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Introduction

Background
Resource Teachers: Literacy (RT:Lits) are a specialist group of registered teachers who work with students in years 1 to 8 who are experiencing literacy difficulties.  RT:Lits also provide support (e.g., advice, modelling and demonstration) to teachers, parents and teacher aides connected with these students.  An RT:Lit works for a designated cluster of schools, and is based at a host school.  Each cluster has a Management Committee, of which the RT:Lit is a member.  These committees develop local policies and manage the RT:Lit service to ensure the provision of RT:Lit services to the cluster schools.
At the beginning of 2001, the position of Resource Teachers of Reading (RTR) was replaced by that of RT:Lits.  This in effect involved modifying the role to allow RT:Lits to focus on providing a greater level of support to teachers and other school staff rather than solely working with the students.  In 2001, the number of RT:Lits increased gradually throughout the year from 68 to over 100.  An account of the first year of work of RT:Lits, albeit an incomplete report in that teachers were being appointed throughout the year, is reported in Resource Teachers of Literacy: Information on Resource Teachers of Literacy (Annual Report 2001)
.
Resource Teachers: Literacy Annual Report 2002
 was the first report on RT:Lits to contain data for an entire year.  Where possible, comparisons will be made between the descriptions of work by RT:Lits in 2002 and 2003. 

The role that RT:Lits perform will develop further with the intention that they will increasingly spend more time working with teachers and staff in the area of literacy difficulties and less time working with individual students.  This transition period is expected to continue for a year or two.  Accordingly, the nature of the information collected in the next few years will also change to reflect the evolving nature of the role of RT:Lits.

Methodology

In November 2003, the RT:Lit Annual Report questionnaires were sent to all RT:Lits to complete.  The questionnaire format used in 2003 consisted of four parts:

· Part A:  Resource Teachers: Literacy covered all aspects of the work that RT:Lits undertake and the number of students enrolled in the programme in 2003;

· Part B:  Individual Tuition was completed for each student the RT:Lit worked with in 2003, gathering 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 the year.

· Part C:  Direct Support for Small Groups of Students was introduced in 2002.  This form records 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 the year.

· Part D:  Indirect Support for Named Students was introduced in 2003.  This form was intended to record information on students who would have been assisted indirectly by the RT:Lit because of modelling, support or advice provided to the teacher or teacher aide during the year.  Again, information was gathered on students’ age, gender, ethnicity, literacy focus and reading levels at entry to and exit from the programme.
Completed reports were received from 108 (out of 109) RT:Lits.  The following report summarises the data for 2003.

Readers will notice that in a number of tables there is a lack of information about some students (referred to as missing data).  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 change when staff change, and there can sometimes be problems in interpretation of the question.  At all times, data tables will specify how many pieces of information are missing.

Results and Discussion
The reader should note that 2003 was the second year in which data on the work of RT:Lits were available for the entire year.  Comparisons will be made with 2002 data, and where appropriate, comparisons will also be made with 2001 data.
This report is divided into three main sections that contain analysis of information from Parts A, B and C of the annual return:

· Section 1:  The Work of the Resource Teacher of Literacy
· Section 2:  Students Who Received Individual Tuition
· Section 3:  Students Directly Assisted in Small Groups
As a result of the range of interpretations made with regard to what was considered indirect support to students, the data from Part D have not been presented in this report.  Consideration will be given to how this aspect of RT:Lits work can be captured in future reporting phases.
Section 1:  The Work of the Resource Teacher of Literacy
Purpose of the Annual Return for Teachers

Through completing Part A of the questionnaire package, RT:Lits gave an overview of the nature of their work and the students they assisted during 2003.
Schools where Resource Teachers:Literacy worked

The RT:Lits were asked to indicate how many full primary, contributing, intermediate and composite schools they had worked in.  RT:Lits mainly worked with primary schools (see Table 1) and tended to assist a cluster of schools.  Since 2002, there has been a decrease in the number of schools RT:Lits work with, in 2002, they assisted 1,387 schools (1,283 in 2003) and on average 13 schools (12 in 2003) each.

Table 1:
The number of schools (organised by type) RT:Lits worked with during 2003

	Types of schools
	Total number of schools
	Mean number* of schools

	Full Primary
	670
	6.2

	Intermediate
	69
	0.6

	Composite (not special)
	54
	0.5

	Contributing
	490
	4.6

	Total
	1,283
	11.9


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

Students enrolled with Resource Teachers: Literacy

RT:Lits were asked to provide a tally of the students they assisted during 2003.  In 2003, 2,012 students were enrolled with an RT:Lit at some point during the year, down from 2,724 for the previous year.  Later in this report, it can be seen that RT:Lits spent less of their time engaged in individual tuition.  This is reflected in more time being spent on the advisory component of the RT:Lit role.  Table 2 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 2:
Student’s status in relation to the programme at the end of the 2003 
school year

	Student’s programme status
	Number of students
	%

	Receiving regular tutoring

· on an individual basis

· in small groups
	448

248
	22.3

12.3

	On a monitoring programme

· with the RT:Lit

· with the classroom teacher

· with the teacher aide
	272

149

16
	13.5

7.4

0.8

	Discharged and no longer on a monitoring programme
	753
	37.4

	Received an incomplete programme
	102
	5.1

	Other
	24
	1.2

	Total Number of Students on the Roll
	2,012
	100.0


Over a third of students enrolled (37%) were deemed to have made significant gains from the programme and were discharged (and no longer on a monitoring programme).  Approximately a third of students were receiving regular tutoring either on an individual basis (22%) or in small groups (12%).  The proportions of students discharged from the roll (37%) or in regular tutoring (35%) are somewhat higher to those in 2002 (30% and 28%, respectively).  In 2003, there was a decrease from 2002 in the proportion of students on a monitoring programme at the time of data collection at the end of the year (32% in 2002, 22% in 2003).  The decrease in the proportion of students on a monitoring programme is noted across the board – for students monitored by the RT:Lit (19% in 2002, 14% in 2003), the classroom teacher (10% in 2002, 7% in 2003), and the teacher aide (2% in 2002, 1% in 2003).  A small proportion of students received an incomplete programme in 2003 and 2002 (5% in both cases).

The few students noted in the ‘Other’ category (1%) in Table 2 were working with the classroom teacher, receiving indirect support from the RT:Lit through the advice given to their regular classroom teacher, or were receiving some assistance prior to being admitted to the roll.

Time spent on various work activities by Resource Teachers: Literacy
RT:Lits were asked to estimate (using percentages) the proportion of time they spent on various work activities.  This type of question gives a sense of how RT:Lits are dividing up their time.  RT:Lits were asked to state the number of hours they worked on average each week, and the relative, average percentages they spent each week with individual students, groups of students, providing advice and support to teachers and parents, and on other activities associated with their work (including travel, preparation, etc.).  Average percentages for each category of work are displayed in Table 3.
Table 3:
The time RT:Lits spent on various activities in 2003 
	
	Mean* % of time
(on average) each week

	Working with: 
	

	 - individual students
	26.1

	 - groups of students
	10.5

	 - teachers

· specific to one child

· general advice and support
	4.9

5.7

	 - paraprofessionals/teacher aides
	2.6

	 - RTLBs***
	1.4

	 - specialist services
	0.9

	 - parents
	2.2

	Spent on:
	

	 - travel
	6.3

	 - attendance at Management Committee 
Meetings
	2.0

	 - preparation
	7.2

	 - administration
	5.4

	 - RT:Lit Approved Training Course**
	20.5

	 - other professional development
	2.0

	 - other (specify)
	1.0


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


**
All RT:Lits are required to complete a Postgraduate Training Course. This involves completion of four specialised papers. Some of the time spent on the course is likely to be outside normal working hours.


***
An RTLB is a New Zealand registered teacher who works with classroom teachers and with students who have moderate learning and behaviour difficulties.
There were a couple of substantial differences in the average percentage of time RT:Lits spent on working with individual students, and groups of students, when a comparison is made between 2003 and 2002 data.  In 2002, RT:Lits spent an average of 36% of their time working with individual students, and on average, only 5% of their time working with groups of students.  In 2003, the average percentage of tutoring of individual students decreased to 26%, and the average time tutoring groups of students rose to 10%.  There appears to be a consistent downward trend for time spent tutoring individual students because the percentage in 2001 was 47%.  This may reflect a change in operating policies or beliefs whereby students with similar literacy difficulties receive assistance together. 

Almost all RT:Lits indicated they spent some time providing support, and liaising with teachers, RTLBs and other educators.  Comparisons between 2002 and 2003 figures reveal slight increases in the average proportion of time assisting teachers with advice specific to one child (5% in 2003 compared with 4%) and with modelling, advice and support (6% in 2003 compared with 5%).  Given the emphasis that the Ministry of Education is giving to the advisory role, it is anticipated that the proportion of time RT:Lits spend assisting teachers will increase in future years.
Consistent with 2002, RT:Lits devote a significant proportion (21%) of their time to the RT:Lit approved training course.  Some RT:Lits are spending time on such training outside their normal working hours which, if included in these estimates, would push up the average.  It is anticipated that this figure will decrease in future years due to most newly established RT:Lits finishing their professional qualification.  

It is important to note that there is large variation between RT:Lits in the amount of time they spend on these work activities.  RT:Lits’ work practices depend on the needs of the students within their cluster, and the operational policies set in conjunction with their Management Committees.  The diversity of RT:Lit work patterns can be illustrated by looking at the range of responses on a couple of the questions.  For example, nearly a fifth of RT:Lits spent more than half of their time working with individual students.  In addition, half of the RT:Lits indicated they spent between 5 and 30% of their time assisting teachers specific to one child.  The latter figure is a positive result given the strong advisory focus of the RT:Lit role and the potentially positive effect on mainstream teachers’ literacy practice with identified students.

Formal support and advice provided to educators and parents 
A key component of the RT:Lit role is to provide support and advice to teachers and other people involved with the development of children’s literacy skills, particularly for those experiencing literacy difficulties.  This support also includes the modelling and demonstration of effective literacy practices designed for students with literacy difficulties.  Table 4 contains details of the number of educators and parents RT:Lits (across the service) reported providing support, advice and modelling to in 2003.  While this was predominantly given to classroom teachers (3,072) and parents (1,447); teacher aides (800) and literacy leaders (419) were also assisted.  

Table 4:
The number of literacy leaders, classroom teachers, teacher aides, or parents RT:Lits have provided with formal support, advice or modelling during 2003

	 
	Total number of individuals assisted
	Mean* number of individuals assisted
	Number of RT:Lits providing support

	Literacy leaders
	419
	3.9
	75

	Classroom teachers
	3,072
	28.4
	105

	Teacher aides
	800
	7.4
	95

	Parents (e.g. at courses)
	1,447
	13.4
	79

	Total
	5,738
	53.1


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

The average number of educators and parents assisted per RT:Lit has risen from 49 in 2002 to 53 in 2003.  Given that there were fewer students assisted by RT:Lits in 2003 (2,012 students) compared with the figure from 2002 (2,724 students), there has been an even greater increase in the number of people associated with an individual student who have been provided with some form of advice on literacy practices by RT:Lits.  It could also be that a greater number of students are being indirectly assisted by RT:Lits without being formally admitted to a RT:Lit programme.  

Section 1 of this report attempted to create a general picture of how RT:Lits work: that is, where and whom they work with, how they divide their time among the various tasks on their job description, and an overview of the students they assisted during 2003.  The next section of this report will focus on describing the characteristics and progress of the bulk of the students on the RT:Lit programme – those supported in individual tuition.

Section 2:  Students Who Received Individual Tuition
Purpose of the Annual Return: Individual Tuition
This section will describe the characteristics (e.g., gender, age, ethnicity) and literacy programme background of students who received individual tuition from an RT:Lit in 2003 (or in some cases 2002); and/or received monitoring support from an RT:Lit, teacher or teacher aide in 2003.  This section will also attempt to describe the impact of the RT:Lit programme on the literacy levels of students receiving assistance during 2003.  The information that forms the basis of the analyses of this section was recorded on Part B of the questionnaire package.

RT:Lits indicated that they had 2,012 students on their roll in 2003 whom they were working with on a one-to-one basis (1,247) or as part of a small group (687).  The 78 students unaccounted for on either of the two forms used for collecting these data tended to be receiving a limited amount of assistance from the RT:Lit, or were working most intensively with the classroom teacher.  As stated above, this section focuses on the group of students assisted in a one-to-one context (see Section 3: Students Directly Assisted in Small Groups for information on students supported in small groups). 

General characteristics of students tutored individually

Of the 1,247 students who received assistance via individual tuition, 76% were male and 24% were female.  That males made up three-quarters of the roll is consistent with results from 2002 (73% male, 27% female), 2001 (74% male, 26% female), and with data collected since 1995 on Resource Teachers of Reading (RTR).
Figure 1:
Ethnicity of students on the RT:Lit programme in 2003
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Figure 1 displays the relative proportions of students identified with each ethnic grouping.  It can be seen that over half the students receiving individual tuition from an RT:Lit in 2003 were New Zealand European/Pākehā (55%), and over a quarter were New Zealand Māori (28%).  Smaller proportions of students were Pasifika (12%), Asian (2%) or of ‘other’ ethnicities (3%).  These percentages roughly correspond to the ethnic composition of the 2002 roll.  The percentage of New Zealand Māori students changed the most from 33% in 2002 to 28% in 2003.

RT:Lits sometimes note that transience is an issue for schools in the provision of support.  The majority of students (90%) supported on an individual basis by an RT:Lit attended one school during the year, and a further 7% of students attended two schools.  Eight students (0.6%) attended three or more schools.  For 27 (2%) students, no data were provided on the number of schools they had attended.

Type of support RT:Lits provided in 2003 to improve student literacy skills
There are two main ways in which RT:Lits work to improve individual student’s literacy skills.  These may be directly working with the student (intensive specialised teaching or monitoring programme), and indirectly through advice, support or modelling to the student’s classroom teacher.  To establish where RT:Lits were placing their emphasis in 2003, they were asked to indicate the type of support they had given individual students during that year.

Table 5:
Type of support RT:Lits provided in 2003 to improve student literacy skills
	Type of support
	Number of students*
	%#

	RT:Lit provided intensive specialised teaching with the student for a specified period
	1096
	87.9

	Monitoring programme provided by:

RT:Lit

classroom teacher

teacher aide
	632

492

362

101
	50.7

39.5

29.0

8.1

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

parents/caregivers

teacher aides
	1,021

993

614

236
	81.9

79.6

49.2

18.9

	Other types of support received by students
	118
	9.5


Notes: 
*
Some students received more than one form of support over the year.  Hence, for the monitoring programme, and the advice and support categories the numbers in light typeface do not sum to the numbers in bold typeface.


#
These percentages are based on the total of 1,247 students.

Table 5 provides a summary of the types of support provided to students, and to the educators who help develop student literacy skills.  Some students are known to have received more than one form of support during the year.  That is, RT:Lits may tutor a student individually (or in a small group setting), and also provide support to the teacher, teacher aide, or parent of the student.  Students discharged from an intensive specialised tutoring programme with the RT:Lit will then move into classroom monitoring and teacher support phases.  A few students may also simultaneously receive individual and small group tutoring.

As in 2002, the majority (88% in 2003, 92% in 2002) of students who received individual tuition in 2003 received intensive specialised teaching from an RT:Lit for a specified period.  Just over half of the students (51%) on the 2003 roll received a monitoring programme with either the RT:Lit, classroom teacher or teacher aide, some of these students having moved from having intensive specialised tutoring from an RT:Lit.  This is an increase from the 2002 figure (44%).  Table 5 also shows that for the majority of students (82%), RT:Lits provided advice and support to the classroom teacher, parents/caregivers, and teacher aides to maintain the learning gains made by students.  In 2002, RT:Lits reported that 78% of students’ classroom teachers, parents/caregivers, or teacher aides received advice and support.  This may reflect a change in the overall operating practices of RT:Lits in a direction more consistent with the role of an RT:Lit which places emphasis on advice and support.  For 9% of students (118 students), RT:Lits reported other types of support being provided for that student.  These included a range of options with the most commonly mentioned ones being:  Resource Teachers: Learning and Behaviour (RTLB)
 providing support to students, teachers for special needs, parent/caregiver tutoring, and support from literacy leaders.

Literacy assistance for students receiving individual tuition in 2003

Table 6 displays the combinations of literacy assistance students received in 2003.  Students on the RT:Lit roll can receive assistance in one, two or all three areas of literacy, that is in reading, written or oral.  In accord with the results for 2002, the majority (98%) of students required assistance in the area of reading literacy, with half of these students also receiving support for written literacy.  Just over a quarter of students (28%) required help in all three areas.  Very few students (3 students) required help in oral literacy alone.

Table 6:
Combinations of literacy assistance for students receiving individual tuition 
in 2003
	
	Reading
	Written
	Oral
	
	All 3 literacy areas

	Reading
	212
(17.0%)
	638
(51.2%)
	22
(1.8%)
	
	344
(27.6%)

	Written
	
	3
(1.8%)
	1
less than 1%

	Oral
	
	
	3
less than 1%


Note:
For 4 students assisted individually, information was not available on the type(s) of literacy assistance they received.  Percentages in this table are based on 1,247 students.

Literacy levels and background of students prior to enrolling in the RT:Lit programme

This part will provide a snapshot of student literacy levels and background at the time they entered the RT:Lit programme for individual tuition.  Information was provided on the students’ chronological ages and age-based reading levels at admission to the RT:Lit programme, and on whether the students had received other forms of literacy assistance (e.g., Reading Recovery).

Table A (see Appendix) compares a student’s age with their reading level at the time they were admitted to an RT:Lit programme.  While students may be receiving support for reading, written or oral literacy, only a measure of the student’s reading literacy has been collected.
  In 2003, the majority of students were seven (23%), eight (31%) or nine (22%) years old at admission.  These figures align with the trends found in Annual Reports 2001 and 2002, and with the trends found in data from Resource Teachers of Reading.  It can be seen that most students were reading at or below their chronological age when they were admitted to a programme.  Additionally, it can be seen for a number of age groups (7, 8, 9 and 10 years), student reading levels were clustered around five to seven years of age.  There were very few students with reading levels at, or above their chronological age.  For those who fitted into this category, there was no noticeable pattern in the type of literacy assistance they required.
Literacy programme 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, the student’s outcome from the programme.  A summary of students’ literacy programme background is displayed in Table 7.  

Table 7: 
Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background of students in RT:Lit programmes in 2003
	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background
	Number
	%

	Reading Recovery
	483
	38.7

	Other special literacy programme
	224
	18.0

	Student has not been in Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme 
	397
	31.8

	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background not known
	172
	13.8

	Missing data
	44
	3.6

	Total Number of Students: 1,247
	
	


Notes:
1.
The sum of the individual numbers and percentages is greater than the total (N=1,247) as an individual could have received more than one literacy programme.  There were 634 students whose literacy background was known and who had a Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme (or both).
As was the case in previous years, over a third (39%) of the students had been in Reading Recovery.  Nearly a fifth (18%) of students participated in some other form of special literacy programme.  These included: teacher aide programmes, school-based oral and general literacy programmes, speech-language therapy
, TARP
, ESOL
, and Bannatyne
.

Table 8:
Student outcomes from Reading Recovery or other Special Literacy Programme prior to being admitted to RT:Lit programme

	Student’s Outcome from Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme
	Number
	%

	Student has been in a Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme 

· and was ‘referred on’ from programme
	

352
	

52.7

	· and completed successfully (e.g. for Reading Recovery ‘discontinued’)
	170
	25.4

	· but did not receive a complete programme
	46
	6.9

	· but outcome unknown
	95
	14.2

	· but programme outcome not indicated (i.e., missing data)
	5
	0.7

	Total number of students 
	668
	100.0


Notes:
1.
Note that while a student could have been in more than one literacy programme, RT:Lits were asked to record only the outcome for the most recent programme.

2.
While there were 634 students whose literacy background was known and who were identified as having had a Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme (or both), 663 students were recorded with outcomes from these programmes.  The discrepancies are attributed to missing information on the students’ specific literacy backgrounds.
Following on from Table 7, Table 8 displays the outcome of students who received Reading Recovery and/or other special literacy programme assistance.  In 2003, a quarter (26%) of students on the RT:Lit programme had successfully completed (or ‘discontinued’) their Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme, representing a decrease from 31% in 2002.  Just over half (53%) of students were referred on from the programme, representing an increase from 47% in 2002.  The changes in these figures could be due to a change in decision-making around eligibility by RT:Lits.  It is possible that in 2003, RT:Lits gave preference to students who had been referred on from programmes, and accepted proportionally fewer students who had successfully completed the previous programme.

Literacy programme background and outcome from the 2003 RT:Lit programme
This part will look at the outcomes of students from the RT:Lit programme according to their Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background (see Table 9) and according to their outcomes from these programmes (see Table 10).  Table 9 displays the literacy programme background of students who were deemed to have ‘successful’ or ‘less successful’ outcomes from the RT:Lit programme
.  Students who had not been in Reading Recovery or any other special literacy programme were most likely to have a ‘successful’ outcome from their RT:Lit programme (see Table 9).  This is a plausible result as these students may have experienced literacy problems for a shorter period of time.  Students who received assistance via some special literacy programme (not Reading Recovery) or Reading Recovery ranked second and third in the outcome ratios of ‘successful’ to ‘less successful’ outcomes.  A different trend was observed in 2002 whereby students with a Reading Recovery background were most likely to have a ‘successful’ outcome.
Table 9:
Students’ Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background and their outcome from the RT:Lit programme

	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background
	‘Successful’
	‘Less successful’
	Ratio successful/less successful

	Reading Recovery
	187
	62
	3.02 

	Other special literacy programme
	80
	25
	3.20

	Student has not been in Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme 
	193
	40
	4.83

	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background not known
	73
	35
	2.09 


Notes:
1.
Information on literacy programme background was not available for 22 students with a ‘successful’ outcome and for 7 students with a ‘less successful’ outcome.

2.
A student could have been in more than one literacy programme hence, some students may be represented in the outcome ratios for both Reading Recovery and Other special literacy programme.

Focusing on the students who received assistance from Reading Recovery or some other special literacy programme, Table 10 displays outcomes from the RT:Lit programme according to how the student fared on the previous literacy programme.  Consistent with the results from 2002, of this particular group of students, those who successfully completed Reading Recovery or some other special literacy programme were most likely to have a ‘successful’ outcome in the RT:Lit programme; this could be an ‘additive’ effect of receiving two literacy programmes and it is not apparent which programme had the greatest remedial effect.  Students who had been referred on from the previous literacy programme had the second most favourable outcome ratio.

Table 10:
Students’ outcome from an RT:Lit programme according to Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme outcome
	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme outcome
	‘Successful’
	‘Less successful’
	Ratio successful/less successful

	Student has been in a Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme 

· and was ‘referred on’ from programme
	129
	39
	3.31

	· and completed successfully (e.g. for Reading Recovery ‘discontinued’)
	77
	19
	4.05

	· but did not receive a complete programme
	14
	13
	1.08

	· but outcome unknown
	31
	17
	1.82


Notes:
1.
There are no missing data for the ‘less successful’ column in this table.

2.
One student had been discharged from the RT:Lit programme (‘successful’ outcome) but no information was provided on the outcome of the specialist literacy programme they had received prior to entering the RT:Lit roll.
Table 11:
Ethnicity and literacy programme background of students who received individual tuition 
	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background
	NZ European / Pākehā
	NZ Māori
	Pasifika
	Asian
	Other
	Total

	
	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
	Number of Students

	Reading Recovery
	297
	43.2
	118
	33.5
	45
	31.3
	10
	47.6
	9
	25.7
	479

	Other special literacy programme
	130
	18.9
	57
	16.2
	27
	18.8
	3
	14.3
	7
	20.0
	224

	Student has not been in Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme 
	205


	29.8


	126


	35.8


	45


	31.2


	7


	33.3


	17


	48.6


	402



	Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme background not known
	88


	12.8


	57


	16.2


	26


	18.1


	-


	-


	3


	8.6


	174



	Missing data
	23
	3.3
	15
	4.3
	3
	2.1
	1
	4.8
	2
	5.7
	51

	Total
	688
	
	352
	
	144
	
	21
	
	35
	
	1,247


Notes:
1.
The sum of the individual components do not necessarily add up to the total for each column as a student could have been in more than one literacy programme.


2.
Total (i.e., 1,247 students) includes 7 students who had been in a Reading Recovery programme or other special literacy programme for which ethnicity was not indicated.

Table 12:
Breakdown of Student Ethnicity and Outcome from Reading Recovery/Special Literacy Programme prior to admission to RT: Lit programme.

	Student’s outcome from Reading Recovery or other special literacy programme (whichever is more recent):
	NZ European / Pākehā
	Māori
	Pasifika
	Asian
	Other
	Ethnicity Missing
	Total

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

	‘Referred on’ from programme
	204
	52.0
	87
	54.0
	43
	53.1
	11
	7
	-
	352

	Completed successfully (e.g. for Reading Recovery ‘discontinued’)
	109

	27.8

	42

	26.1

	13

	16.0

	2

	1

	3

	170


	Did not receive a complete programme
	25
	6.4
	13
	8.1
	5
	6.2
	-
	3
	-
	46

	Outcome unknown
	52
	13.3
	19
	11.8
	20
	24.7
	-
	3
	1
	95

	Missing data
	2
	0.5
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3
	5

	Total
	392
	100.0
	161
	100.0
	81
	100.0
	13
	14
	7
	668


Notes:
1.
Total is based on the number of students (N=668) who had a Reading Recovery or other special literacy background (whichever was more recent) prior to being admitted to the RT:Lit programme.  

2.
Percentages for the columns of data relating to Asian and Other Ethnicity students are not provided due to small numbers.

Literacy programme background according to student’s ethnicity 

The previous section provided an overview of the literacy programme background of students on the RT:Lit programme.  This section will delve deeper by looking at literacy programme background in terms of student’s ethnicity.  This analysis is presented in Table 11.  Consistent with the trend found in 2002, Māori students, along with Pasifika students, were generally less likely than other students to have been in Reading Recovery.  However in 2003, there was an increase in the proportion of Māori students who had a background in some other type of literacy programme (16% in 2003 compared with 10% in 2002).  Following on from this, fewer Māori students (36%) had not received some kind of specialist literacy assistance compared with 2002 (44%).
A similar trend for Pasifika students, as compared with Māori students was found with a similar proportion of Pasifika students having a Reading Recovery background.  Compared with 2002, fewer Pasifika students had no history of specialist literacy assistance (31% in 2003 compared with 46% in 2002); and more Pasifika students (19% in 2003 compared with 9% in 2002) had been the target of a special literacy programme (other than Reading Recovery)
.
Finally, across all ethnic groups there is an increase from 2002 in the number of students on the roll for whom no information was available on literacy programme background (12% in 2002 compared with 17% in 2003).  It is possible that staffing changes within schools may be associated with changes in record-keeping practices and procedures.

Table 12 elaborates on information in Table 11 by providing details on those students who did receive some kind of literacy assistance prior to the RT:Lit programme, and the outcome those students had from that programme
.  Consistent with the results in 2002, about half of students were ‘referred on’ from Reading Recovery or some other special literacy programme.    There is an increase in this rate for Māori students from 46% in 2002 to 54% in 2003.  An increase was also noted for NZ European/Pākehā from 45% in 2002 to 52% in 2003. 

It is interesting to note that in 2002, 36% of NZ European/Pākehā students had successfully completed their previous literacy programme and that this figure decreased to 26% in 2003.  The decrease in the proportion of students who were in the ‘completed successfully’ category is compensated by a higher proportion of those referred from previous literacy programmes as well as information on students’ outcomes from previous literacy programmes not being available.  

Finally, similar to the data in 2002, for all ethnic groupings, there are still a substantial number of students whose Reading Recovery or special literacy programme outcome is unknown. 

Overview of student progress for those who received individual tuition in 2003
Resource Teachers: Literacy were asked to indicate the progress of students in 2003 by indicating the number of students who had been discharged, put onto a monitoring programme, would receive further regular tutoring the following year, or received an incomplete programme.  The number of students who fitted these categories is displayed in Table 13.  A comparison of percentages between 2003 and 2002 reveal there is very little change in the proportion of students in each of these categories.

Table 13:
Overview of student’s status on RT: Lit programmes as at December 2003

	Student’s Progress
	Number
	%

	Student was discharged from roll after programme was completed
	529
	42.4

	Student will require further monitoring in 2004
	250
	20.0

	Student will require further regular tutoring programme (intensive specialised teaching) provided by the RT:Lit in 2004
	276
	22.1

	Student received an incomplete programme because 

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

· he/she moved out of the area serviced by RT:Lit

· of some other reason
	
45

45
71
	
3.6

3.6
5.7

	Missing data
	31
	2.5

	Total
	1,247
	100.0


Analysis of the progress students made in 2003 can be broken down further by taking into account the student’s ethnicity.  Table 14 displays how students fared in RT:Lit programmes according to the ethnic groupings of NZ Māori, Pasifika, and non-NZ Māori/Pasifika.  As in 2002, the 2003 analysis shows that a high proportion (in the region of 40% or more) of students were discharged from the roll after the programme was completed – this result indicates the students were deemed to have gained from the literacy programme and were not referred on for further specialist assistance.

Table 14:
Breakdown of student’s status as at December 2003 for New Zealand Māori, Pasifika and Non-New Zealand Māori/Pasifika students who received individual tuition. 

	Student’s progress
	NZ Māori
	Pasifika
	Non-NZ Māori/Pasifika

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

	Student received an incomplete programme because 

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

· he/she moved out of the area serviced by RT:Lit

· of some other reason (e.g., poor student motivation)
	17
16

18
	4.8 
4.5 

5.1 
	5
4

14
	3.5 
2.8 

9.7 
	23
25

39
	3.1 
3.4 

5.2 

	Student will require further regular tutoring programme (intensive specialised teaching) provided by the RT:Lit in 2004
	78
	22.2 
	38
	26.4 
	159
	21.4 

	Student will require further monitoring in 2004
	63
	17.9 
	11
	7.6 
	174
	23.4 

	Student was discharged from roll after programme was completed
	154
	43.8 
	66
	45.8 
	305
	41.0 

	Missing data
	6
	1.7 
	6
	4.2 
	19
	2.6 

	Total
	352
	100.0
	144
	100.0
	744
	100.0


Note:
1.
In 2003, the Ministry of Education is focusing on possible differences between students of New Zealand Māori or Pasifika ethnicity in comparison with students of New Zealand European/Pākehā ethnicity.  For this reason, the third column in the table combines information on students of New Zealand European/Pākehā, Asian, or Other (e.g., South American) ethnicities.
Table 14 shows that proportionately, slightly more Pasifika students (26%) will require further regular tutoring than NZ Māori (22%) and non-NZ Māori/Pasifika (21%) students.  There is also an increase since 2002 in the proportion of Pasifika students who would require further regular tutoring (26% in 2003 compared with 19% in 2002).  However, there is a general increase across all ethnicities in 2003 from 2002 in the proportion of students requiring further tutoring.  This result may be reflecting a change in the way RT:Lits are working.  For example, students may be assisted for a shorter period each week but over a longer time period.

Before looking at other ways of measuring student progress and outcomes aside from age-based reading levels, the next section of the report will focus on students who received support for reading literacy.  The next few analyses take into account age-based reading levels, therefore it is most appropriate to look at the students who received reading assistance (in some instances, an age-based reading level was provided for students not receiving reading assistance as part of the RT:Lit programme).  As shown in Table 6, the majority of students (98%) on the overall 2003 RT:Lit roll received assistance in reading as part of their participation in the RT:Lit programme.  
Analysis of information from students who required 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 2003, at entry and discharge from the programme.  A total of 1,216 students (98% of individually assisted students) received individually-based reading literacy assistance, and 518 of these students were discharged from an RT:Lit programme in 2003.  This section will then look at the overall shifts in age and age-based reading levels of these (518) students, and a summary of the number of sessions students received.  This section will then consider the rate of gain from the programme and overall outcome according to the age of students at admission and school decile. 

Tables B and C (see Appendix) show the ages and reading levels of students who received reading literacy assistance and were discharged from an RT:Lit’s roll after the programme had been fully completed.  Figure 2 displays the information within Tables B and C in a graphical format.  It shows the overall shift in the proportion of students at each age-based reading level, from admission to discharge, for the 518 discharged students who fully completed the RT:Lit programme in 2003.  The shaded bars (on the left) for each reading level indicate the proportion of students with this reading level at admission.  The unshaded bar (on the right) for each reading level indicate the proportion of students with this reading level at discharge.  It is important to note that this graph does not depict the shift in age-based reading level for individual groups of students who had a certain reading level at admission (i.e., it does not track ‘groups’ of students).  It depicts the proportion of students (receiving individual tuition in the RT:Lit programme) with certain reading levels at admission (shaded bars) and discharge (unshaded bars).  The shift in the peaks indicates that, in general, students have attained higher reading levels over time.  It is anticipated that participation in the RT:Lit programme, and cognitive developmental gains would have contributed to the positive shift in reading levels.  
Figure 2:
Overall shift in individually tutored students’ age-based reading levels in 2003
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The extent of regular tutoring discharged students received from their RT:Lit reading literacy programme
RT:Lits were asked to indicate how much time each discharged student had spent in a regular tutoring programme by stating the number of sessions the given student received.  This is summarised in Table D (see Appendix) by showing the number of students who received up to 50 sessions or more of tutoring assistance.  A comparison is made between data from 2002 and 2003.  The average number of sessions for discharged students has declined from 57 in 2002 to 43 in 2003.  This is consistent with the downward trend in Table D where proportionately more students are represented in the category of ‘up to 50 sessions’ than was the case in 2002.

This is the completion of the analyses that focus only on students receiving reading literacy as part of their individual tutoring programme.  The next section resumes analysis on all students who received an individual tutoring programme.
Age, decile and progress

Table 15 presents the average (median) ‘gain per session’ and outcome ratio for students at each age level at entry into a RT:Lit programme’
.  Firstly, focusing on the average ‘gain per session’ figures.  There is a general trend for older students to gain more, on average, per session than younger students.  For students of ages 11 and, 12 and over, the average ‘gain per session’ appears to be relatively lower and disrupts the generally upward trend.  However, this may be the result of the small numbers of students involved.  The direction and pattern of the trend is similar to those reported in Annual Reports 2001 and 2002 where students 5 and 6 years old have the lowest ‘gain per session’ compared with students of other ages.  These results are plausible in that younger students (ages 5 and 6) have only just started learning to read in a formal education setting.  There is likely to be a smaller discrepancy between their reading level and the expected age-based reading level compared with older students, hence 5 and 6 year olds could only “gain so much” from tuition.  In contrast, older students may have experienced literacy problems for a longer period of time and there could be greater discrepancies between their reading levels and corresponding age-based reading levels.
Table 15:
‘Gain per session’ and outcome ratio according to student age
	Age of Entry into RT:Lit 
	Average (median) ‘gain per session’ 
	Outcome ratio of successful: less successful

	5 years
	0.00
	1.00

	6 years
	3.57
	1.83

	7 years
	4.71
	3.23

	8 years
	5.26
	3.65

	9 years
	5.88
	3.96

	10 years
	6.72
	3.67

	11 years
	5.06
	1.92

	12 years and over
	3.84
	2.33


Notes:
1.
The column of median ‘gain per session’ data is based on 1,151 students with reading level data (excluding any students with missing data on age and number of sessions).  Median was used as the measure of average, instead of mean, due to the uneven (skewed) distribution of the ‘gain per session’ data.


2.
The column of outcome ratio data is based on 685 students who were deemed to have ‘successful’ or ‘less successful’ outcomes.
Secondly, the column of outcome ratios compares the number of students who were discharged from the RT:Lit programme in 2003 (discharged is counted as a ‘successful’ outcome) with the number of students who either received an incomplete programme or were referred on for further specialist assistance (counted as ‘less successful’ outcomes).  A high value for this ratio implies that relatively more children have ‘successful’ outcomes.  As was the case in 2002, it was found that students who entered an RT:Lit programme at 5 or 6, or at 11 or 12 or more years of age are less likely to have ‘successful’ outcomes.  It is possible that students of 11 and 12 years of age may have more deeply entrenched problems with literacy compared with younger students, and hence may have further to go to have a ‘successful’ outcome from the programme.
Ethnicity, gender and outcome
Tables 16 and 17 display the gain per session calculations according to gender and ethnicity, and outcome ratios according to ethnicity.  Each of these tables will be described separately.  Table 16 provides the average (median) ‘gain per session’ for individually tutored students according to ethnicity and gender.  Median is used for the 2003 data, as opposed to mean, because of the uneven (skewed) distribution of the ‘gain per session’ data (the distribution was also uneven in 2002). 

Table 16:
‘Gain per session’ by gender and ethnicity
	Ethnicity
	Gender

	
	Male
	Female

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

	NZ European/ Pākehā
	5.36
	478
	5.70
	152
	5.42

	NZ Māori
	4.76
	249
	5.00
	80
	4.76

	Pasifika 
	5.88
	111
	5.00
	31
	5.88

	Asian
	5.00
	13
	5.05
	6
	5.00

	Other 
	5.00
	23
	6.25
	9
	6.06

	Average (median)
	5.13
	Total 874
	5.52
	Total 278
	5.26


Notes: 
1.
This table is based on 1,152 students with reading level data.


2.
Median is used as the average, as opposed to mean, due to the uneven distribution of the ‘gain per session’ data.


3.
Data for 13 students are not included in this table because: 7 students had lower reading levels at exit compared with entry into a RT:Lit programme; and a further 6 students are not included as a result of no information on gender (4) or no information on ethnicity (2).
In comparison with 2002, both female students (5.52 in 2003 versus 5.40 in 2002) and male students (5.13 in 2003 versus 4.97 in 2002) have higher average gains per session.  Although all students appear to have higher ‘gain per session’ figures compared with 2002, there are a mix of increases and decreases in these figures for various ethnic groupings.  For example, in 2003 NZ European/Pākehā male and female students have higher ‘gain per session’ figures compared with 2002 (5.36 and 5.70 in 2003 compared with 4.8 and 4.9 in 2002, respectively).  For Pasifika students, male students have experienced an increase (5.88 compared with 5.26) and female students have experienced a decrease (5.00 compared with 5.88).  A similar trend has been observed for NZ Māori students whereby male students have experienced an increase (4.76 compared with 4.55 in 2002) and female students a decrease (5.00 compared with 5.92 in 2002).  However, the difference between NZ Māori males and females in ‘gain per session’ is smaller in 2003 than in 2002.  Overall, female students (5.52) tend to make greater gains relative to the number of sessions they receive, in comparison with male students (5.13).  This result is similar to that found in 2002. 

Table 17:
Ethnicity and outcome

	Ethnicity
	Number of students
	Outcome ratio 2003
	Outcome ratio 2002

	
	Successful
	Less Successful
	Successful / less successful
	Successful / less successful

	Asian
	14
	0
	*
	5.00

	NZ European/Pākehā
	276
	83
	3.33
	3.53

	NZ Māori
	154
	51
	3.02
	2.40

	Pasifika
	66
	23
	2.87
	2.64

	Other
	15
	4
	3.75
	2.67

	Total
	529
	161
	3.29
	3.00


Notes:
1.
This table is based on 686 students for whom outcome and ethnicity information was provided. Ethnicity information is not available for four students hence figures in the columns will not necessarily add up to the indicated total.

2.
The outcome ratios for 2002 were based on 1,472 students for whom outcome and ethnicity information was provided.

*
It is not possible to calculate an outcome ratio for Asian students.
Table 17 displays students who left the RT:Lit individual roll in 2003 either because they were discharged (‘successful’ outcome) or received an incomplete programme (‘less successful’ outcome).  The last column displays the outcome ratios for students of various ethnicities in 2002 which has been included for comparison with the 2003 results.  The outcome ratio measures the number of students with ‘successful’ outcomes for every student with a ‘less successful’ outcome.  For example, Table 17 shows that the overall outcome ratio from 2002 is 3.00.  That means that for every ‘less successful’ student, there were 3 students who were ‘successful’.  In 2003, the overall outcome ratio for students is 3.29 representing an increase from 2002.  As was the case in 2002, Asian and NZ European/Pākehā students have the most favourable outcome ratios compared with students of other ethnicities.  Between 2002 and 2003, NZ Māori and Pasifika students (although to a lesser degree), have experienced an increase in the relative proportion of students who have a ‘successful’ outcome (rather than ‘less successful’) from the literacy programme.

School decile and success rate

The section on individually assisted students will close with a summary of progress according to school decile
.  Table 18 maps average ‘gain per session’ and outcome ratio against school decile ratings of students in an RT:Lit programme in 2003.  Focusing on ‘gain per session’ according to school decile, there is a slightly positive relationship with a slightly upward trend in average ‘gain per session’.  In accordance with the results from 2002, students from low decile schools were two to three times as likely to have a ‘less successful’ outcome than their high decile counterparts.
Table 18:
’Gain per session’ and outcome ratios by school decile

	Decile
	Average (median) ‘gain per session’
	Outcome ratio: successful/less successful

	1
	5.56
	2.02

	2
	4.76
	2.80

	3
	4.88
	3.32

	4
	5.13
	3.62

	5
	5.26
	3.43

	6
	5.26
	2.15

	7
	4.72
	6.63

	8
	5.62
	2.44

	9
	6.67
	4.77

	10
	6.06
	5.86


Notes:
1.
The column of average ‘gain per session’ figures is based on 1,116 students (excludes any missing data on number of sessions taken by RT:Lits) with reading level data. Note if reading level at time of discharge/leaving was lower than the reading level at entry, this was considered as missing data (4 such instances).

2.
Median is used as the measure of average, as opposed to mean, due to an uneven (skewed) distribution of ‘gain per session’ data.

3.
The column of outcome ratios is based on 1,212 students with outcome data reported.

4.
School decile information was not available for 21 students, therefore they have been excluded from these analyses.
This section of the report has described the characteristics, literacy programme background, progress, and various measures of outcome for students receiving an individual tutoring programme in 2003.  The next section focuses on students who received assistance from an RT:Lit via small group tutoring.

Section 3: Students Directly Assisted in Small Groups
In 2003, 687 students received assistance from an RT:Lit within a small group setting either directly through regular tutoring, or through ongoing monitoring by the RT:Lit, teacher or teacher aide during the year.  Some of the students assisted in small groups also received individual tuition.  

One of the more major changes made to the data collection form in 2003 involved asking  RT:Lits to indicate each student’s reading level on entry to, and exit from the RT:Lit programme for this group of students.  The addition of this information allows for further analysis of the RT:Lit programme’s impact on student literacy levels, which will feature later in this section.

Gender, Ethnicity and Age of Students Assisted in Small Groups

Table 19 shows that in 2003, of the students assisted in a small group situation, a student was nearly twice as likely to be male (N=428) than female (N=240).  Males generally outnumber females in each ethnic group and particularly so for those of NZ European/Pākehā or NZ Māori ethnicity.  That male students form the majority of the RT:Lit roll mirrors the result found in 2002 for students receiving individual tuition or assistance in small groups.
Table 19:
Gender and ethnicity of students enrolled in small groups

	Ethnicity
	Number of students
	No Gender specified

	
	Male
	Female
	

	NZ European / Pākehā
	218
	111
	-

	Māori
	151
	80
	3

	Pasifika
	36
	33
	4

	Asian
	7
	7
	-

	Other
	12
	8
	-

	Not Specified
	4
	1
	12

	Total
	428
	240
	19


The age at entry of students who received direct, regular tutoring or monitoring in small groups ranged from 5 to 13 years of age.  Similar to the trend found in 2002, the students are clustered in the 8, 9 and 10 year old categories (20%, 24%, and 13%, respectively).  Compared with 2002, there is a greater proportion of students clustered in the 9, 10 and 11 year old categories, indicating that RT:Lits may now prefer to place older rather than younger students in groups (see Table 20).

Table 20:
Age at entry of students assisted in small groups in 2003
	Age at entry
	Frequency
	Percentage of Students (%)

	5 years
	11
	1.6 

	6 years
	37
	5.4 

	7 years
	74
	10.8

	8 years
	136
	19.8 

	9 years
	162
	23.6 

	10 years
	86
	12.5 

	11 years
	61
	8.9 

	12 years
	68
	9.9 

	13 years
	8
	1.2 

	Missing age data
	44
	6.4 

	Total
	687
	100.0


Combinations of literacy assistance for students enrolled as part of a group with an RT:Lit
RT:Lits were asked to indicate for each student, which areas of literacy the student received assistance in (that is, reading, written or oral).  Of the 687 students who were tutored or monitored in small groups, 428 (62%) received assistance in reading, 367 (53%) in writing, and 121 (18%) in oral literacy.  Of course, some students received assistance in one area only, while others received assistance in two or three areas.  A breakdown of the combinations of literacy assistance students received in small groups is provided in Table 21.  The largest groups of students received assistance in reading literacy alone (35%) or written literacy alone (27%), with 16% requiring assistance in both areas.

Table 21:
Combinations of literacy assistance received by students in 
small groups
	
	Reading
	Written
	Oral
	
	All 3 literacy areas

	Reading
	239

(34.8%)
	113

(16.4%)
	44

(6.4%)
	
	32

(4.7%)

	Written
	
	185

(26.9%)
	37

(5.4%)

	Oral
	
	
	8

(1.2%)


Note:  
For 29 students helped in small groups, information was not available on the type(s) of literacy assistance they received.

In 2002, a greater proportion of students (73%) received reading assistance in their literacy programme and, a greater proportion of students received reading literacy assistance only (50%).  However, in comparison fewer students in 2002 had written (38%) or oral (17%) literacy in their tuition programme.
The extent of regular tutoring or monitoring
RT:Lits were asked to indicate the number of sessions the students had of regular tutoring or monitoring in any literacy area.  Table 22 provides details on the number of sessions students received as part of a group on the RT:Lit programme in 2003.  

Table 22:
The number of sessions students received in small groups in any area of literacy
	Number of sessions
	Number of students
	Percentage of students (%)

	Up to 25 sessions
	389
	56.6 

	26 to 50 sessions
	188
	27.4 

	51 to 75 sessions
	23
	3.3 

	More than 75 sessions 
	17
	2.5 

	Missing data
	70
	10.2 

	Total
	687
	100.0


Note: 
The high percentage of missing data may be due to the practicalities of recording attendance of students as part of a group.

Results were similar to those found in 2002 to the extent that over half of students (57%) spent up to 25 sessions as part of a group, and that very few students required more than 50 sessions of assistance.  However, between the two years there was a decrease in the proportion of students having up to 25 sessions (64% in 2002 compared with 57% in 2003) with a slight increase in the proportion of students requiring between 26 and 50 sessions (27%, up from 19%).  The average (mean) number of sessions attended by a student was 24.  

Change in reading levels for students assisted in small groups in 2003 
Figure 3 shows the overall shift in the proportion of students at each age-based reading level, from admission to discharge, for students who fully completed the RT:Lit programme in 2003.  The figure only represents students for whom adequate data were provided.  Readers are reminded of the discussion around Figure 2: Figure 3 does not depict individual groups of students.  The figure below plots the proportion of students with each age-based reading level at two points in time.  The unshaded bar (on the right) for each reading level indicates the proportion of students with the specified reading level at discharge.  The shift in the peaks indicate that, in general, students involved in small group tutoring or monitoring attained higher reading levels over time.  This kind of pattern was also observed for students who received individual tuition (see Figure 2).  It is anticipated that participation in the RT:Lit programme, and cognitive developmental gains would have contributed to the positive shift in reading levels.

An analysis comparing reading levels at exit with reading levels at entry was conducted for students who had these data available.  On average, a student’s reading levels were 1.76 units greater at exit compared with entry.  This approximates to an increase in age-based reading level of 1 year
.  It is not possible to compare this figure with the trend from 2002 because the reading levels of students who received small group tuition were not collected that year.
Figure 3:
Overall shift in small group assisted students’ age-based reading levels in 2003
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Notes:  
1. 
It is important to note that students who received small group tutoring may have also received individual tuition.  Therefore, some of the students depicted in this graph may have also been depicted in Figure 2. Age-based reading levels at admission were provided for 298 students.

2.
Age-based reading levels at discharge were provided for 238 students.
Ethnicity and outcome of students who were tutored or monitored during 2003
On the questionnaire that contained information about students supported in small groups, RT:Lits were asked to indicate whether the students were still receiving support, had been discharged from the programme, or received an incomplete programme.  This information allows for an analysis of outcome ratios, which were also calculated for students who received individual tuition (see also Table 17 in Section 2 of this report).  An outcome ratio calculates how many students there were with ‘successful’ outcomes for every student with a ‘less successful’ outcome.  This analysis is presented in Table 23.

Table 23:
Ethnicity and outcome for students no longer on the RT:Lit programme
	Ethnicity
	Number of students
	Outcome ratio

	
	Successful
	Less Successful
	Successful / less successful

	NZ European/Pākehā
	212
	19
	11.16

	Māori
	178
	13
	13.69

	Pasifika
	58
	5
	11.60

	Asian
	14
	0
	-

	Other
	18
	0
	-

	Total
	480
	37
	12.97


Notes:
1.
The students represented in this table were tutored or monitored on the RT:Lit programme sometime in 2003.


2.
This table is based on 517 students for whom outcome and ethnicity information was provided. 

It can be seen that the overall outcome ratio (regardless of student ethnic grouping) is high at 12.97.  That means that for every student with a ‘less successful’ outcome, there are approximately 13 students with a ‘successful’ outcome.  The relative number of students with ‘successful’ outcomes to the number of students with ‘less successful’ outcomes are high for students of all ethnic groupings.  As stated earlier, outcome ratio data can fluctuate year to year because of the nature of the individual students who exit the programme, or the context in which the support is given (i.e., a student may make better progress on the tutoring programme if support and advice is also given to their classroom teacher).  These factors may be worthy of consideration in future years. 

This section has described the characteristics, literacy assistance focus, progress and outcomes for students assisted in a small group setting on an RT:Lit programme in 2003.  The final section of this report will summarise the analyses described throughout. 

Summary

In 2001, there was a change in the way students with literacy difficulties were supported, with the role of the Resource Teacher of Reading (RTR) being replaced by that of the Resource Teacher of Literacy (RT:Lit).  Different to the RTR, the RT:Lit focuses more on providing support to teachers and other staff in the area of literacy difficulties.  The RTR focused more directly on the student concerned often by providing individual tuition.  The role of RT:Lit is expected to keep evolving more over the next few years with the advisory aspect becoming more prominent.  

Similar to the 2001-2002 period, the 2002-2003 period saw a decrease in the number of students assisted during the year.  Concurrently, the proportion of time RT:Lits spent with individual students decreased dramatically and there were slight increases in the proportion of time providing advice, support and modelling to classroom teachers.  The average number of educators and parents assisted per RT:Lit has increased.  In light of the fact that there were fewer students assisted by RT:Lits in 2003 than in 2002, there is likely to have been an even greater increase in the number of people (associated with an individual student) who were provided with some form of advice on literacy practices.  It is also possible that RT:Lits assist students not officially accounted for in the questionnaire package.  These results suggest that the actual work practices of RT:Lits are moving in a direction more consistent with the advice and support aspect of the role.  

The report also provided a number of analyses on how students fared on the programme, whether differences could be observed between males and females, and between students of various ethnicities.  

Students Literacy Programme Background  

Over half of the students in the RT:Lit programme in 2003 had been referred on from their previous literacy programme, and fewer students had successfully completed the previous programme.  Students who had not received a special literacy programme prior to entering the RT:Lit roll were more likely to have a ‘successful’ outcome than students with other types of literacy programme background.  Of the students who did receive a special literacy programme prior to the RT:Lit programme those who were most likely to have a ‘successful’ outcome had successfully completed the previous programme.  

Student Gains from the RT:Lit Programme
The addition of reading level information for students tutored in small group settings provides us with more information on how students benefit from the RT:Lit programme.  This section of the summary will focus firstly on students in individual tuition and then consider the results for students assisted in small groups.

Generally, the older the student (up to age 10) on the RT:Lit programme or the higher the decile of the school they attended the greater their ‘gain per session’.  Generally, older students were more likely to have a ‘successful’ outcome from the programme.  There is no clear linear relationship between school decile rating and relative ratio of ‘successful’ outcomes.  However, schools in some of the higher deciles had higher associated outcome ratios.

For students supported in small group tutoring, the overall outcome ratio for students regardless of ethnic grouping is high at 13.  New Zealand Māori and Pasifika students’ outcome ratios are close to the overall average.

Focus on New Zealand Māori and Pasifika Students  
In 2003, New Zealand Māori and Pasifika students have experienced an increase in the relative proportion of students leaving the RT:Lit programme with a ‘successful’ outcome.  Male students of New Zealand Māori or Pasifika ethnicity have a higher ‘gain per session’ rating in 2003 than in 2002.  Conversely, female students of New Zealand Māori or Pasifika ethnicity have a lower ‘gain per session’ rating compared with 2002; yet overall, female students tend to make greater gains relative to the number of sessions they receive in comparison with male students.  

The role of Resource Teachers of Literacy continues to evolve, and hence future research that describes their work activities and gathers information on the students in the RT:Lit programmes will be accordingly modified.

Appendix

Table A:
Summary of ages and reading levels of students on the overall RT:Lit roll 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
	1
	0.1
	5
	0.4
	4
	0.3
	4
	0.3
	6
	0.5
	12
	1.0
	3
	0.2
	1
	0.1
	-
	-
	127
	10.2

	8 and less
	5 - 5.5 years
	4
	0.3
	3
	0.2
	30
	2.4
	39
	3.1
	36
	2.9
	43
	3.5
	13
	1.0
	6
	0.5
	1
	0.1
	324
	26.0

	9 to 14
	5.5 - 6 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	38
	3.1
	128
	10.3
	88
	7.1
	72
	5.8
	21
	1.7
	5
	0.4
	-
	-
	313
	25.1

	15 and 16
	6 - 6.5 years
	1
	0.1
	-
	-
	8
	0.6
	92
	7.4
	115
	9.2
	46
	3.7
	21
	1.7
	5
	0.4
	-
	-
	159
	12.8

	17 and 18
	6.5 - 7 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	0.1
	17
	1.4
	68
	5.5
	29
	2.3
	10
	0.8
	9
	0.7
	-
	-
	95
	7.6

	19 and 20
	7 - 7.5 years
	2
	0.2
	-
	-
	1
	0.1
	3
	0.2
	43
	3.5
	33
	2.7
	24
	1.9
	6
	0.5
	2
	0.2
	89
	7.1

	21 and 22
	7.5 – 8 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2
	0.2
	20
	1.6
	20
	1.6
	14
	1.1
	7
	0.6
	2
	0.2
	54
	4.3

	-
	8 - 9 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	0.1
	10
	0.8
	10
	0.8
	17
	1.4
	13
	1.0
	5
	0.4
	47
	3.8

	-
	9 - 10 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2
	0.2
	-
	-
	3
	0.2
	3
	0.2
	6
	0.5
	12
	1.0

	-
	10 years +
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Reading levels missing
	2
	0.2
	-
	-
	4
	0.3
	4
	0.3
	6
	0.5
	6
	0.5
	4
	0.3
	1
	0.1
	-
	-
	27
	2.2

	Total
	
	10
	0.8
	8
	0.6
	82
	6.6
	286
	22.9
	388
	31.1
	271
	21.7
	130
	10.4
	56
	4.5
	16
	12.8
	1,247
	100.0


Notes:
No exact relationship exists between Reading Recovery levels and age-based reading levels. Solid line in centre of table denotes ‘normal’ reading age contour.  Dashed lines denote main data clusters. Due to rounding, percentages do not always add to 100 percent.

Table B:
The ages and reading levels at admission of 518 discharged students who completed  the RT:Lit programme, having received assistance in reading literacy
	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
	1
	0.2
	1
	0.2
	6
	1.2
	11
	2.1
	10
	1.9
	6
	1.2
	1
	0.2
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	37
	7.14

	8 and less
	5 – 5.5 years
	-
	-
	1
	0.2
	6
	1.2
	51
	9.8
	32
	6.2
	16
	3.1
	5
	1.0
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	112
	21.6

	9 to 14
	5.5 – 6 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	6
	1.2
	48
	9.3
	54
	10.4
	25
	4.8
	5
	1.0
	-
	-
	-
	-
	138
	26.6

	15 and 16
	6 – 6.5 years
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	1
	0.2
	8
	1.5
	34
	6.6
	20
	3.9
	12
	2.3
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	77
	14.9

	17 and 18
	6.5 – 7 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	0.2
	25
	4.8
	9
	1.7
	8
	1.5
	4
	0.8
	-
	-
	47
	9.1

	19 and 20
	7 – 7.5 years
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2
	0.4
	14
	2.7
	12
	2.3
	8
	1.5
	4
	0.8
	1
	0.2
	42
	8.1

	21 and 22
	7.5 – 8 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	0.2
	6
	1.2
	14
	2.7
	5
	1.0
	2
	0.4
	-
	-
	28
	5.4

	-
	8 – 9 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2
	0.4
	5
	1.0
	9
	1.7
	7
	1.4
	3
	0.6
	26
	5.0

	-
	9 – 10 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	1.0
	3
	0.6
	3
	0.6
	7
	1.4

	-
	10 years +
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Reading level missing 
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	2
	0.4
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	4
	0.8

	Total
	
	4
	0.8
	2
	0.4
	19
	3.7
	123
	23.8
	177
	34.2
	109
	21.0
	54
	10.4
	23
	4.4
	7
	1.4
	518
	100.0


Notes: 
1.
No exact relationship exists between Reading Recovery levels and age-based reading levels. Solid line in centre of Table denotes ‘normal’ reading age contour. Dashed lines denote main data clusters. Due to rounding, percentages do not always add to 100 percent.

Table C: 
The ages and reading levels at discharge of 518 (discharged) students who completed the RT:Lit programme, having received assistance in reading literacy
	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
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	0.2

	8 and less
	5 – 5.5 years
	-
	-
	2
	0.4
	1
	0.2
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	3
	0.6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	7
	1.4

	9 to 14
	5.5 – 6 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	4
	0.8
	6
	1.2
	4
	0.8
	5
	1.0
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	20
	3.9

	15 and 16
	6 – 6.5 years
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	1
	0.2
	17
	3.3
	13
	2.5
	3
	0.6
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	35
	6.8

	17 and 18
	6.5 – 7 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	4
	0.8
	27
	5.2
	12
	2.3
	11
	2.1
	1
	0.2
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	56
	10.8

	19 and 20
	7 – 7.5 years
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	4
	0.8
	40
	7.7
	25
	4.8
	7
	1.4
	6
	1.2
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	84
	16.0

	21 and 22
	7.5 – 8 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	3
	0.6
	21
	4.1
	46
	8.9
	23
	4.4
	9
	1.7
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	103
	19.9

	-
	8 – 9 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2
	0.4
	10
	1.9
	60
	11.6
	21
	4.1
	10
	1.9
	3
	0.6
	-
	-
	106
	20.7

	-
	9 – 10 years
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	0.2
	15
	2.9
	25
	4.8
	12
	2.3
	9
	1.7
	3
	0.6
	65
	12.6

	-
	10 years +
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	2
	0.4
	11
	2.1
	15
	2.9
	8
	1.5
	4
	0.8
	40
	7.9

	Reading level missing 
	1
	0.2
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	1
	0.2

	Total
	
	4
	0.8
	2
	0.4
	19
	3.7
	123
	23.8
	177
	34.2
	109
	21.0
	54
	10.4
	23
	4.4
	7
	1.4
	518
	100.0


Notes: 
No exact relationship exists between Reading Recovery levels and age-based reading levels, the alignment of levels is approximate. Due to rounding, percentages do not necessarily add to 100 percent. Solid line in centre of Table denotes ‘normal’ reading age contour. Dashed lines denote main data clusters.

Table D:
The number of sessions that discharged students spent in regular tutoring programmes in the area of reading literacy in 2002 and 2003
	Number of sessions
	Annual Report 2003
	Annual Report 2002

	
	Number of students
	Percentage of students
	Number of students
	Percentage of students

	Up to 50 sessions
	293
	55.4
	315
	50.0

	51 to 100 sessions
	197
	37.2
	246
	39.0

	101 to 150 sessions
	33
	6.2
	63
	10.0

	151 to 200 sessions
	1
	0.2
	4
	0.6

	More than 200 sessions
	-

	-

	2

	0.3


	Missing data
	5
	1.0
	-
	-

	Total
	529
	100.0
	630
	100.0
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� 	Reports of previous years’ data from the RTR programme have appeared annually in the Research Bulletin – first in the May 1993 edition (on 1992 data) and the last in the June 2001 edition (on 2000 data).


� 	The full version of the report is available in Word or PDF on www.minedu.govt.nz/web/downloadable/d18787_v1/rt-lit2002.pdf


� 	In this situation, both a Part B (individual tuition) and Part C form (small group tuition) would be completed for the student.


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


� 	At present, age-based reading level (a commonly used reading literacy measure) is the only indicator of literacy being used in the RT:Lit questionnaire package.


� 	Speech Language Therapists work with children with severe speech and language difficulties, in the home, in the classroom and in speech language clinics, to enhance their participation in learning and social situations.


� 	TARP is the tape assisted reading programme.


� 	There are many students in New Zealand schools who come from non-English speaking backgrounds.  To support these students, funds are available for ESOL (English for Speakers of Other Languages) programmes.  Such programmes build on the students’ language skills.


� 	Bannatyne is a phonics-based programme with accompanying workbooks.  It is usually implemented by a Teacher Aide in a small group setting.


� 	The ‘successful’ group of progress/outcomes include those students from the student returns who were indicated as having been discharged from the roll after the programme was completed.  This result implies that the student has returned to the classroom without immediate requirement for further intervention.  The ‘less successful’ group of progress/outcomes include students who did not complete the programme either because they were referred on for further specialist assistance, moved out of the area serviced by the RT:Lit or they did not complete for some other reason (e.g., non-compliance or low motivation).


� 	It should be noted that for Pasifika students the total number of students is relatively small which means that slight increases or decreases of the numbers of students within categories can have an inordinate influence on percentage proportions.


� 	If the student had received both types of programme, the outcome in the table refers to the outcome from the most recent programme.


� 	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 because it should be considered in the context of the type of assistance the student received.


� 	A school’s decile indicates the extent to which the school draws it students from low socio-economic communities.  Decile 1 schools are the 10% of schools with the highest proportion of students from low socio-economic communities, whereas Decile 10 schools are the 10% of schools with the lowest proportion of these students.  Six factors are used in determining a school’s socio-economic indicator.  Five of these (household income, parents’ occupations, household crowding, parents’ educational qualifications, and parents receiving income support) are based on families with school age children within the catchment area of the school.  This information is combined with the sixth factor, school ethnicity data (the proportion of Māori and Pasifika students, and from 2003, refugee students receiving ESOL support) to determine the school’s socio-economic indicator and thus the school’s decile.


� 	Of the 687 students supported in individual tutoring programmes, 346 had reading level data suitable for this analysis.  One-hundred-and-twenty students had no reading level at entry to, or exit from the RT:Lit programme.  A further 202 students had no reading level recorded at both points in time.
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