who received reading assistance, 445 had completed their RT:Lit programmes and had been either discharged or placed on a monitoring programme. Of this group, 32 student records contained no matching age-based reading level data. 
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