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Introduction
Background
Resource Teachers of Literacy (RT:Lits) are a specialist group of registered teachers who work with classroom teachers and students and provide intensive help to students throughout New Zealand in reading and written language. An RT:Lit works for a designated cluster of schools, but is based at a host school. 
Many RT:Lits were previously employed as Resource Teachers of Reading (RTR). At the beginning of 2001 the role of the RTR was replaced by that of RT:Lits, with it being modified to allow RT:Lits to focus more on providing support to teachers and staff, rather than directly to the students concerned. In addition, the number of teachers involved increased gradually over the year, from 68 to over 100. Reports from previous years’ data from the RTR programme have appeared in earlier editions of The Research Bulletin – first in the May 1993 edition (on 1992 data) and the last in the June 2001 edition (on 2000 data). The current report is an account of the work of RT:Lits in their first year. It is anticipated that there will be a period of transition whereby RT:Lits will increasingly spend more time working with teachers and staff and less time working with individual students.
Methodology

In November 2001, RT:Lit Annual Report was sent to all RT:Lits to complete. RT:Lit Annual Report provides for individual student data to be reported. It is in two parts:
· an Annual Return for Teachers (Part A ) covering all aspects of the work that RT:Lits undertake and the number of students they had enrolled on their books in 2001; and,
· an Annual Return for Students (Part B), to be completed for each student the RT:Lit worked with in 2001, gathering data on age, gender, ethnicity and reading levels, on entry to and discharge from the programme.

Completed Reports were received from 108 RT:Lits (of 109). It should be noted that many of these Reports however, do not cover a complete year as RT:Lits were appointed to their positions throughout 2001. The following report summarises the data for 2001.

Results and Discussion

In interpreting the information provided in this report the reader should note that:
· 2001 was the first year Resource Teachers of Literacy operated and some teething problems with the Annual Report and the reporting process were experienced
. 

· as stated above, RT:Lits were appointed throughout the year, thus the information provided in the Annual Reports does not reflect a full year of activity for all RT:Lits. This would lead to reduced levels of student numbers that RT:Lits worked with, compared with a full year’s activity.

Section 1: Results from the Annual Return for Teachers
As noted above, RT:Lits were responsible for reporting on their activities and the number of students enrolled with them during 2001, through completing Part A of the Annual Report.

Schools Resource Teachers of Literacy had worked in
The RT:Lits were asked to indicate the number of schools they had worked with during 2001. Naturally, given their role, RT:Lits had mostly worked with primary schools and generally operated in multiple schools in a cluster. See Table 1 for further details.
Table 1: The number of schools RT:Lits worked with during 2001
Types of schools
Total number

of schools
Mean number*

of schools

Primary
940
8.7

Intermediate
50
0.5

Composite
173
1.6

Secondary
11
0.1

Special
1
0.0

Total
1,175



* This mean is calculated using the number of RT:Lits who returned data (N=108).
A second question asked RT:Lits to indicate whether they had worked with kura kaupapa Mäori, total immersion or bilingual schools. As can be seen from Table 2, 30 RT:Lits had in total worked in 49 bilingual schools, nine kura kaupapa Mäori and five total immersion schools.

Table 2: The type of schools that RT:Lits worked with during 2001
Types of schools
Total number of schools
Number of RT:Lits working in these schools

Kura kaupapa Mäori
9
7

Total immersion
5
3

Bilingual
49
28

Total
63
30*

* Some of these teachers worked in more than one type of school. 
Nature of the work undertaken by Resource Teachers of Literacy

The Resource Teachers of Literacy were asked to indicate the percentage of time, on average, they spent each week with individual students, groups of students, teachers, and parents, and on other activities associated with their work (see Table 3). While the time spent on these tasks varied between RT:Lits, highlighting the diverse operating practices of the RT:Lit service, it was common for RT:Lits to spend nearly half of their working week with individual students.

Meetings with teachers, Resource Teachers: Learning and Behaviour (RTLBs)
, paraprofessionals or teacher aides cover other important aspects of the work undertaken by RT:Lits, and almost all RT:Lits indicated that some time each week was allowed for these. Preparation time, administration tasks such as record keeping, and travel between schools took, on average, a similar proportion of time (8.6%, 7.3% and 8.1%, respectively), while less time on average (4.7%) was spent on professional development. The relative amount of time spent on various aspects of the RT:Lit’s role may change in future years, this year having been the first year of implementation for RT:Lits.
Table 3: Nature of work undertaken by RT:Lits during 2001

Mean* % of time (on average) each week

Working with: 


 - individual students
47.1

 - groups of students
5.3

 - teachers
5.8

 - paraprofessionals/teacher aides
1.8

 - RTLBs
1.4

 - specialist services
0.5

 - parents
2.4

Spent on:


 - travel
8.1

 - preparation
8.6

 - administration
7.3

 - professional development
4.7

 - other
0.1

* This mean is calculated using the number of RT:Lits who returned data (N=108).


Students enrolled with Resource Teachers of Literacy

In 2001, 1,898 students had at some point during the year, been enrolled with an RTLit. During the same period a total of 3,312 students had been referred to an RT:Lit, some of whom would have appeared on the roll prior to the end of the year (2001). Section 2 contains information on the students enrolled in the programme and collected as part of the individual student data form (the Annual Return for Students).

Formal support and advice provided by Resource Teachers of Literacy
RT:Lits noted that during 2001, they had provided formal support and advice to some 1,653 teachers and 658 teacher aides. A large number of parents (1,389) were also provided support and advice, including for example at courses such as the ‘Pause-Prompt-Praise’ Course 
. See Table 4 for further details.
Table 4: The number of individual classroom teachers, teacher aides, or parents RT:Lits overall have provided with formal support and advice during 2001
 
Total number of individuals assisted 
Mean* number 

Number of RT:Lits providing support


Classroom teachers
1,653
15.3
103

Teacher aides
658
6.1
75

Parents (e.g. at courses)
1,389
12.9
69

Total
3700
34.3
108

* This mean is calculated using the number of RT:Lits who returned data (N=108).
It appears from the information presented in Table 3 and Table 4, that while RT:Lits are supporting almost as many parents as they are teachers, that they we’re spending more time with teachers than parents. Parents may have been supported by shorter contacts and/or in larger groups.
Activities of Resource Teachers of Literacy

RT:Lits were asked to indicate the number of hours spent on specific activities. The activity teachers spent most of their time on involved literacy intervention tasks, such as providing intensive specialised teaching for students. Other time demands, although somewhat less, arose out of advisory tasks such as providing general advice and support to classroom teachers, or working specifically with them on aspects such as monitoring progress and assisting teachers to adapt literacy programmes to facilitate a child’s success in literacy. See Table 5 for further details. While Tables 3 and 5 focus on how teachers report spending their time, the data for these tables is drawn from two different questions. Table 3 looks at the proportion of time spent on each activity, while Table 5 looks at the number of hours, on average, spent on each activity per week. 

Table 5: The number of hours each week, on average, RT:Lits spent on activities during 2001
Activities
Total number of hours per week
Mean* number of hours per week

Literacy intervention tasks (e.g. providing intensive specialised teaching for students)
2,323.6
21.5

Working with classroom teachers (e.g. monitoring progress and assisting teachers to adapt literacy programmes as necessary to facilitate child’s success in literacy)
284.9
2.6

Other advisory tasks (e.g. providing general advice and support to classroom teachers)
304.4
2.8

Host/cluster school related tasks (e.g. regular reporting to the management committee)
176.5
1.6

Other activities**
607.5
5.6

Total
3696.9
34.2

* This mean is calculated using the number of RT:Lits who returned data (N=108).

** Other activities include administration, parent assistance and travel.
Section 2: Results from the Annual Return for Students
As noted above, RT:Lits were responsible for completing an individual student form (Part B of the Annual Report) for each student that had been on their roll for 2001. Whilst RT:Lits indicated they had 1,898 students on their roll, information was not provided for 25 students. Thus the information presented in this section is based on the 1,873 students for whom individual student forms were returned.
Students enrolled with Resource Teachers of Literacy

Of the 1,873 students for whom individual student forms were returned by the Resource Teachers of Literacy, 74 percent were boys and 26 percent were girls. This is consistent with the information collected on students who were enrolled with Resource Teachers of Reading, where the data since 1995 have consistently shown that around three-quarters of students receiving RTR assistance were boys. 

The 2001 data also showed that the majority of students (88%) had during the year attended one school, whilst a further nine percent had attended two schools. Twenty-two students (1%) had attended three or more schools. 
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As can be seen from Figure 1, just over half (53%) of the students enrolled with RT:Lits were New Zealand European/Pakeha while just under a third (32%) were New Zealand Mäori. Smaller numbers of students were Pacific (10%), Asian (2%) or of ‘other’ ethnicities (3%). As with the gender data, the proportion of students on the RT:Lit rolls from the different ethnic groups is consistent with that on the RTR rolls in 2000.


Of the 1,873 students, just under three-quarters (72%) were admitted to an RT:Lit programme during 2001, with around a quarter (27%) being carried over from the year before (2000). While this latter percentage is less than that carried over from 1999 into 2000 (37%), this is likely to be a transitional result which is the effect of a combination of the change in the role of an RTLit (from an RTR) and in the number (increase) of resource teachers concerned. 
The type of support Resource Teachers of Literacy gave to students

There are two main types of support RT:Lits provide to students: directly, through regular tutoring of the student, and indirectly, through advice to the student’s classroom teacher. To establish where RT:Lits were placing their emphasis in 2001, they were asked to indicate the type of support they had given students during that year. 

Some students received more than one form of support during the year, through for example, passing from intensive specialised teaching into classroom monitoring and teacher support phases. The majority (88%) of students enrolled with an RT:Lit had in 2001, received intensive specialised teaching for a specified period. Under half (46%) of students in the RT:Lit programme were supported via advice and support to their classroom teacher, to maintain gains made by the student as a result of intensive specialised teaching with an RT:Lit. Table 6 provides further details. 


 
Table 6: Type of RT:Lit support students received in 2001
Type of support
Number of students*
%

RT:Lit provided intensive specialised teaching with the student for a specified period
1,650
88.1

RT:Lit provided advice and support to classroom teacher, to maintain the learning gains achieved by the student as a result of intensive specialised teaching with an RT:Lit
854
45.6

RT:Lit provided advice and support to Teacher Aides
39
0.4

RT:Lit Provided advice and support to parents
179
1.7

RT:Lit provided other support for students
20
1

* Some students received more than one form of support over the year.
# This percentage is based on a total of 1,873 students.
Reading Recovery information on students admitted to RT:Lit programmes

RT:Lits were asked to indicate whether any of the students on their roll in 2001 had received Reading Recovery and, if so, to indicate these students’ outcomes from the programme. As was the case in previous years for students who had been supported by Resource Teachers of Reading, less than half of the students had previously participated in Reading Recovery. Asian students and students of ‘other’ ethnicities were less likely to have participated in Reading Recovery than Maori or Pakeha children.
Of those students who had participated in a RT:lit programme, nearly one in five students (19%) had been referred on from Reading Recovery for specialist help or long-term reading support, while almost as many (16%) had successfully completed the programme (been ‘discontinued’
). Table 7 provides further details.

Table 7: Reading Recovery information on students in RT:Lit programmes in 2001
Reading Recovery information
Number
%

Student has not been in a Reading Recovery programme
932
49.8

Student has been in a Reading Recovery programme 
· and was ‘referred on’ for specialist or long term reading support
349
18.6

· and completed successfully (was ‘discontinued’)
308
16.4

· but did not receive a complete programme
55
2.9

· but outcome unknown
59
3.2

No Reading Recovery information was available for student
138
7.4

Missing data
32
1.7

Total
1,873
100.0

The students’ reading levels and age of at admission to the RT:Lit programme 
RT:Lits record a student’s reading level when they are admitted to a programme and again when they are discharged from a programme. There are two different measures used to determine reading levels – ‘Reading Recovery levels’ and ‘reading levels according to age’. Although it is acknowledged that there is no direct correspondence between the two types of levels, for the purposes of comparing the data, the two measures have been ‘matched up’. This is the same method that was used with the Resource Teachers of Reading reports from 1992 to 2000 and is a way of plotting a student’s progress from the time they enter a programme to the time they are discharged from it.

Table 8 compares a student’s age with their reading at the time they were admitted to an RT:Lit programme. Most students were reading at below their chronological age when they were admitted to a programme. In a few cases where students were reading at or above their chronological age, they were likely to have been admitted for written language difficulties rather than reading difficulties. The majority of students in 2001 were aged seven (23%), eight (32%) or nine (23%) years on admission to an RT:Lit programme, while the majority (76%) were at or below seven years in terms of their reading level. These results are similar to the trends evident in the data from Resource Teachers of Reading. 

It is important to note that the reading level may not be the only way to measure student progress in the RT:Lit programme. Writing and oral literacy now fall within the scope of the programme and improvements in those areas may not be reflected in a measure of reading literacy. Means of recording student progress in these areas will need to be considered in future years’ monitoring.


Table 8: The ages and reading levels of students on the roll of an RT:Lit at the time they were admitted to an RT:Lit programme
Reading Recovery 
levels1 
Age-based reading 
levels
Age missing
5 years
6 years
7 years
8 years
9 years
10 years
11 years
12 years+
TOTAL



N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%

-
Below 5 years
-
-
14
60.9
25
31.6
40
9.5
43
7.2
11
2.6
4
2.0
-
-
-
-
137
7.3

8 and less
5 - 5.5 years
-
-
3
13.0
33
41.8
191
45.3
156
26.2
61
14.4
18
8.8
5
6.7
1
2.3
468
25.0

9 to 14
5.5 - 6 years
1
20.0
-
-
17
21.5
128
30.3
158
26.5
88
20.7
28
13.7
7
9.3
1
2.3
428
22.9

15 and 16
6 - 6.5 years
-
-
-
-
-
-
33
7.8
113
19.0
67
15.8
17
8.3
1
1.3
1
2.3
232
12.4

17 and 18
6.5 - 7 years
2
40.0
-
-
1
1.3
16
3.8
58
9.7
68
16.0
27
13.2
7
9.3
1
2.3
180
9.6

19 and 20
7 - 7.5 years
-
-
-
-
1
1.3
7
1.7
34
5.7
55
12.9
28
13.7
3
4.0
3
7.0
131
7.0

21 and 22
7.5 – 8 years
1
20.0
-
-
-
-
1
0.2
18
3.0
49
11.5
29
14.1
12
16.0
5
11.6
115
6.1

-
8 - 9 years
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
4
0.7
22
5.2
43
21.0
16
21.3
11
25.6
96
5.1

-
9 - 10 years
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
2
0.5
8
3.9
18
24.0
13
30.2
41
2.2

-
10 years +
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
1
0.5
3
4.0
3
7.0
7
0.4

Reading levels missing
1
20.0
6
26.1
2
2.5
6
1.4
12
2.0
2
0.5
2
1.0
3
4.0
4
9.3
38
2.0

Total

5
100.0
23
100.0
79
100.0
422
100.0
596
100.0
425
100.0
205
100.0
75
100.0
43
100.0
1,873
100.0

Notes: 
1. No direct relationship exists between Reading Recovery levels and age-based reading levels. 


2.  Solid line in centre of Table denotes ‘normal’ reading age contour. Dashes lines denote main data clusters.
The progress of students

Resource Teachers of Literacy were asked to indicate the progress of students in 2001. As Table 9 shows under half (42%) of students were discharged from regular tutoring during the year and were at the end of the year receiving a monitoring programme, whilst a small proportion (7%) had been discharged altogether. Around a quarter (26%) required further regular tutoring in 2002. 
Table 9: Student progress on RT:Lit programmes in 2001
Student Progress
Number
%

Student received an incomplete programme 
· because he/she moved out of the area serviced by RT:Lit
69
3.7

· because he/she required further specialist assistance and was referred on
70
3.7

· for some other reason
101
5.4

Student will require further regular tutoring next year
485
25.9

Student was discharged from regular tutoring during the year and, at the end of the year,  receiving a monitored programme
786
42.0

Student received a monitored programme only this year 
· carried out by RT:Lit
187
10.0

· carried out by classroom teacher
16
0.9

Student Discharged (including after monitoring)
131
7.0

Other
21
1.1

Missing data
7
0.4

Total
1,873
100.0

The students’ reading levels and age of at discharge from the RT:Lit programme 
As indicated above, RT:Lits record student reading levels when they are admitted to a programme and again when they are discharged from a programme. RT:Lits were asked to record the age and reading levels of students they had discharged from a regular tutoring programme or a monitored programme (N=1,106).

As Table 10 shows, at the time of discharge, the majority of students had made progress while on the RT:Lit programme, with a number now reading at a level equal to or above their chronological age. While having made progress however, most were still reading at a level below their chronological age. The reading level of the majority (75%) of students on discharge from a RT:Lit programme was at or above seven years. The majority of students in 2001 were aged eight (24%) nine (31%) or ten years (18%) on discharge from a RT:Lit programme. These results are similar to the trends evident in the data from Resource Teachers of Reading.

Table 10: The ages and reading levels of students on the roll of an RT:Lit at the time they were discharged from an RT: Lit tutoring or monitoring programme
Reading Recovery 
levels1 
Age-based reading 
levels
Age missing
5 years
6 years
7 years
8 years
9 years
10 years
11 years
12 years+
TOTAL



N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%

-
Below 5 years
-
-
3
50.0
1
6.3
-
-
-
-
1
.3
1
0.5
-
-
-
-
6
0.5

8 and less
5 – 5.5 years
1
4.5
3
50.0
6
6.3
1
0.9
1
0.4
2
0.6
1
0.5
1
1.1
-
-
16
1.4

9 to 14
5.5 – 6 years
1
4.5
-
-
4
25.0
13
12
20
7.3
4
1.1
5
2.4
3
3.4
-
-
50
4.5

15 and 16
6 – 6.5 years
-
-
-
-
1
6.3
23
21.3
24
8.8
17
4.9
4
1.9
3
3.4
-
-
72
6.5

17 and 18
6.5 – 7 years
-
-
-
-
2
12.5
17
15.7
35
32.4
23
6.6
9
4.4
4
4.4
-
-
90
8.1

19 and 20
7 – 7.5 years
2
9.1
-
-
1
6.3
21
19.4
44
16.1
38
10.9
14
6.8
6
6.7
-
-
126
11.4

21 and 22
7.5 – 8 years
1
4.5
-
-
-
-
24
2.2
70
25.6
62
17.8
25
12.1
5
5.6
1
2.8
188
17.0

-
8 – 9 years
1
4.5
-
-
-
-
7
6.5
64
23.4
110
31.5
44
21.4
19
1.1
4
11.1
249
22.5

-
9 – 10 years
2
9.1
-
-
-
-
-
-
15
5.5
72
20.6
69
33.4
24
26.7
11
30.6
192
17.3

-
10 years +
2
9.1
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
19
5.4
32
15.5
25
27.8
20
55.6
98
8.9

Reading level missing 
12
54.5
-
-
1
6.3
2
1.8
-
-
1
0.3
2
1.0
-
-
1
2.8
19
1.7

Total

22
100.0
6
100.0
16
100.0
108
100.0
273
100.0
349
100.0
206
100.0
90
100.0
36
100.0
1,106
100.0

Notes: 
1. No direct relationship exists between Reading Recovery levels and age-based reading levels. 



2. Due to rounding percentages do not always add to 100 percent.

The extent of regular tutoring students received prior to being discharged from their RT: Lit programme

To determine the extent of regular tutoring each of the discharged students had spent in a regular tutoring programme before being discharged, RT: Lits were asked to indicate the number of sessions each student had received. The majority of students (77.3%) had spent up to 100 sessions in regular tutoring before being discharged. Very few students (2.5%) needed more than 150 sessions. Table 11 provides details. This is similar to the pattern of previous years for the length of time students spent on programmes with Resource Teachers of Reading.
Table 11: The number of sessions that discharged students spent in regular tutoring programmes in 2001
Number of sessions
Number of students
% of students

Up to 50 sessions
448
40.5

51 to 100 sessions
403
36.4

101 to 150 sessions
174
15.7

151 to 200 sessions
17
1.5

More than 200 sessions
11
1.0

Missing data
53
4.8

Total
1,106
100.0


An examination of individual student outcomes
An examination of individual student data was undertaken to assess the degree of relationship between factors such as the age, gender or ethnicity of the students and student progress. The factors examined and the analyses are detailed in the appendices. 
Most of the relationships observed could have been anticipated. For example there was a positive relationship between the reading age at admission and the age of entry to the programme, and between the time in the programme and the number of sessions. Table 12 shows the results. The analysis did however, suggest a weak relationship between the literacy level of the student on entry to the programme and the number of sessions they receive, with students with higher levels on entry requiring fewer sessions. This is as one might expect, as better readers usually need less assistance to make gains. The analysis also suggests that those who attended multiple schools during their RT:Lit programme are less likely to complete the programme successfully. However, it should be noted that the number of students who have attended multiple schools is relatively small. 

Table 12: Relationship (correlation) between various student factors*

Gender
No. schools attended
Entry age
Entry reading level
Progress/ outcome
Exit age
Exit reading Level
Sessions
School Decile
Change in reading level
Change in Age
‘Gain per session’

Gender
1.00
-0.02
0.01
0.05
-0.01
0.06
0.02
-0.07
0.00
-0.03
-0.01
0.01

No. schools attended
-
1.00
0.00
-0.07
-0.15
0.04
-0.07
-0.02
-0.04
-0.02
-0.01
0.01

Entry age
-
-
1.00
0.63
-0.03
0.88
0.52
-0.14
0.04
-0.16
-0.19
-0.02

Entry reading level
-
-
-
1.00
0.08
0.49
0.67
-0.38
0.11
-0.43
-0.28
-0.05

Progress/outcome
-
-
-
-
1.00
0.02
0.02
0.06
0.11
-0.43
0.04
-0.04

Exit age
-
-
-
-
-
1.00
0.53
0.08
0.03
0.04
0.30
-0.05

Exit reading level
-
-
-
-
-
-
1.00
-0.05
0.15
0.38
0.04
0.31

Sessions
-
-
-
-
-

-
1.00
-0.03
0.42
0.45
-0.47

School decile
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
1.00
0.05
-0.02
0.10

Change in reading level
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
1.00
0.39
0.42

Change in age
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
1.00
-0.05

‘Gain per session’
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
1.00

* See Appendix for a fuller description of these factors


Age and progress
Table 13 shows the influence of age on student progress, both in terms of ‘gain per session’
, and outcomes. There is a clear trend evident in the data, with students at the upper and lower range of the age distribution, that is ages, 5 and 6, and ages 11 and 12, gaining less per session than students in in-between years. 
Another useful measure for looking at the outcome of students from the programme is the ratio of ‘successful’ to ‘less successful’ outcomes
. A high value for this ratio implies more children have ‘less successful’ outcomes. Using this measure it was found that students who enter the programme when aged 5 or 6, or at 11 or 12 are less likely to have ‘successful’ outcomes. This is consistent with the results in the previous paragraph when using ‘gain per session’ as a measure. This result could be due to a variety of reasons, perhaps older students have more challenging literacy problems due to being reached later, while younger students who come into the programme may have more severe problems which become evident immediately on entry to schools or soon after.
Table 13: Age of students, ‘gain per session’ and outcomes
Age of Entry into RT:Lit 
Average ‘gain per session’ *
Outcome ratio successful / less successful**

5 years
1.78
0.18

6 years
4.47
0.22

7 years
5.98
0.12

8 years
6.74
0.15

9 years
6.07
0.16

10 years
5.90
0.16

11 years
3.94
0.20

12 years
4.47
0.24

Missing age data
2.80
0.00

*  Based on 1106 children with assessment score data

** Based on 1815 children with outcome data returned. See Appendix for a fuller description of these factors. 

School decile and progress

Table 14 shows the outcomes and progress of students by school decile
. There is no clear pattern in the ‘gain per session’. However, the ratio of ‘successful’ to ‘less successful’6 shows a marked trend, with students in low decile schools up to three times as likely to have a ‘less successful’ outcome than their high decile counterparts. In addition, there are disproportionately more students in low decile schools in the RT:Lit programme.
Table 14: ’Gain per session’ and outcome by school decile*
Decile*
Average ‘gain per session’**
Outcome ratio successful/ less successful***
Number of Students reported  in each decile

1
5.57
0.27
270

2
6.21
0.21
244

3
5.92
0.15
269

4
5.18
0.10
259

5
6.16
0.09
166

6
5.75
0.18
141

7
6.47
0.16
127

8
5.22
0.12
96

9
6.52
0.10
110

10
8.10
0.08
133

*  Decile was not available for 58 students.
**  Based on 1027 students with reading level data. 
***  Based on 1866 students with outcome data reported.

Ethnicity, gender and outcome
Table 15 shows the ‘gain per session’ for gender and ethnicity. It can be seen from the table that there is almost no difference between boys and girls in relation to the average (mean) ‘gain per session’ (6.0 and 6.1 respectively). Given that the number of boys and of girls in most of the ethnicity groups is relatively small, little can be concluded. 
The only exception to this is the average (mean) ‘gain per session’ for Maori girls, which is lower than that for students overall. Considering the factors affecting ‘gain per session’
, we find that the mean number of sessions for the Maori girls (N=154) is not significantly different from the mean for all students. The effect seems to come from the fact that they have a slightly higher mean reading level (4.21) on entering the programme, and a slightly lower mean reading level (6.6) on leaving the programme, than the whole population mean literacy levels (3.8 and 7.0 respectively). It is worth noting that their mean age of entry into the programme does not differ significantly from the population average. Thus, Maori girls seem to enter the programme at a higher level, but do not progress quite as far as other students while in the programme
.
 











































































































































































































































































































Table 15: ‘Gain per session’ by gender and ethnicity*

Gender
No gender specified


Male
Female


Ethnicity
Average ‘gain per session’
Number of students
Average ‘gain per session’
Number of students
Average ‘gain per session’
Number of students

Not specified
6.7
2
12.0
1
-
-

Asian
4.9
11
10.3
4
-
-

NZ Maori
6.1
235
5.0
78
11.6
3

Other
8.4
15
6.9
6
1.3
1

Pacific 
6.2
66
7.5
27
-
-

NZ European / Pakeha
5.9
409
6.2
168
2.7
1

Mean
6.0
-
6.1 
-

-

*Based on 1027 students with reading level data.
Table 16 summarises the student outcomes in terms of ethnicity. Ethnicity was found to have a significant effect, with Maori being much more likely than students of other ethnicities to have a ‘less successful’ outcome. 

Table 16: Ethnicity and outcome*
Ethnicity
Number of students
Outcome ratio


Less successful
Successful
Successful / less successful

Asian
5
27
0.19

NZ European / Pakeha
111
890
0.12

NZ Maori
106
491
0.22

Pacific
22
159
0.14

Other
6
45
0.13

Total
250
1612
0.15

* This table is based on 1,862 students for whom outcome and ethnicity information was provided


Table 17: Breakdown of outcomes for Maori and non-Maori.
Student’s Progress
Non NZ Maori
NZ Maori


Number of Students
Percentage of Students
Number of Students
Percentage of Students

Student received an incomplete programme because he/she moved out of the area serviced by RT:Lit
44
3.5
25
4.2

Student received an incomplete programme because he/she required further specialist assistance and was referred on
39
3.1
31
5.2

Student received an incomplete programme for some other reason
53
4.1
48
8.0

Student will require further regular tutoring next year
343
27.0
142
23.6

Student was discharged from regular tutoring during the year and is now receiving a monitored programme
558
44.9
228
37.9

Student received a monitored programme only this year carried out by RT:Lit
126
10.9
61
10.1

Student received a monitored programme only this year carried out by classroom teacher
9
0.7
7
1.2

Student discharged (including after monitoring)
12
0.9
9
1.5

Other
85
6.7
46
7.7

Missing data
3
0.2
4
0.7

Total
1,272

601



Table 17 examines this effect in more detail, breaking out the group classification into their individual results, and comparing the Maori and non-Maori students. The first three outcomes fall into the ‘less successful’ group. It can be seen that Maori are more likely to receive an incomplete programme as a result of moving out of the area serviced by the RT:Lit or being referred for specialist assistance. They are twice as likely to receive an incomplete programme for some other reason such as there being resourcing issues or there being behavioural issues with the student.
Ethnicity, gender, age of entry and number of sessions

The mean age of entry for students into the RT:Lit programme is just over 8 years, and this value did not change significantly for different ethnic groups. Furthermore, it was found that ethnicity and gender had no significant influence on the number of sessions received by a student prior to their discharge from the RT:Lit programme.


Reading Recovery background

Table 18 presents the different ethnic groups and their Reading Recovery background. It can be seen that NZ Maori are slightly less likely than others to have been in a Reading Recovery programme, and those that have are much less likely to have successfully completed the programme (be ‘discontinued’) than NZ European/Pakeha students. However, this finding should be treated with caution, as no information was collected concerning other reading and literacy remediation programmes that the student may have participated in.
Table 19 outlines the outcomes of the students from the RT:Lit programme according to their Reading Recovery background. The highest chance of being successfully discharged from an RT:Lit was for students who had previously completed (or, more precisely, were known to have completed) a Reading Recovery programme successfully. 
Table 18: Ethnicity and Reading Recovery Background
Reading Recovery Background
NZ European / Pakeha
NZ Maori
Asian
Pacific
Other


Number of Students
Percentage of Students
Number of Students
Percentage of Students
Number of Students
Percentage of Students
Number of Students
Percentage of Students
Number of Students
Percentage of Students

Student has not been in a Reading Recovery programme
450
44.8
328
54.6
21
65.6
97
53.6
33
64.7

Student has been in a Reading Recovery programme
· and was ‘referred on’
180
17.9
95
186.3
9
17.6
52
102.0
13
25.5

· and completed successfully (‘discontinued’)
227
22.6
63
123.5
1
2.0
14
27.5
2
3.9

· but did not receive a complete programme
27
2.7
14
27.5
0
0.0
11
21.6
3
5.9

· but outcome unknown
40
4.0
14
27.5
0
0.0
5
9.8
0
0.0

No Reading Recovery information was available for student
70
7.0
65
127.5
1
2.0
2
3.9
0
0.0

Missing data
12
1.0
24
43.1
0
0.0
0
0.0
0
0.0

TOTAL
1006

603

32

181

51


* This table is based on 1,873 children.

Table 19: Reading Recovery background and outcome*
Reading Recovery Background
‘Successful’
‘Less successful’
Ratio

Successful/less successful

Student has not been in a Reading Recovery programme
128
798
0.16

Student has been in a Reading Recovery programme
· and was ‘referred on’
50
299
0.17

· and completed successfully (‘discontinued’)
14
294
0.05

· but did not receive a complete programme
9
46
0.20

· but outcome unknown
9
50
0.18

No Reading Recovery information was available for student
26
111
0.23

Missing data
4
28
0.14

Total
240
1,626
0.15

*Seven students with no outcome information are not included.
Summary and Conclusions
The beginning of 2001 saw a change to the way students who required intensive help in reading and written language were provided that support, with the role of the Resource Teacher of Reading being replaced by that of the Resource Teacher of Literacy (RT:Lit). The role of the RT:Lits has more of a focus on providing support to teachers and staff, rather than aimed more directly at the student concerned, as was the case  of the role of the RTR. 

The RT:Lit annual return for 2001 was designed to capture the role of the RT:Lits as well as individual student information, the latter being a significant change from the RTR return. This has allowed for a more in-depth analysis of students in an RT:Lit programme than was possible for the students in the previous RTR programme.
Students entering the programme were very similar to those who entered the Resource Teacher of Reading programme in 2000 in terms of age distribution, ethnicity, gender and Reading Recovery background. The overall number of students increased slightly over the RTR programme, (68 teachers with 1,718 students in RTR in 2000, 108 teachers with 1,898 students in RT:Lit in 2001). While the number of teachers in the programme increased by 50%, the student numbers did not increase proportionately. This may reflect the change in role for the RT:Lits, focusing more heavily on support of classroom teachers rather than direct ‘contact time’ with individual students. In addition, many of the RT:Lit teachers were appointed during the year, and may not have had a  full year’s work reflected in the returns.
Relatively few relationships were found in the data, although the data does suggest that Maori are more likely to not complete an RT:Lit programme, and that Maori girls may benefit slightly less from the programme than other groups. The data also suggest that younger and older students tend to learn more slowly in the programme and are less likely to have a ‘successful’ outcome. It was also found that students in low decile schools were up to three times less likely than their colleagues in high decile schools to complete the programme successfully. Refinements to the RT:Lit returns, the evolution of the RT:Lits role, and the ‘settling in’ of the programme will no doubt modify and clarify these findings in future reports.
Appendix: Correlation of Variables
The questionnaire provides directly or indirectly, 10 quantitative variables, 3 derived variables and two qualitative variables. 

The quantitative variables are gender, number of schools attended, age at admission, reading level at admission, age at discharge, reading level at discharge, number of RT:Lit sessions, school decile and discharge type. 

Gender can be treated qualitatively as there are only two possible values, and their order will not affect magnitude of any correlation with other variables, only the sign of any correlation. 

The student’s progress during the year can be indirectly regarded as quantitative, if the progress options are mapped into two groups, ‘successful’ and ‘less successful’, representing whether or not a student’s literacy was or was not likely to be remediated while on the RT:Lit roll.

The ‘successful’ group includes progress / outcomes which result in or would imply that the student has or will in all likelihood return to the classroom without immediate requirement for further intervention. These were, in the Student Returns :‘Student was discharged from regular tutoring during the year and is now receiving a monitored programme’; ‘Student received a monitored programme only this year carried out by RT:Lit’; ‘Student received a monitored programme only this year carried out by classroom teacher’, ‘Student was discharged from the RT:Lit programme’, ‘Student will require further regular tutoring next year’. 

The second ‘less successful’ group of progress/outcomes are those which did not result in the student being discharged from the RT:Lit programme into the classroom without requirement for further intervention. These were, on the Student Return: ‘Student received an incomplete programme because he/she moved out of the area serviced by RT:Lit’; ‘Student received an incomplete programme because he/she required further specialist assistance and was referred on’; ‘Student received an incomplete programme for some other reason’.
This is a somewhat arbitrary split, and individual student histories will be much more complex that the inherent simplification in this division, but for the purposes of analysis it serves as an approximate quantification of the outcomes. In practice the ratio of the number of students in the ‘successful’ and ‘less successful’ gives more useful information.

The number of sessions is, in the data gathered from the forms, collected in 50 session wide categories e.g. ‘50 to 100 sessions’), thus the given number of sessions has an uncertainty of (25.
The derived qualitative variables are change in age, change in reading level and ‘gain per session’.

The change in reading level is derived by assigned the results of the reading level questions on the form to values 1 to 10 and calculating the difference between the reading level on discharge and the reading level on commencement of the programme. This measure is not exact. The student reading level is somewhat qualitative, and the correlation between Reading Recovery levels and age based reading levels is not exact. Establishing a linear scale assigning levels 1 to 10 to each reading ability category in the survey and assessing improvement as a numerical difference between the reading level on entry and exit is perhaps somewhat reductive given the quality of the data set. Again, however, it gives a useful proxy quantitative value to assess a student’s net gain while on the programme.

‘Gain per session’ is the ratio of change in reading level to number of sessions, multiplied by 100. This parameter should be used with caution. The constituent parameters have considerable uncertainties attached to them, and the calculated ‘gain per session’ is only available for students who complete the programme (‘successful’ outcomes) as no discharge reading level information is available for students with ‘less successful’ outcomes.

The qualitative variables are ethnicity and Reading Recovery background. They are qualitative in the sense that the outcomes cannot be meaningfully assigned numbers which could be subject to analysis.
Table 12 shows the correlation coefficients (r) for the quantitative variables. This is an indicator of the degree of linear correlation between the two parameters (strictly, the square of this value (r2) is a measure of the correlation). The sign of the correlation coefficient indicates the slope of the correlation, a negative slope implies an inverse proportionality. A value of zero implies no linear correlation between the variables, a value of 1 implies a clear direct linear correlation.
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� The scope of the RT:Lit role has modified to focus more on providing support to the teachers and staff, rather than direct 'contact time' with the student


� Modifications have been made to the 2002 Annual Report to address these issues.


� An RTLB is a New Zealand registered teacher who works with classroom teachers and with students who have moderate learning and behaviour difficulties.


� The ‘Pause-Prompt-Praise’ Course is, designed to improve the ability of parents’ or older relatives’ ability to support a learner’s progress.


� Other activities include administration, parent assistance and travel.


� BecauseAs this was the first year of collecting information, and of collection at the individual student level, it was decided that nono follow-up of incomplete returns from RT:Lits wouldas be undertaken.


� ‘Discontinued’ is a term used in the Reading Recovery context to imply a successful outcome. 


�See Appendix for a dDescription of ‘gain per session’.


� See Appendix for a description of ‘successful’ and ‘less successful’


� A school’s decile indicates the extent to which the school draws its students from low socio-economic communities. Decile 1 schools have the highest proportion of students from low socio-economic communities, and Decile 10 schools have the lowest proportion of these students. In allocating deciles the catchment area of the school is determined, and socio-economic factors of families with school-age children within this area are looked at. This information is combined with school ethnicity data (the proportion of Maori and Pasifika students).


� The ‘gain per session’ is calculated from the number of sessions the student has received as part of the regular tutoring programme and the change in the reading levels of that student.


� Note that students who did not complete the programme and thus have not had recorded their reading level at discharge from tutoring or monitoring are not included in these analyses.


� See Appendix for Description





� In 2001 the role of the Resource Teachers of Reading (RTRs) was replaced by that of RT:Lits. Separate reports on all but one set of data from RTRs have appeared in earlier editions of The Research Bulletin – first in the May 1993 edition (on 1992 data) and the last (on 2000 data), in the June 2001 edition. 
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