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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Read Right is a reading intervention
designed for students of all ages who
struggle with reading. Based on
constructivist theory, Read Right assumes
that the purpose of reading is to construct
meaning and that learning to read is an
implicit, rather than an explicit, process.
When Read Right is used to supplement a

typic ally a class during the school day with
a ratio of no more than five students per
tutor. Students cycle through routines in

implementation. Outcomes included
student achievement in reading and student
motivation to read. Achievement was
examined for students overall, as well as for
students in particular subgroups.
Implementation included observed
implementation in Omaha classrooms as
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implementation. Major findings are outlined
below and detailed in the full report.
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routines as they move through more
advanced materials. Tutors play specific
roles during each routine, following
procedures outlined in the Read Right tutor
manual.

The ultimate goals of Read Right are to
improve student reading comprehension
and motivation to read . Since spring
semester 2008, the Shevood Foundation
has funded the implementation of Read
Right in six middle and three high schools in
Omaha Public Schools (OPS)In OPS,
students who are significantly behind in
reading attend Read Right during the school
day as a class in lieu of an eledive or a study
hall. In the Read Right classes, tutors work
with groups of up to five students. Each
student works at his or her own pace
reading leveled trade paperbacks and
participating in several different reading
activities. All students also attend t heir
regular English language arts class.

In February 2009, the Sherwood Foundation
hired Education Northwest, a private non -
profit, to evaluate Read Right in nine
Omaha middle and high schools that
received Sherwood Foundation funding to
implement Read Right. This final evaluation
report focuses on both outcomes and

Overall, Read Right had a significant
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comprehension, as shown by a rigorous
experimental study within four of the nine
schools in the evaluation. In this
experimental study, students were
randomly assigned to either the treatment
group (Read Right) or to the control group
(a study hall or elective). All students also
participated in their regular English
language arts class. Students in Read Right
classes outperformed those in the control
group on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Comprehension Test, even when controlling
for prior student achievement. Because of
the experimental design of the study, the
achievement of Read Right students in OPS
can be attributed to the Read Right
intervention.

At the school level, analyses in three of the
four schools showed that the treatment
group outperformed the control group on
the posttest, although this effect did not
reach statistical significance in one of the
three schools. In the fourth school, the
control group outperform ed the treatment
group, although this difference was not
statistically significant. The evaluation was
not able to determine exact causes for
differences among schools; however, further

2010 Omaha Read Right Evaluation i



examination of the data suggested that
differences may be due to the larger
numbers of Latino and English language
learner (ELL) students| who responded less
well to Read Right and were concentrated in
two of the schools| and lower numbers of
total tutoring hours in these two schools.

Subgroup analyses showed that African

Am erican and white students in Read Right
outperformed African American and white
students in the control group . The difference
in achievement was statistically significant
for African Americans but not for whites,
possibly due to the small number of white
students in the study. Latino and special
education students in Read Right also
outperformed their counterparts in the
control group , but the differences were not
statistically significant. For ELLs, the control
group outperformed the treatment group,
although this difference was also not
statistically significant.

Analysis of posttest data and tutoring
records revealed a significant correlation

The evaluation found no significant changes
in motivation to read that could be

attributed to Read Right. Many Read Right
students, however, believed that Read Right
increased their motivation to read. Most
principals and tutors agreed, basing their
perceptions on talking with or observing
students.

Despite the fact that most tutors said
students were typically motivated by Read
Right, most also reported that there were
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even after participating in Read Right.
Student focus groups mirrored these
findings: about a fourth of students did not
believe Read Right was motivating.

Classroom Implementation

Read Right was implemented as outlined in
the Read Right tutor manual in the majority
of the 33 classroom observations conducted
for this evaluation. Students, on average,
spent very little time on off -task behavior or
waiting for the tutor. Instead, most students
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Specifically, more hours of tutoring were
associated with higher posttest scores.

Student Motivation Outcomes

After participating in Read Right, a
significantly larger proportion of students
reported they read for fun almost every day,
compared to students in the control group.
Read Right students said they read for
pleasure in general, and many had specific
reading interests, such as sports articles,
horror stories, or romances. However, the
evaluation found no significant differences
in the percentages of Read Right and non
Read Rght students who reported talking
with friends and family frequently about
books or who aspired to higher education.
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activities, although a few spent more time
on preparation than seemed warranted in
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reading.

Most tutors said they followed the tutor
manual most of the time, although many
principals and some tutors said
implementing Read Right with high fidelity
was challenging. When tutors reporte d they
did not follow the manual, the deviations
they described were minor, such as phrasing
a comment to a student as a question when
in the manual the comment was supposed

to be a statement.



Tutor, Principal, and Student areas, however, implementation varied a
Views of Read Right good deal: placement of students, movement
Of wOUUETI OOUwpPDUT POWUT T wxUOT UE

While tuto rs generally had positive views of and student graduation from Read Right.

Read Right, their work was not without Placement decisions were made in slightly
challenges. Most tutors said they enjoyed different ways at different schools. Al
their work, felt effective at their jobs, and decisions involved test score data. Beyond

testing, teacher recommendations, grades,
ELL status, special education status,

were respected at their schools Those who

enjoyed being tutors were more likely to plan T
on continuing in that role for a longer period attendance records, and behavior issues were

of time. Many tutors appreciated the also used as criteria for placement in Read

structure of Read Right, and perceived that Right. Decisions about movement through
this was particularly effective for struggling color levels and graduation from Read Right
UOUET 00U w3T i awEoUOWE D OIiaBUEEE Whia panyvitutps saddew w
student-teacher ratio and accessible followed the Read Right protocols for

curric ular materials as particularly important moving studen ts on to new color levels

to helping students succeed. Challenges for and/or graduating them, there was some
some tutors included following the tutor confusion about when to do so and not all

manual all the time and working with tutors were consistent.
unmotivated students. Not all used Read .
1 D1 idiSendage protocol as intended when Recommendations

working w ith these students.
This report includes recommendations in

four areas.

1. OPS should continue Read Right and
perhaps expand the program, but this
expansion should be done cautiously.

2. OPS should continue to monitor the
achievement of Latino and ELL students
and the total number of tutoring hours
students receive.

3. Read Right should review consistency
across trainers, and OPS shouldcreate a

. constructive way for tutors to relay any
encouraging. However, tutors expressed ) L
. concerns or questions about training.
some concerns about what they perceived as 4 it showld retrain tutors on
U||wDOEOOUDUUlOEmM®swUUED§ﬁ56%ﬁ85%|@xH
. - : . moving students through color levels
of Read Right. Variations typically hinged on .
. and graduating students, and OPS
degrees of adherence to the tutoring manual.
. . ) should ask tutors to make team
Tutors also reported inconsistency in the . h . .
GUEODUa WOl WOUEDSI U0z wpo0l YEEYDBYRUNEGE SISO B 60w
staff decisions become more consistent.

Read Right training was also viewed
positively, although tutors did express some
concerns. For example, Read Right training
was frequently perceived as high quality,
intense, and effective. Almost all tutors felt it
adequately prepared them to work with
students. When tutors had questions after
training, they generally felt they were able to
get the answers they needed. Trainers were
largely seen as knowledgeable and

These recommendations are detailed in the

Tutors, principals, and students all indicated final chapter of the full report.

that Read Right was mostly implemented as
intended and was generally effective. In three

2010 Omaha Read Right Evaluation iii
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CHAPTER 1:

INTRODUCTION
With approximately 48 ,000 students, Omaha The Read Right Intervention
Public Schools(OPS)is the largest school
district in Nebraska. The student population Developed in 1991, Read Right is a reading
is diverse. Almost a third of students are intervention program designed to improve
African American, a fourth of students are the reading skills of students who read
Latino, and two -fifths are white. More than Ubl Obi PEEOUOGa wWETI OObwi UEET wol Y
half of students in the district are eligible for approach is based on constructivist theory
free or reduced-price lunch, an indicator of (Piaget, 1950); Read Right assumes that the
poverty. Like many other urban districts, purpose of reading is to construct meaning
OPS has a high proportion of adolescent and that learning to read is an implicit,
students who struggle in reading. In the rather than an explicit, process. Re&& w1 BT 1T Uz Uw
2008 2009 school year, nore than half of approach is also based on research that
middle and high school students in the shows that readers of various ages focus on
district scored below the national average meaning as they visually sample (rather
on standardized reading tests: 59 percent of than decode) words and text (e.qg.,
fifth - through eighth -graders scored below Seidenberg& McClelland, 1989; Stevens, &
average on the California Achievement Test, Grainger 2003; Vandenberghe, Nobre, &
and 61 percent of ninth- through 12th- Price, 2002).Therefore, in the Read Right
graders scored below average on PLAN, a classroom, students follow along as they
standardized test created by American hear text read fluently and then practice
College Testing (ACT). reading and rereading text until they can
comfortably read the text with a natural
Since January 2008, OPS has been pace and intonation. Read Right does not
addressing middle and high school teach vocabuary or phonics explicitly.
UUUET OU0UzwUI EEDPOT WEDI | b Brdtddd Bhe eakiry ard prénlriciatiani o E w
Right as a supplemental reading words are taught only within the context of
intervention for students who read understanding the text. Some explicit
significantly below grade level. These comprehension is practiced, but this practice
struggling readers receive Read Right in is done within weekly student -driven
addition to their regular English language lessons in which the adults act as guides
arts class.Funding from the Sherwood while the students articulate their
Foundation provided Read Right to nine understandings of the text (Tadlock & Stone,
middle and high sc hools in OPS in 2009 2005).
2010. (The district also used Title | monies to
fund Read Right in some of its elementary In OPS the program is implemented during
schools.) the school day. Middle and high school
students take Read Right as a class in lieu of
In 2009, the Sherwood Foundation hired an elective or a gudy hall. Students are
Education Northwest to conduct an external taught in mixed -grade classrooms and read
evaluation of Read Right in OPS middle and trade paperbacks matched to their reading
high schools. The purpose of the evaluation levels. These books were purchased by the
was to determine the effect Read Right had district especially for Read Right, but all are
on student achievement. widely available commercially and are often

found in school libraries and community

2010 Omaha Read Right Evaluation 1



bookstores. The trade books are age excellently, the student indicates to the tutor

appropriate and are a mix of fiction and that he or she is ready to read the passage
non-fiction. Classes typically include one EOOUE wE OE w?Ateruebding theé E 6 »
certified teacher, three or four para- student ideally determines whether the
professionals, and no more than five reading was excellent, but tutors sometimes
students per adult. assist with this judgment. The passag must

El wUl EEwi OEPOI UUOaAawWUOWET wEI T O
Read Right has four activities: excellent If the student reads aloud excellently, the
reading, coached reading, critical thinking, student moves on to the next segment of
and independent reading. Each of these text. If not, the student continues to practice
activities is described in more detail below. or, occasionally, the tutor may assign an
The weekly schedule for these activities is easier text. If the student reads below the
depicted in Figure 1-1.Each week on fourth -grade level, excellent reading is done
Monday through Thursday all students with the tutor. In other words, as with the
xEUUDEDXxEUI wbOw?i BREIT 001 OMPaulayeE En®tGrdr modelré&ading the
PEOEET | EwUI EEDPOT 62 w passage for the studentand everything else

about excellent reading remains the same.
Excellent reading is an activity in which a

student repeatedly alternates listening to In coached reading, the student reads aloud
and reading a passage in order to read the to the tutor. All but the lowest level students
x EUUET 1 w? I (ReE todfriatdyvita » read text that is new to them. The lowest
no text deviations and with natural pace, readers first listen to the text read aloud by
tones, and flow). Students who are at about the tutor. As the student reads, the tutor has
the fourth -grade reading level or above read short scripted ways of intervening when the
trade books that have been recorded in short student has difficulties. For example, if the
segments on MP3 players. When the student student deviates from the text, the tutor
thinks he or she can read the passag UEAUOw?31T ECWEOTI UOzU0wbOUOB w1l E
Figure 1-1
S M \ T \ w \ T F S
No School | Excellent Reading Critical Thinking | No School
f Students practice a prag| Y Studentsreadin
(Some use MP3 players) a group and
answer

1 Students request that their reading be judged ;
. . . guestions
1 Depending on their reading, students move on or

continue cycling

Coached Reading

1 Tutor and student practice reading together one-
on-one

1 Tutor makes corrections as appropriate

Independent Reading
1 Students read independently outside the tutoring session

1  Tutors may also ask a student to do independent reading as appropriate during the tutoring session
(e.g., while the tutor gathers new materials for a student who has finished a book)

Weekly Read Right Activities
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the same passage, the tutor corrects the

student sayingO w? 8 O WuwuBii B Bu01 R U w Utkes tpend on independent reading, but
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students have free choice of reading
material within their reading level.

611 Owli 1 wOUUOUZUwWUUUET OUUwWEUT weOOwWUUDOT w, /t w

players, the tutor focuses primarily on the
student(s) engaged in coached reading but
periodically shifts his or her attention to a
student who is working on excellent
reading. However, if the gro up has students
at the lower levels, both coached and
excellent reading must be done primarily
with the tutor. Ideally, all the students
working with a tutor alternate their time on
coached and excellent reading so that all
students in the group get about the same
amount of coached reading during the
week: typically at least two, 10-minute
sessions per week.

On Fridays, students who are reading on at
least the fourth-grade level participate in
critical thinking activities . During critical
thinking, a grou p of students at similar skill
levels read identical passages silently. After
reading, the students silently answer a series
of multiple choice comprehension questions.
If a student finishes early, that student reads
independently. When all students have r ead
and answered questions, the group of
students discusses each question. Together,
they decide on the correct answer to each
guestion. The tutor can guide the discussion
by asking questions, but should not provide
students with the correct answer. Even if the
students collectively decide on an incorrect
answer, the tutor should not correct them.

Independent reading outside of the tutoring
time is the responsibility of each student.
Students check books out of the Read Right
collection to read at home. Independent
reading is also an activity that takes place
when students are waiting for the next
activity to begin. For example, in critical
thinking if a student finishes answering
comprehension questions before his or her

The External Evaluation

$EUVUEEUD OO w-edallationdocudddiz U w
on student outcomes as well as the
implementation of Read Right. The

evaluation had four overarching questions:

1. What effect has ReadRight had on
student achievement?

2. What effect has Read Right had on
student motivation ?

3. Does the Read Right program have
different effects on dif ferent groups of
students?

4. How effectively has Read Right been
implemented and how can it be
improved ?

To examine student outcomes, we used an
experimental study in four schools.
Implementation was examined in all nine
schools. All questions were addressed
through mixed methods. Chapter 2
describes methods and data sources in more
detail.

Organization of the Report

This report is organized into seven chapters.
Chapter 2 provides details about the
evaluation data and methods used in the
analyses. Each sbsequent chapter of the
evaluation addresses one or more of the
specific evaluation questions in Table 2.
Chapter 3 focuses on studentreading
achievement as measured by the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Testfor students in the
four experimental study schools. It
addresses thefirst question of the study
about student achievement as well as the
third question of the study about how
student achievement varies by different

2010 Omaha Read Right Evaluation3



groups of students. Chapter 4 examines the
second question of the study about student
motivation . Chapter 5 describes tutor and
student views of the implementation of

Read Right. It focuses on thefourth question
of the study. Chapter 6 of the report gives an
in-depth description of Read Right in the

4 =1 education
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classroom and also focuses on thedourth
study question about implementation.
Chapter 7 summarizes the successes and
challenges described in this report and
provides recommendations.



CHAPTER 2:
METHODS

This evaluation collected data about both
the implementation and the outcomes of
Read Right in Omaha. The evaluators relied
on information from a variety of sources in
order to provide an overview of the
program. Because of the logistical challenges
in implementing an experimental study, we

limited the experimental study to four

schools that had been implementing Read
Right the longest: Central High School,

Monroe Middle School, Norris Middle

School, and South High School. We studied
implementation in all nine of the schools
receiving Sherwood Foundation funding in
2009 2010. Table 21 shows the specific
evaluation questions and data sources used
to address the evaluation questions. The
data sources and the methods used to
analyze each data source are described in

more detail below.

The Gates-MacGinitie

TomeasureUUUET OUUz wUIT EEDOT w

comprehension skills, we used the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Test,
level 7/9, which is a group-administered
nationally normed test of reading
comprehension. The GatesMacGinitie was
well -suited to the purposes of this study for
several reasons First, it had already been
used by Read Right tutors as a formative
assessmenttherefore, tutors already knew
how to administer it . Furthermore, it is well
correlated with other assessments that are
used in the district to assess studentsz w
reading skills| the Criterion Reference Test,

Table 2-1

Evaluation Questions and Data Sources
(O]
= 7)) 2]
= £3 © 3 2
[CR7 c 2 o > = ow =
Q9 (ol xS 2 LS IS
T2 T > ) > =3 >
>0 25 B = 3 g 5 o
n o n n o O = - O n
2 s = 2 8
m [
S n

1. How effectively has

Read Right been Experimental Al All Al Al

implemented and how Schools Schools | Schools | Schools | Schools

can it be improved?

2. What effect has Read ]

Right had on student Experimental

achievement? Schools

3. What effect has ]

Read Right had on Experimental All All All

student motivation? Schools Schools Schools Schools

4. Does the Read Right

program have different | Experimental | Experimental All

effects on different Schools Schools Schools

groups of students?
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Standard 1, and the comprehension portion
of the California Achievement Test-5 (Scott,
Burke, & Deussen, 2009) In addition, it has
two forms (forms S and T), which makes it
appropriate for use in studies with pre - and
posttesting.

In this assessment,students read 11
passages drawn from a range of fiction and
non-fiction text s across multiple content
areasand answer questions that require
understanding of both explicit and implicit
information in the passages.

School selection. The schoolsin this study
represent a purposefully selected sample
rather than a random sample of all schools
implementing Read Right in Omaha.
Education Northwest , in consultation with
OPS selected South, Central, Norris, and
Monroe to participate in the study for a
number of reasons. First, these four schools
had already implemented Read Right in the
previous school year and were expected to
have strong implementation. Second, the
schools represented a variety of grade
levels: South and Central were high schools
while Norris and Monroe were middle
schools. The schools alscerved diverse
student populations. Norris and South had
large percentages of English language
learners (ELLs) and Latinos, while Central
and Monroe had large percentages of
African Ame ricans (Table 2-2).

Student sample. At each of the four selected
schools, a pool of students eligible for Read

Right was identified by the school. In order
to make the study as close as possible to the
typical administration of Read Right in OPS,

thedDUUUDPEUZ UwUaxDEEOQwx UOETI EUUI

identifying eligible students were not
changed. To be eligible for Read Right,
students had to be at least two grade levels
behind in reading according to state reading
tests, and/or be an ELL and/or a special
education student. For the purposes of the
study, eligible students could not have had
10 or more hours of Read Right tutoring in
the past. Schools were asked to identify at
least 120 students for the pool. Eligible
students were randomly assigned by
Education Northwes t to either the treatment
or control groups in June 2009 The
experimental study continued throughout
the fall semester of 2009.

Students in the study represented a wide
variety of demographic char acteristics. As
shown in Table 2-3, compared to other
students in the district, larger percentages of
students in the study were non-white, low
income, special education, and H.Ls.

The demographics of students in the
experimental study remained stable over
time: demographics for students assigned to
Read Right| those pretested and those
posttested| did not differ a great deal from
those originally selected to participate in the
study. The one exception was that the
percentage of special education

students selected for the study was greater
than the percentage pretested. This was
because OPS identified several special

Table 2-2
Overall Student Ethnicity at Schools in the Experimental Study
. . . English
School AAfrlc_an Asian L_atlno_/ Native White Language
merican Hispanic American
Learner
Central 38% 2% 14% 2% 44% 3%
Monroe 61% 3% 6% 2% 28% 3%
Norris 10% 2% 58% 2% 29% 15%
South 17% 4% 59% 1% 19% 17%

[Source: Omaha Public Schools, Official 2009-2010 Membership Data]

6 =1 education
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Table 2-3
Student Demogra

hics for OPS and Students in the Ex

erimental Study

oPS Selected Pretested Posttested CGorr;tl:ol Tr(e;?:)rlr]ent
Students Students Students P P.
Posttest Posttest
Total 48,075 481 450 424 208 216
African American 31% 39% 38% 37% 37% 36%
Asian 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Latino/Hispanic 25% 38% 40% 41% 41% 41%
Native American 2% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2%
White 40% 20% 19% 20% 20% 20%
Special Education 16% 29% 25% 25% 24% 26%
E“Q"Sh Language 13% 18% 17% 17% 16% 18%
earner
Free and Reduced- | 559, 80% 79% 80% 81% 79%
Price Lunch

*Attrition ranged from 0 to 10 percent by school with an average of 6 percent. More information about attrition is included in the

appendix.

education students as eligible for the
program who were not actually eligible due
to the nature of their disabilities or the
requirements of their Individual
Educational Programs (IEPs). The treatmen
and control groups also did not differ

substantially in their demographics.

Read Right provides individualized

level rather than on his or her grade level,
and this study included students from a
range of grade levels. Students in the
treatment group in the two middle schools
were seventh- and eighth-graders who were
served in mixed-grade classrooms. Students
in the two high schools were predominately
ninth -graders, since these schools focused

the interventi on on incoming students. The
exception was the inclusion of three 11th-
graders and one 10th-grader at Central. Of
these students, onellth-grader was in the
control group while the rest were in the
treatment group. Students in the high
schools were also seved in mixed -grade
classrooms. Student gade levels are shown
in Table 2-4.
POUUUUEUDPOOWEEUT EwOOwI EET wUUUET OUzUwUI EEPOT w

Data collection. Tutors administered the
GatesMacGinitie Reading Comprehension
Test, level 7/9, form S during the first three
weeks of the school year. The posttest (form
T) was also administered by Read Right
tutors. The bulk of posttest administration
occurred during the last three weeks of the
fall semester. In addition, 20 tests were
administered in January of the following
year to students who were absent during the

Table 2-4

Student sd Grade Levels by School in the Exper
School 7th Grade 8th Grade 9th Grade 10th Grade 11th Grade

School 1 -- -- 89 1 3

School 2 39 81 -- -- --

School 3 93 24 -- -- --

School 4 -- - 94 -- --

2010 Omaha Read Right Evaluation7



Table 2-5

Data Collection for Gates-MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Test

Form of Test

Testing Window

Pretest S

First three weeks of fall semester 2009

Posttest T

Last 3 weeks of fall semester 2009
(with 20 tests in January 2010)

main testing window: 12 of 20 were in the
control group and 8 of 20 were in the
treatment group. Data collection is depicted
in Table 2-5.

The GatesMacGinitie Reading
Comprehension Test was group
administered to the majority of treatment
students during the ir Read Right class and
to the majority of control students, who
were pulled out of their study halls or
electives for a group administration of the
test by a Read Right tutor. Both treatment
and control group students who took the
test outside of the prim ary administration
window were tested individually or in small
groups by Read Right tutors.

All test materials were kept confidential by
OPS staff members and Education
Northwest researchers. In both the pre- and
posttest, student tests were scored by
Riverside Publishing and uploaded to a
secure data management system that could
be accessed only by Education Northwest,
OPS, and Read Right.

Data Analysis. The extended scale score on
the GatesMacGinitie posttest was used as
the outcome measure, because tks score
allows progress in reading to be tracked
over time and across grades on a single,
continuous scale, and is therefore useful for
statistical analyses (MacGinitie, MacGinitie,
Maria, & D reyer, 2002). In addition, several
recent research studies usedhis form of the
Gates-MacGinitie posttest as an outcome
measure (Guthrie et al., 2009 Ryder, Burton,
& Silberg, 2006.

g =1 education
JnorThwesT

The primary predictor variable of interest
was whether the students were in the
control or treatment group, coded as

0 (control) or 1 (treatment).

For the first question of the study, which
examined the overall effects of Read Right, a
fixed -effects linear regression was used. The
extended scale score on the Gates
MacGinitie posttest was the outcome
variable, and the extended scalescore on the
GatesMacGinitie pretest was used as a
achievement in reading. Schools were
dummy coded and entered as covariates to
account for possible differences by school.
Four additional regressions were used to
investigate whether Read Right had

different effects at different schools.

The evaluation also examined how Read
Right affected students in particular
subgroups. First, four separate linear
regressions examined the treatment effect by
school. Second.,fiv e linear regressions
determined how treatment varied by
student subgroup| African Americans,
Latinos, whites, special education students,
and ELLs| while also accounting for
differences by school. Third, regression
including only treatment students explored
how the treatment effect varied by the
number of hours of tutoring students
reported, a continuous variable. This
regression also accounted for difference by
school. All equations for these analyses are
in Appendix A .



Student Surveys

Education Northwes t created student
surveys based on the stated motivation aims
of Read Right and. / 2 inplementation of
Read Right by modifying items from other
valid and reliable students surveys as well
as creating a number of unique items
particularly for Read Right. T he student
survey had four sections and is shown
Appendix B.

and unique ID numbers. This allowed
Education Northwest to connect each
student survey to that student
demographic information as provided by
OPS

The second section included three items.
These items measuredself-reported reading
frequency, discussion of reading, and
educational goals. Thefirst two were taken
verbatim from the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, 2007 Reading Student
Background Questionnaire, Grade 8. The
third was from Gaining Early Awareness

and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs
(GEAR UP).

The third section, based onMeece & Miller

reading: mastery goals, performance goals,
and wor k avoidance goals. Students with
mastery goals report they want to read in
order to learn things. Students with
performance goals report they want to read
in order to get good grades or do better than
their peers. Students with work avoidance
goals report they do not want to read and
instead want to avoid doing any difficult
reading work. While both mastery and
performance goals have been associated
with higher student achievement, only

37T 1T wi PUUUWUI EUPOOWEOOOIT Emadtefygaals bakiel béed dsgoaidded @ith U w
persistence in the face of difficulty.

The fourth section of the survey was given
only on the postsurvey to students who
received the treatment. This section asked
guestions specifically about the studentsz
experience of Read Right. These items were
developed by Education Northwest bas ed
on informal interviews with OPS staff
participating in Read Right.

Participants. Students participating in the
survey came from the four experimental
schools descrbed in the section on the
Gates-MacGinitie . The return rate for the
survey, however, was slightly lower th an
the return rate on the Gates-MacGinitie. The
demographics for these sudents are
(2001),01 EUUUTI EwUUUET OUUz wi @ées@ikedin Cabler-6.

Table 2-6
Student Demographics for OPS and Students in the Experimental Study, Student Survey
Pre- Post- Control Treatment
OPS Selected Surveyed Surveyed Group Group
Students Post Post
Students Students *
Survey Survey
Total 48,075 481 458 397 194 203
African American 31% 39% 37% 38% 38% 37%
Asian 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2%
Latino/Hispanic 25% 38% 41% 40% 40% 40%
Native American 2% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2%
White 40% 20% 20% 20% 20% 19%
Special Education 16% 29% 25% 24% 25% 24%
English Language 13% 18% 17% 17% 16% 18%
Learner
Free or Reduced- 62% 80% 81% 80% 81% 79%
Price Lunch

*Attrition ranged from 7 to 21 percent by school with an average of 13 percent.
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Data Collection. Surveys were administered
after the GatesMacGinitie using the
schedule described in the sectionof this
report about the Gates-MacGinitie. Tutors
read the survey to students, but students
were allowed to read ahead and answer
guestions at their own pace if they wanted.

All surveys were kept confidential by OPS
staff members and Education Nort hwest
researchers. Boththe pre- and postsurveys
were scored by a scantron at Education
Northwest and could be accessed only by
Education Northwest.

Data Analysis. The items measuring self-
reported reading frequency, discussion of
reading, and educational goals were
analyzed first using descriptive statistics.
Then, pre- and postsurvey responses for
treatment and control grou p students were
compared using chi squares.

The last section of the student survey, which
was given only on the postsurvey to
students in the treatment group, was
analyzed using descriptive statistics. These
statistics included averages, ranges, and
standard deviations.

Tutor Surveys

Education Northwest developed a45-item,

online survey based on a review of the Read

Right tutoring manual and informal

interviews with OPS staff. The survey had

four sections. The first section covered

Ol EET 1 UUZz wYRghtrainin@ Thal 1 EE
second section included items about

implementation and stud ent motivation.

The third section used items about teacher

efficacy (i.e., their beliefs about how they are

EEOTI wOOwi 1 OxwUUUET O0UwOI EL
Ol EET PO @nd hdwhieE Eachers

are able to help students learncalled

211 Ol UEOQwUI EEThesBitemd | | PEEEa-»

%OUwWUT T wbUl OUWOI EVUUUDOT undid {diken 8l Ha aHd Whokidk ©1bag) | a

goals, we used confirmatory factor analysis
to determine whether the items fell into the
three categories found in other research:
mastery goals, performance goals, and work
avoidance goals (Meece& Miller, 2001). We
then examined the internal reliability of the

reliable and valid measure of teacher
efficacy. The items on personal teaching
efficacy were adapted slightly to reflect the
Read Right tutoring context. The last section
collected demographic information. See
Appendix B for a copy of the survey.

DUl OUwUUDOT w" URNeRFtEMmsI z UWEOXT E&

for each type of goal were averaged across
individual students to provide a single score
for each student in each of the three
categories. Finally, we used linear regression
to compare postsurvey responses of
treatment and control group students while
controlling for their p resurvey responses
EOEwWUUUEI QUUzZ wUET 660U

1 All items loaded on the expected factors at .50 or

Participants. Tutors from all nine of the
schools in the implementation study
participated in the study. In all, 35 of 40 (or
88 percent) of tutors completed the survey.
Of these, 91 percent were female and 9
percent were male. In terms of ethnicity, 89
percent were white and 11 percent were
African American.

E1 00T U8 w. OwOT 1T wxUI UUUYI aOw" UOOEEET zUWEOXxT Ewl OUwWOEUUI Uaw

goals was .78, for perfamance goals .77, and for work

EYOPEEOE! wi OEOUW8ANSwW. OwlIl 1T wxOUOUUUYI aOw" UOOEEET z Uw

alpha for mastery goals was .79, for performance goals
.82, and for work avoidance goals .79.
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Data Collection. Survey links were e-mailed of Read Right and challenges to

U O wU U U O undikaacount®. Education implementation.

Northwest sent a reminder e-mail as did the

EDUUUPEUZ UwOI EEwUI EET 1 U urbeprndipabrie@igvE Usedd$i@mOD UT w

language arts. Education Northwest also Topics included thex UPOEBDxEO7z UWEEEOT UOU

contacted lead tutors and asked that they Ul T wxUPOEDPXxEOZzUwOOOPOI ETT woi w

remind all tutors in the school to complete how Read Right compared with other Tier 3

the survey. In the four experimental schools, interventions (i.e., those for the lowest 10 to

this contact was by e-mail. In the other five 20 percent of readers in the school),

schools, the contact was in person during implementation challenges, and how Read

the observations. Tutors had approximately Right impacts student achievement and

four weeks to complete the survey. motivation to read.

All tutor surveys were confidential and only The tutor interview used 26 items. Topics

accessible to Edication Northwest included theU1l EET 1 Uz UWEEEOT UOUOEOQWU

evaluation staff. Ul EETT UzZUwYDI Pwdd, wll EEwWLIDT T Ow
school-level implementation, student

Data Analysis. The sections on training, motivation and attitudes, and teacher

implementation, student motivation, and attitudes and efficacy. SeeAppendix C for

demographic information were analyzed the interview protocol s.

using descriptive statistics such as

frequencies, averages, and ranges. The Participants. All principals and teachers

section on teacher effiacy was analyzed from the nine schools in the implementation

using confirmatory factor analysis to study were interviewed . Both principal and

determine whether the items fell into the teacher interviews were in-person

two categories found in other research: self- interviews at the school, with one exception.

efficacy and collective teacher efficacy (Hoy One tutor was ill on the scheduled interview

& Woolfolk, 1993). We then examined the day and that interview was conducted by

internal reliability of the items using phone.

" UOOEEET zNéxtHeans foriedch type

of goal were averaged across individual Data Collection. Evaluators took near-

students to provide a single score for each verbatim notes during t he interviews. While

student in each of the three categories. the notes were not always the exact words

Finally, we used descriptive statistics to of the interviewees, they conveyed the

describe the findings. content of the interview and, as much as
possible, reflected the words of the

Interviews interviewees.

Principal and lead tutor interviews used a The principal interview lasted

semi-structured inter view protocol. The approximately 30 minutes, and the teacher

protocols were developed by Education interview lasted approximately 60 minutes.

Northwest EEUT EwOOwll EEw1 BT T U ivtemiewsmge uolimtdryiand

and on conversations with OPS and Read confidential.

Right staff about the ideal implementation

2 All items loaded on the expected factors at .51 or
Ei 001 U8 w" UO GEpkréohat téaankr@ffichc w i
was .81 and for general teacher efficacy was also .81.
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Data Analysis. Principal and teacher
interviews were analyzed separately. Both
were analyzed across participants to
identify themes using content anal ysis.

Student Focus Groups

Student focus groups used a semi
structured focus group protocol. This
protocol, included in Appendix D, was
developed by Education Northwest based

conversations with OPS and Read Right

The focus groups took place at the school
and lasted approximately 30 minutes.
Students were assured that the focus groups
were voluntary and that all discussion was
confidential.

Data Analysis. Focus groups were analyzed
for themes across students and schools.
Content analysis was used to derive these
themes.

staff aE OUUWUUUET OUUz wx1 UET xQobefvérions (skduorhe®ffwo protocols

experiences inRead Right.

The focus group protocol used eight items.

developed by Education Northwest. One
protocol was developed to examine
excellent and coachedreading lessons, and

3OxPDEWDOEOUEIT EwUT 1T wU U U E | th@ Othkey wa¥ d@velpddud®dxaniihe dritical
OEPOwWI OEOUwWOI will EEwl DI T Ukinkitglebsans. Bdiiéatiod Notttzwvest
Ul EEPOT wi EEDPUUWE OE wx UU x (pasedth® abservation(ptotdddlis éh@ U z w

views of the usefulness of various aspects of

detailed review of Read 1 P 1 d tuiazing

1T EEw1DT T UOwWUT T wUUOUET OU lhanuwal hnd efth&dEnd protdaof traugd U1 w
OUO0OOUUOWEOEwWUT I wUOUET OO0 npsitelvisits 10 tinfdé ofithel séhéols inhé I U w

strategies in other class.

Participant s: Thirty -one students from eight
of the nine schools in the implementation
study participated in focus gr oups.

Data Collection. Read Right tutors
distributed and collected parent permission
slips for participation in the focus groups.
Ideally, this would have resulted in a pool of
students, and four students from this pool
would have been randomly chosen for
interviews. However, due to low return
rates for permission slips, teachers had to
encourage students to return the permission
slips. In several cases, this resulted in a
sample that was essentially chosen by the
Read Right tutor, and in one school no
students returned the permission slip .
Therefore, these focus groups may over
represent students with positive views of
Read Right.

12 =1 education
northwest

study with input from the lead teacher in
secondary English language arts atOPS
Both protocols are included in Appendix E.

Education Northwest evaluato rs observed
three 40t minute coached and excellent
reading lessons in all nine of the schools
participating in the implementation study
(27 total lessons) Since critical thinking is
implemented only on Friday s and only with
students reading at the blue level or above,
Education Northwest observed a smaller
proportion of critical thinking lessons
compared to coached and excellent reading
observations. In total, evaluators observed
six critical thinking lessons in four of the
nine schools. As shown in Table 2-7, the
average observation was 35 minutes in
length, with a total of more than 22 hours of
Read Right lessons observed The
observations were spread across five color
levels in Read Right (from red to purple) .



Table 2-7
Characteristics of Observations

Excellent/Coached Critical Thinking
Observations Observations
(n =27) (n=6)
Average length of observation 35 minutes 36 minutes
Color level observed
Red 11% (3) -
Green 22% (6) -
Blue 26% (7) 33% (2)
Lime 26% (7) 27% (1)
Purple 15% (4) 50% (3)
Yellow - -

Data Collection. Evaluators who conducted
these obsenations participated in atwo -day
training on using the protocols. During one
of these days, Dee Tadlock, the creator of
Read Right, donated her time to review the
classroom procedures used in Read Right
and train evaluators in recognizing excelent
reading.

Observations were conducted during a
single week in the fall of 2009 in the four
experimental schools and during a single
week in the spring of 2010 in the five schools
that were not in the experimental study.

During the first day of each we ek, two
evaluators observed at the same school in
order to calibrate their observations of both
critical thinking and coached and excellent
reading. By the end of the day, evaluators
had at least 80 percent agreemenbn their
observations. The evaluators then separated
to observe the remaining schools.

Data Analysis. Data were analyzed using
descriptive statistics, such as averages and
ranges, as well as content analysis for
narrative data in the observations.
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CHAPTER 3:
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT OUTCOMES

HIGHLIGHTS

1 Overall, the experimental study showed The difference in achievement was
that Read Right had a significant statistically significant for African
positive effect on middle and high Americans but not for whites, possibly

UET OOOwWUUUET OUUz wUI EE b O1duehdiite sraall huimi@bbwhicew

in Omaha schools as measured by the
Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Comprehension Test.

At the school level, analyses in three of
the four schools showed that the
treatment group outperformed the
control group on the posttest, although
this effect did not reach statistical
significance in one school. In the fourth
school, the control group outperformed
the treatment group although this
difference was not statistically
significant.

Subgroup analyses showed that African
American and white students in Read
Right outperformed African American

and white students in the control group .

students in the study. Latino and special
education students in Read Right also
outperformed their counterparts in the
control group, but the differences were
not statistically significant. For E LLs, the
control group outperformed the
treatment group, although this

difference was also not statistically
significant.

Analysis of posttest data and tutoring
records showed a significant correlation
tutoring hoursand UOUET OUUz wx OUOUI UUu
scores. The more hours of tutoring the
higher the posttest scores.
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CHAPTER 3:

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT OUTCOMES

Student achievement was measured by a
multi -site experimental study. Four schools
were selected for participation in the study,
and within each school, eligible students
were randomly assigned to participate in
Read Right (the treatment group) or to be in
a study hall or elective (the control group).
All students in the study also participated in
regular English language arts classes.
Instruction in these classes varied by teacher
in terms of pedagogical approaches but
followed a common set of district English
language arts standards. The intervention
itself began at the start of the 20092010
school year and continued througho ut the
fall semester.

Results for reading comprehension are
described in this chapter. Figure 3-1
illustrates the methodological design.

More details about the methods used in the
experimental study are provided in Chapter
2.

Figure 3-1

This chapter discusses seeral different
analyses of the results of the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Tests.
First, we examined the main effect of Read
Right for students in all schools. Next, we
explored how this main effect varied by
school. Then, we looked at how results
differed for different student groups: whites,
African American s, Latinos, ELLs, and
special education students. Finally, we
examined the impact of the total number of
tutoring hours on posttest scores for
students in Read Right.

Main Effects

The main regression analysis showed a
significant positive effect of Read Right on

OPEEOI wEOEwWI T T wUET OOOWUUUET O

comprehension as measured by the Gates
MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Test.
The mean for students in the treatment
group was 5.49 scale sore points higher
than for students in the control groups.

1 Read Right
intervention

Treatment Control
1 Study hall or Reading

Comprehension

Regular ELA

Language arts standards

9 Instruction based on district English

Read Right Experimental Study Design for Reading Comprehension
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Table 3-1
Overall Impact of Read Right

. Regression-adjusted Estimated Effect
Condition n . P-value
Posttest Means Impact Size
Control 208 499
All Schools Treatment 216 504 5.49 .23 .000

As shown in Table 3-1, this difference was difference was equivalent to one standard
statistically significant, even after deviation. In this study, the effect size was
accounting for studentUz wx Ul U1 U0 w 0.23, or more thana fifth of a standard
performance.3 deviation.
To understand the magnitude of the Figure 3-2 depicts these results graphically
difference between the treatment and using the sample means for the pre- and
control groups, we examined what is called posttests of treatment and control group
OT 1 w?1 [ [ ThiEwasudalButatedusing students. It shows that students in the two

&OEUUzZUwETI OUEWEUwWUOT 1 wE b igrolps typiadly hadEsimiap prdte€t scodresl w
UpOwl UOU x Uz wgdsttesOdividélO w U T 1However, students in the treatment group

by the standard deviation of the control improved on the posttest, while students in
group for the posttest (Glass, 1977. An the control group, on average, had very
effect size of 1.0, for example, means that the similar pre - and posttest scores
Figure 3-2

545 -

m Treatment O Control

525 -

505 -

485 -

465 -

445 - . —

Pretest Posttest

Mean Scale Scores for the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Comprehension
Pre-and Posttests

3 A table with the results is also included in
Appendix F.
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School Effects

We also explored the effect of individual performed better on the posttest although
schools. Regressions for each individud this difference was not statistically
school revealed that effects were similar in significant. 4
three of the four schools. As Table 32
shows, in schools 1, 2, and 3 the treatment Figure 3-3 depicts these results graphically,
group outperformed the control group, showing that the treatment group
although this effect did not reach statistical outperformed the control gr oup overall. In
significance in school 3. In school 4, esults three of the four schools this pattern was
were different. Students in the control group consistent.
Table 3-2
Impact of Read Right by School
Regression- Estimated
School Condition n adjusted Impact Effect Size P-value
Posttest Means P
Control 48 504
School 1 Treatment 45 514 9.6 42 .011
Control 58 499
School 2 Treatment 62 512 12.2 .58 .000
Control 55 495
School 3 Treatment 62 500 4.9 21 214
Control 47 504
School 4 Treatment 47 499 -5.1 -.19 .246

Figure 3-3

545 -
B Treatment OControl
525 -
505 -

485 -

465 -

445 - T T T T 1
All Schools Schooll School2 School3 School 4

Mean Scale Scores for the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Posttest by School

4 A table with the results is also included in
Appendix F.
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Differences in the effects by school might be
due to the way Read Right instruction was
delivered at the school, to differences in the
student population served an d how well
Read Rightworks for that population, or to
differences in the amount of instruction
students at the different schools received.
These findings suggest that the impact of
Read Right may not be the same in all
settings or for all student populations.

Further investigation of the data showed
that the large population of Latino and ELL
students may account in part for different
results in School 3 and School 4. These
schools have large percentages of Latino and
ELL students. In addition, our analyses
showed that the treatment effect for Latino
and ELL students was not as strong as it
was for non Latino and non ELL students.
These findings are described in the next
section of this chapter.

Another possible partial explanation for the
difference between schools may be the total
number of tutoring hours students received.

A statistical procedure called ANOVA
showed that students at School 3 and School
4 received significantly fewer hours of
tutoring: School 1 had an average of 22 total
tutoring hours per student, School 2 had 21,
School 3 had 14, and School 4 had 17An
analysis described at the end of this chapter
showed that more hours of tutoring
predicted larger gains on the Gates posttest.
Schools 3 and 4 may have had more
absences, more suspensions, or both.
Determining exact reasons for the
differences between schools, however, is
beyond the scope of this evaluation.

Effects by Subgroup

To determine whether Read Right had
EDIT1 Ul O0uwl i
ethnicities, ELL status, or special education
status, this evaluation repeated the main
effects analysis using the data only from
students in each of the five subgroups. This
resulted in five different linear regressions,
one for each student subgroup. As shown in
Table 3-3, Read Right students

Table 3-3
Estimated Posttest Results for Control and Treatment by Ethnicit
Regression- Estimated
Analysis Condition n adjusted | Effect Size P-value
mpact
Posttest Means
African Control 77 497
American Treatment 78 504 7.6 34 007
. Control 86 502
Latino Treatment 88 503 0.7 .03 .828
. Control 41 494
White Treatment 13 502 8.1 .30 .089
Control 33 495
ELL Treatment 39 494 0.4 -02 939
Special Control 50 495
Education Treatment 55 497 2.0 08 625

20 =1 education
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5F(3, 217) = 32.84p =.000, Tukey Post Hoc (Schol 1
and School 2 significantly different from School 3 and
School 4, bothp =.000)
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outperformed control group students in all
subgroups exceptELLs. These dfferences
were statistically significant for African
American students, but not for any other
group, although the effect size (.30) for
white students was moderately strong. For
white students, the difference between
control and treatment was not statistically
significant possibly due to the small sample
size (only 84 students in treatment and
control groups combined). ¢

We were not able to examine the effects of
subgroup status within the four schools in
the study due to in adequate sample sizes,
although we did account for the school in
the overall analyses for subgroups.

Effects of Total Hours of Tutoring
Within Treatment Group

To explore how the number of hours of
Figure 3-4

600=

550=

S00-

450=

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Posttest

400= 1 |
]

tutoring impacted student achievement, we
combined Read Right tutoring data with
Gates-MacGinitie testing data. The number
of tutoring hours reported by tutors ranged
from 1.4to 33 with an average of 18 hours.
Since the intervention took place daily for
about 40 minutes and lasted a semester
(approximately threemonths), the average
number of tutoring hours is somewhat
lower than might be expected. This could be
due to student absences or some other
interruptions in the tutoring routine.

As shown in Figure 3-4, there was a
significant correlation between the t otal
number of tutoring hours students received
and their posttest scores. In general, the
more hours of tutoring the higher the
posttest scores.

We used linear regression to determine how
the total number of tutoring hours for each

Total Tutoring Hours

Correlation Between Total Hours of Read Right Tutoring and Gates-MacGinitie Reading
Comprehension Posttest

8 A table with the results is also included in
Appendix F.
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student related to that studentzs posttest
while accounting for prior achievement on
the pretest. The relationship between
tutoring hours and posttest scores was
positive and statistically significant. 7 When
pretest achievement was controlled for, each
reported hour of Read Right tutoring
corresponded with a 0.6 increase in posttest

" A table with the results is also included in
Appendix F.

22 =1 education
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score. This means that given 40 minute
tutoring periods, an extra week of Read
Right tutoring resulted in about a 2 point
gain on the extended-scale score of the
GatesMacGinitie Reading Comprehension
Test on average.



CHAPTER 4:
STUDENT MOTIVATION OUTCOMES

HIGHLIGHTS

1 Atthe end of the semester, a significantly that Read Right increased their motivation
larger proportion of Read Right students to read.. _ o _
reported they read for fun almost every day T Most principals indicated they believed
compared to students in the control group. Read Right increased student motivation to
Many Read Right students said they read read. They based their perceptions on
for pleasure in general, and many had talking with or observing students.
specific reading interests, such asreading 1 Like principals, most tutors reported that
sports articles, horror stories, or romances. Read Right students typically increased

1 The evaluation found no significant their motivation to read. In addition, about
differences in the percentages of Read Right two -th'ird said stuc{ent behavi'or problems
and non-Read Right students who reported rarely interfered with Read Right
talking with friends and family frequently Instruction.
about books or in the percentages who 1 Despite the fact that most teachers said
aspired to higher education. students were typically motivated by Read

f Students, both in Read Right and in the Right, most also reported that there were
control group, reported multiple goals for UOOI wUUUET OUUwPT OwNU
reading. The evaluation found no significant even after participating in Read Right.
differences between the two groups and no Student focus groups mirrored these
changes in motivation that could be findings: about a fourth of students did not
attributed to Read Right. Many Read Right believe Read Right was motivating.

students in focus groups, however, believed
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CHAPTER 4:

STUDENT MOTIVATION OUTCOMES

Like student reading achievement, student
reading motivation was measured primarily
by a multi -site experimental study. Four
schools were selected for participation in the
study. Within each school, eligible students
were randomly assigned to participate in
Read Right (the treatment group) or to be in
a study hall or elective (the control group).
All students in the study also participated in
regular English language arts classes.
Instruction in these classes varied by teacher
in terms of pedagogical approaches but
followed a common set of district English
language arts standards and a common set
of school and district behavioral
expectations. The intervention itself began at
the start of the 2009 2010 school yearand
continued throughout the fall semester.

Figure 4-1

Figure 4-1 illustrates the methodological
design of the experimental study.

More details about the methods used in the
experimental study are provided in Chapter
2. Additional data on student motivation
were collected through student focus groups
and through principal and tutor interviews.

Results for reading motivation are described

in this chapter. It discusses several different

analyses of the impact of Read Right on

student motivation to read. First, we

examined differences in student reports of

their reading outside of school and their

interest in higher education. Next, we

I 3xOOUI EwWUUUET OUUzZ wi OEOU Wi OUw
we described tutor and principal

x]l UET xUDPOOUwWOI wUUUET O0UUzwbOOUD

1 Read Right
intervention

Treatment Control
9 Study hall or
elective

Reading

Motivation

Regular ELA

1 Instruction based on district English
language arts standards

Read Right Experimental Study Design for Reading Motivation

2010 Omaha Read Right Evaluation25



Reading Outside of School Time
and Higher Education Aspirations

/Ul YPOUUwWUI Ul EVUET wi E U wU a0 0 CEUWIIUOY] Bl uEOY  uE Ow? * Op woi

reading behaviors and aspirations for
education are connected to reading
achievement (National Assessment of
Educational Progress [NAEP], 2009). To

Ul EEwi OUwi UO0wOOwadluwbpObwlUbOI
statistical test called chi square showed that

there were no statistically significant

differences between the treatment and

I REOPOI wilil EEw1 bl T Uz Uwb O xcankd)gmod3 arlihe PrEsur@y i thaufall.

reading behaviors and aspirations, we used
three items from previously developed
nationally distributed surveys: two items
from the NAEP and one from the Gaining
Early Awareness and Readiness for
Undergraduate Programs (GEAR UP)
student survey.

Reading outside of the school day, in
particular, has been correlated with higher
mean scale scores on NAEP (NAEP,
2009).The first NAEP item we used on the

Table 4-1
Percentages of Students Reportin

However, there were statistically significant
differences on the postsurvey at the end of
the semester: A significantly larger
proportion of treatment students (3 1%)
reported they read every day compared to
control group students (17%).8 Percentages
are shown in Table 4-1. This table also
shows how percentages for Omaha students
compared with a national sample of public
school students and a representative sample
from 18 large urban school districts.

How Often They Read for Fun

Sample Never or Hardly

1or 2 Times Per
Ever Month

lor2Times a Almost Every
Week Day

Read Right
Students in
Omaha 19% 20%
(Postsurvey)

32% 30%

Control Group
Students in

Omaha 29% 18%
(Postsurvey)

36% 17%

National Public
Schools, 2009
NAEP 32% 23%

24% 21%

Large City Public
Schools, 2009

0 0
NAEP 29% 27%

27% 17%

26 =1 €ducation
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8/ Ul 0 BEINI=53@8Y = 0.95p =.813. PosttestX?(3, N
=3%) = 13.22p =.004.



Table 4-2
Percentages of Students Reporting How Frequently They Talk With Friends or Family
About Reading

Sample Never or Hardly 1 or 2 Times Per lor2Times a Almost Every
P Ever Month Week Day

Read Right

Students in

Omaha 38% 25% 24% 13%

(Postsurvey)

Control Group

Students in

Omaha 44% 24% 23% 9%

(Postsurvey)

National Public

Schools, 2009

NAEP 37% 29% 24% 9%

Large City Public

Scnools, 2009 36% 29% 24% 10%
Discussing reading with peers and family participating in GEAR UP in seventh grade
has also been correlated with higher mean and are followed through high scho ol. The
scale scores on NAEP (NAEP, 2009). The item from the GEAR UP survey was,? 6 | E Uw
second NAEP item we used on the student is the highest level of education that you

UOUYT awEUOI EOQw?' ObpwOI U1 Qi ERGuGauG 0uiiBr@audrud U 1wy »
your friends or family about something you
TEYTI wUI EEy2 w3T 1 Ul wbki Ul wO6aeWere noBtatistitafytsigndicant

significant differences in how Read Right differences in how Read Right and control
and control group students answered this group students answered this question on
guestion on either the pre- or postsurveys. either the pre- or postsurveys. Table 43
Table 42 shows that results in Omaha were shows that results in Omaha were lower
similar to results nationally and to resu Its in than the results for students who had

OT 1T whhWwOEUT T wEPUDI Uwx E U (participateH id BEARWR Ow- $/ z Uw
study of urban districts.
While Read Right did not appear to impact

Increased reading might correlate with UUUEI OUUzwEOOOITT WEUxPUEUDOOU
increased desire for education. To explore survey item, it is important to note that

I ObPwUUUET 00Uz wi EUEE Ub 00 ERéal Righkfdrusespinardbureddibgl w

affected by Read Right, we used an item GEAR UP, in contrast, focuses directly on

from the GEAR UP Student Survey. GEAR informing students about higher education

UP is a national initiative to increase the and encouraging them to go to college.

number of low -income students who are
prepared to enter and succeed in
postsecondary education. Students begin
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Table 4-3

Student sé6 Educational

Aspirations

. College Degree or

High School or Less Some College Higher
Read Right students in
Omaha (Postsurvey) 22% 25% 53%
Control group students
in Omaha 21% 24% 55%
(Postsurvey)
National survey of 11th
and 12th grade students 0 o 0
in GEAR UP (2006) 7% 22% 71%

Student sé Goal s f

fdRa@natractingimganing from text, this
evaluation sought to examine how Read

/U1l YDPOUUwWUI Ul EVUET wl E U wE | Riykt inpaetedstudeitdy goblFar theirown

motivation in terms of their goals for
learning and categorized these goals into
three groups: mastery goals, performance
goals, and avoidance goals. Mastery goals
include the desire to learn new things
because learning is enjoyable and important
to the student personally. Performance goals
include learning in order to do well
compared to others, to do well in order to
please adults, or to gain external rewards
such as grades or a good job. Avoidance
goals are quite different. They include
behaving in ways that allow students to
avoid appearing incompetent, which often
includes a reluctance to engage in learning
tasks that might make the student appear
less than competent. Both mastery goals and
performance goals are associated with
higher academic performance, but only
mastery goals are associated with
persistence in the face of difficulty and
seeking help appropriately to learn new
things (Elliot & Dweck, 1988; Grant &
Dweck, 2003, Karabenick, 2004).

Because Read Right is based on
constructivist views of student learning ,
which assume that students are responsible

28 =1 €ducation
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learning. Did Read Right cause students to

adopt mastery learning goals? To examine

Read T T Uz Uwb O x EEdoalsd)v@wUUUET OU
adapted a survey from Meece and Miller

(2001). This survey contained 15 itemg five

of which indicated mastery goals (e.g.,? ( w

Ul EEWET EEUVUUT w( wODPO)] wUOOwOI EUOw
five indicated performance goals (e.g.,

? 11 E E extéritharother students is

D O x OU U E O {andfieunditated

avoidance goals .g.,? . Oréason | might

notread out louE P OwOa wEOEUUT UwbUwUOw
OOOOWUUUXxPE? A6

As shown in Table 4-4, average ratings of
each type of goal were slightly higher than
the mid -point of the four -point scale for all
goal types and for both the treatment and
control groups . This means that many
students had multiple goals for reading. In
the treatment group, the average rating for
mastery goals increased, while average
ratings for performance goals and avoidance
goals decreased,; this represents the desired
outcomes of Read Right? These decreases,
though small, were statistically significant,

9 Treatment group: mastery goals t (200) =-1.9,p = .058,
performance goalst (202) = 2.2p = .028, avoidance
goalst (201) = 4.80p = .000



Table 4-4

Average Pre- and Postsurvey Scores for Learning Goals of the Students in the Treatment and

Control Groups

Goals

Average for Treatment Group

Average for Control Group

Mastery Pre 2.7 2.7
Mastery Post 2.8 2.7
Performance Pre 2.6 2.7
Performance Post 25 2.6
Avoidance Pre 26 26
Avoidance Post 2.4 2.4

Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree

but the increase in mastery goal ratings was
not significant. However, average ratings for
the control group showed a similar

pattern.° Furthermore, regression analyses
showed that there were no significant
differences in goals between the treatment
and control group students once presurvey
measures were controlled for. This means
that changes in goals cannot be attributed to
Read Right, because the control group had
similar changes.

Results based on interviews. Like the
student surveys, focus groups with Read
Right students showed that students had
multiple goals for reading. Howev er, the
most frequently discussed goal for reading
was mastery (i.e., improving reading and
learning new things ). Some students wanted
to read to learn in general, and some had
very specific interests.

Books are interesting, and you want to
know more. Yowvant to get to know
things you don't know. (Read Right
student)

I'm in a marketing class right now, and
the reading just helps me understand it
and put my brand out there, so I've

10 Control group: mastery goals t (193) =-1.06, p = .291,
performance goalst (1934) = 1.8, p = .132, avoidance
goalst (193 = 3.80,p = .000

been readg books abouhat. It's stuff
that I'm into; marketing, busiess. |
want to be an entrepreneur. (Read
Right student)

Almost as many students said they read for
pleasure as read to master new things.
Reading for pleasure may be seen as a
subset of reading for mastery, because
pleasure reading also involves intrinsic
motivation. However, students described
their pleasure reading slightly differently.
Many said they read for entertainment in
general and several had specific genres that
they enjoyed.

You read to not be bored, for fyRead
Right student)

| usually read articles if there is a
Nebraska football article in the paper
because it is my favorite team. So | read
the newspaper mostlyRead Right
student)

| readStolen, because looked like a
scary story. | likescary stories(Read
Right student)

( z Oding th&Last SongThere'll be a
movie coming out, and | wanted to read
the bookifst. The book is getting good.
It's a romanceand | likeromances
(Read Right student)
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The fact that many Read Right students said
they read for enjoyment supports the survey
finding that after Read Right instruction,
more students reported they read for fun
almost every day: 31 percent in Read Right
compared to 17 percent in the control group.

?Because no\after being in Read

Right], you can get a book and like to
read it because now you can read better
and understand the words better and
the content®| Read Right student

Many students who agreed that Read Right
Students also reported more practical increased reading motivation pointed out
reasons for reading. About half the students that this did not mean that Read Right was
UEPEwWUT T awUOOIl UBbOI UwUI E Ealwayb énjeydilel Instedd) itavassdnietines
UO02 wi OUWUET OOO0OwWwOUwWEIT EE U Wifieu@.7 1 PUwx EUTI OUUWOEEIT w
them. A few students also said they read in
order to avoid making mistakes (avoidance
goals), and one said he read in order to get a
good job later (a performance goal).

?Some of the rules that you have to do

in Read Righfe.g..cyclinglOwUT 1 az Ul w
kind of annoying, so you don't read the

book at all. ButRead Right helps, and
8OUwUI EEwUOwWUT EVwa OU wE O §rulike © E2éd mare books than you

mistakes in class. (Read Right student) read before] Read Right student

You read to get job skills, to help you
get a job laterfRead Right student)

?There's been sonfizooks in Read

Right] I don't like. The words are hard.

I don't know what they meam| Read

o A o o ‘Iizight,studegtﬂ o 3

#PDPEwll EEwlbIl | UwEIl EOI | wWwUUUEI OUUZ wOOUBYEUDOOuW

to read according to the student focus About a fourth of the students in the focus

groups? Student focus groups were group said that Read Right did not motivate

conducted once during the school year, so students to read. Instead, they said things

these focus groups did not measure actual suchas? Ul EEDOT wbhUWEOPEaAUWEOUDOI 7
change in motivation over time. We did, PUCUVET OUUVWEOOZUWPEOUWOOWET wbbd
however, ask students to reflect on whether EQEwW? ( wEOOZz OwOPOI wUi EEPOT 6~ w
or not they believed Read Right helped

students enjoy reading more. Almost three-
fourths of students agreed that Read Right
increased student motivation to read.

Several noted that this was because students
in Read Right spent a lot of time practicing
reading and got better at it.

If you feel better about reading, ydu'l
want to do it more(Read Right
student)

Kids today they don't understand what
they're reading, and they're into other
stuff. When you actually understand
the book you're reading, you might be
inspired to read moréRead Right
student)

30 =1 education
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While many students said Read Right
increased student motivation to read,
slightly more said that they used what they
learned in Read Right in their other courses.
Among those who said this, some said that
Read Right simply helped them read better
so that they could read to learn in other
classes some said the Read Right books
increased their content knowledge; and
some said Read Right built confidence
because it taught students to reread for
understanding.

The reason you're in &dRight is so
that you can read better in your mind
and comprehend. The practicing we



have here Hgs that a lot. You can read

better for other classes.
(Read Right student)

The other day | read a book about the

rainforest [in ReadRight]. Later in
biology, they asked questions [about
rain forests], and | knew more. (Read
Right student)

In your Endish class or biology class,
when the teacher asks fadentto
read], you can read now, and if you
make a mistakgou can go back and
read it again (Read Right student)

A few students in focus groups, however,
said that what they learned in Read Right
did not translate to other classes. All but one
of these students was in middle school. It
may be that younger students have more
difficulty transferring Read Right strategies
to other classes.

Principal and Tutor Views of
Student Motivation

Principal s and tutors provided another view
of student motivation. Most principals
indicated through their interviews that they
believed Read Right had a positive effect on
student motivation to read. A couple of
principals were unsure if Read Right was
having a positive impact on motivation
because they did not work with Read Right
teachers or students directly, and only one
had a negative view. This principal,
however, acknowledged that he typically
only had contact with Read Right students
when they had been having behavior

problems in class and, therefore, might have
an overly negative view of the program.

Of the principals who said Read Right had a

xOUPUDYI wiiT1T ECwOOWUUUET 60Uz w
based their perceptions on talking with or

observing students.

| can see the effect of Read Right in the
classroom. | see literature circles. | see
kids reading plays. When we have
assemblies, kids feel good about getting
up in front of their peers and reading a
script. For our poplation that is huge,
we are 85 perceffitee or reducegrice
lunch. They have no printed material at
home. They are getting that here, and |
am proud of that. (Principal)

going? What do you like? What don't

you like? | have not heard kidsay,

ReadRigi OWEDEOAUWEOWEOa Ul POT
Day to day they might not like it, but

haven't had kids or parents want to be

taken out ofthe program. (Principal)

Like principals, m any tutors (76%)also

reported that Read Right students typically

became more motivated to read after Read

Right. In addition, almost two -thirds of

tutors (62%) said behavior problems rarely

interfered with instruction during Read

Right. Tutor surveys, however, also

confirmed what a few students said about

Read Right and motivation in focus g roups:

2001 wWUUUET OUUWEOGOZ UwOPO!l wldwU
11 T OwEOI UOZUWET EOT 1 wlUT PUBw U
Figure 4-2, 91 percent of tutors

EEOOOPOI ET1 EwUI EQwUOOT wUUUET O
like reading even after they have been in

Read Right.
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Figure 4-2

Students typically became more

motivated during Read Right 6%

Student behavior problems rarely
interfered with Read Right

62%

Some students just don't like reading

. 1%
even after Read Right

©

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Tutor Views of Read Right Studentsé

Tutor interviews confirmed the tutor survey

findings that while students typically At the same time, several said getting most
increased their motivation through Read students to buy into the program was the
Right, some students remained unmotivated easiest thing about implementing Read

and uncooperative. When tutors discussed Right.

what was easiest and most challenging

about being a Read Right tutor, several Students kind of feel important because
mentioned that motivating students who they are being given that omog+-one
EOOz UwbPEOU WU OwHileutm&wOT 1 wx U O bpddii©atiention; that makes reading
PDUT w? OH)washhe thbsCechallenging more important to therr(Lead tutor)

thing about Read Right.
Several tutors noted that the structure of
The most difficult thing is kids with low Read Right| one-on-one tutoring and
intent, E1 EEUUT wb Uz Uwl E U E acteésinl® Hatebidls Ovaribtivating to
the whole thing with themiTheyE O Oz U w many students.
really care if their reading improves
(Tutor)
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CHAPTER 5:
INSIDE THE READ RIGHT CLASSROOM

HIGHLIGHTS

T

In the 2009 2010 school year,
approximately 1,500 students from the
nine OPS middle and high schools in
this evaluation participated in Read
Right. Slightly more than half of the
students were in middle school. The rest
were in high school, mostly in ninth
grade. In comparison with all students
in the district, a larger percentage of
Read Right students were African
American, Latino, special education
students, and ELLs.

Classroom observations conducted by
evaluators revealed the following
findings:

o All the observations of Read Right

Observers rarely disagreed with
these judgments.
o During coached reading, tutors

POUI UYI Ol EwPOwWUUUET 00Uz

average of six times per student. In
the majority of these interventions,
the tutor asked the student to read
the text again. Observers rarely

wul

| OUOEwWI EUO0wPPUT wOUUOUUZ w

interventions.

0 In about two -thirds of all excellent
and coached lessons, the tutor
clarified vocabulary for the student.
Most of these clarifications were in
context as is required by Read
Right.

POwli PUwWI YEOUEUDPOOWOI 019N avETape sHdetssrevery

recommendation of five students
per tutor. In fact, the majority of
classrooms had a ratio of one tutor
to three or fewer students.

o For almost all students, the majority
of their class time was spent
engaged in Read Right activities:
excellent reading, coached reading,
or independent reading. However,
the proportion of time students
spent on each activity varied by
student. For example, some
students spent more time on
coached reading while others spent
more time on excellent reading.

o During observations of excellent

little time off -task or waiting for the
tutor. However, for some students,
preparation time took up more time
than might be expected.

o In critical thinking lessons, students
spent the majority of time either
reading or discussing questions
about the reading. Students
disagreed on their answers to these
guestions less than half the time.
Discussions of disagreements varied
in duration.

While many principals and some tutors

believed implementing Read Right with

high fidelity was challenging, most

tutor s said they usually followed the

Ul EEDPOT OwUUUET OUUz wUI Etéte Oanual) WheEtiteysaid they did

was judged four times on average.
In about 50 percent of the
judgments, the tutor and student
decided the reading was excdlent.

not follow the manual, the deviations
they described were usually minor , such
as phrasing a comment to a student as a
guestion when in the manual the
comment was supposed to be a
statement.
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CHAPTER 5:

INSIDE THE READ RIGHT CLASSROOM

Read Right classrooms, as described in
Chapter 1, look very different from typical
middle and high school classrooms. One
very noticeable difference is the
recommended ratio of no more than five
students per adult. Another difference is the
types of activities the students are engaged
in: Students cycle through routines in
excellent reading, coached reading, and
critical thinking, repeating the same routines
as they move through more advanced
materials. Tutors play very specific roles
during each routine, following scripted
comments and procedures outlined in the
Read Right tutor manual .

This chapter begins with a brief description
of the Read Right 2009 2010 students. We
then use data from 33 classpom
observations to describe an average

middle and high schools. This number is
larger than the number that participated in
the experimental study since the study was
conducted in a subset of four schools. More
than half of the students were in middle
school (25 percent in seventh grade and 34
percent in eighth grade). The rest were in
high school (24 percent in ninth grade, 8
percent in tenth grade, 5 percent in eleventh
grade, and 3 percent in twelfth grade).

In comparison to OPS as a whole, a larger
percentage of students in Read Right were

African American, Latino, special education
students, and ELLs.

Read Right Tutors

At the end of 2009 2010, there were 40

UOUET G0z Uwi Rx1 UPI OEIT wE U Umidd ReadirRight irsidac®$s ning w

coached/excellent reading class and a critical
thinking class. Finally, interview data
describe issues related to implementation
fidelity I U O O w UperEpéctivesy

Read Right Students

In the 2009 2010school year, Read Right
served approximately 1,500students in nine

Table 5-1

middle and high schools. This meant that
OPS could staff Read Right rooms with
enough adults to meet the recommended
program ratio of no more than five students
per adult. However, five of eight principals
interviewed said one of the largest
challengesof Read Right was keeping
classes small.

Itis such a small ratio that it is hard to

Demographic Information for OPS and Read Right Students, 20091 2010

Nine Read Right Middle and

OPS High Schools 2009i 2010

Total 48,075 1,500

African American 31% 36%
Asian 2% 4%
Latino/Hispanic 25% 37%
Native American 2% 2%
White 40% 21%
Special Education 16% 38%
English Language Learner 13% 20%
Free and Reduced-Price Lunch 62% 87%
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Figure 5-1

1to 5,

1to 4,
21%

1to1l,
12%
__1to2,
21%
1to 3,
30%

Ratio of Adults to Students in 33 Observed Read Right Classrooms

hard to swallow the price tag. (Principal)

All of the 33 observed Read Right
classooms had at least one adult for every
five students (Figure 5-1). In fact, the
majority of observed classrooms (63%) had a
ratio of one adult to three students or even
lower, possibly due to student absences

Excellent and Coached Reading

In OPS Read Right classrooms, Monday

through Thursday is dedicated to excellent
reading and coached reading, described in
Chapter 1. Evaluators observed 27 of these

Figure 5-2

Other, 4

Off-task, 2\

Waiting, 1

single student for the entire class period
each time and coding what they observed
the student doing during the class period
(seeChapter 2 for details).

In a typical class period of 40 minutes,
students spent an average of 12 minutes
engaged in excellent reading and 11 minutes
engaged in coaching with their tutor 11 An
additional six minutes, on average, was
spent engaged in independent reading. The
remaining 13 minutes was spent in various
activities, of which preparation took six
minutes. Off-task behavior and wait time
(waiting while the tutor was busy with
another student) were uncommon.

Preparation,
6

(Other tasks included book previews, being disengaged, outside interruptions, etc.)

Average Number of Class Minutes Observed Students Spent on Various Activities

36 =1 €ducation
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11 Minutes were calculated by applying the average
percentage of time students spent on each activity
across the 27 observations to a 4@ninute period.



While Figure 5-2 shows the averagenumber
of minutes students spent on various
activities, there was actually substantial
variation among students. Figure 5-3
illustrates some of the variation by
displaying the experiences of four students,
chosenbecause theyshow both average and

An additional analy sis revealed that, on

average
(red and

, Students in the lowest two levels
green) spent more time being

coached and less time on excellent reading
and independent reading than their peers in
the higher color levels (Table 5-2).

extreme examples For example, JUET OUw zBxcellent Reading

experience resembles the average experience
across all students. In contrast, student B
spent 14 minutes (37percent of his time)
preparing for the lesson, more than twice

the average number of minutes. In contrast,
student C spent almost no time (2 minutes)
preparing for the lesson, but spent 24

minutes on excellent reading, about twice

the average number of minutes. Finally,

Excellen

t reading is an activity in which a

student repeatedly alternates listening to
and reading a passage in order to read the

xEUU

ET 1 w? I(Bek comfbriakly(vath »

no text deviations and with natural pace,
tones, and flow). When the student thinks
he or she can read the passage excellently,
the student indicates to the tutor that he or
UOUET OOw#z 0wl Bx1 UD1 OEI wisheksieady bous@dihe p3sadelalbud and

reading. ? E1 wN U Ethel stadent reads aloud
Figure 5-3

Activity Student A Student B Student D Student C

(Average*) (Similar to Average) | (More than Average | (More than Average | (More than Average
Preparation) Excellent Reading) Coaching)

Coached (11) 8 0 3 27
Excellent (12) 12 17 24 2
Independent (6) 2 7 9 0
Preparation (6) 5 14 2 9
Other** (3) 3 - 3 2

*Average minutes across 27 observations
**QOther includes wait time, off-task behavior, and other activities

Minutes of Time Observed Students Spent Engaged in Various Activities

Table 5-2

Time Students Spent Engaged in Three Activities, By Color Level

Type of activity

Average percentage of class time

Red and green levels
(9 students)

Blue, lime, purple
(18 students)

Coached Reading 37% 23%
Excellent Reading 27% 32%
Independent Reading 10% 18%
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Table 5-3
Frequency of Cycle Repetitions and Judging During Excellent Reading

Number of times
Average Range
Excellent reading judged 4 0-10
Repetitions during cycling 20 0-63
N=21 observed students
excellently, the student moves on to cycle first tells the tutor whether the reading was
the next segment of text. If not, the student excellentD OQwU T T w Upihiore an@tblep U w O
continues to practice or, occasionally, the the tutor can either agree or disagree with
tutor may assign an easieror shorter text. that judgment. If the tutor believes it was
excellent, the student begins cycling the next
Three -fourths of the observed students passage. If the tutor believes it was not
(78%) engaged in excellent reading during excellent, the student must cycle the same
class. Of the six students who did not do passage again. HalfO1 wUUUET OUUz wNUET 1 Ew
excellent reading, most were engagedin readings (52%) were determined to be
coached reading for the majority of class. excellent by the tutor (Table 5-4).
As shown in Table 5-3, students were
judged by their tutor an average of four Students and tutors disagreed about one in
times during excellent reading and repeated 10times; sometimes the student saidtheir
text segments an average of 20 times. This reading was excellent and the tutor
Ol EOVWEOWEYI UET 1T w? EaEOI 2disdy@ed db@ YométimésEn¥ student sad it
repetitions of a text segment per judgment. was not excellent but the tutor thought it
In about one-quarter of observations, the was. In only a few, rare instances (4%) did
evaluator noted that, in her opinion, the the observer believe that the tutor
student was either undercycling or misjudged the studentz reading.
overcycling, which may be reflected in the
large range of repetitions (between zero and Coached Reading
63) shown in the table. The number of
repetitions was also expected to vary based In coached reading, the student reads aloud
on how close the student was to moving to to the tutor. All but the lowe st level students
the next color level (i.e., to a book in the next read text that is new to them. The lowest
level of difficulty). Students who are ready readers first listen to the text read aloud by
to move to the next color level typically the tutor. As the student reads, the tutor has
cycle about three times before achieving short scripted ways of intervening when the
excellence (Tadlock, 2008), while those student has difficulties. There are three basic
beginning a color level would be expected to ways to intervene:
cycle more. Skipit.?2 0B xwpOwegi OUwPT EVI VI Uw
word/phase is difficult] and read it
In an excellent reading, the student typically ETEPOS2 w
Table 5-4
Judgments of Excellent Readings
Average percentage of times
Tutor said judged reading was excellent 52%
Student said judged reading was excellent 53%
Tutor and student disagreed about excellence 10%
Observer disagreed with tutor about excellence 4%

N = 21 observed students

38 =1 €ducation
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#01 U0z Buwe@U E&E UwE Ol U Oz U EedTyOmedts. StEny point in the lesson,
EwOPUUI EEwWPOUE¢ 6 wll EE wadisake lallbwed t make what Read Right

Readitagaind w? 11 EEwP O wET E P SRF@UDWAI §1i lowkOOO0T OUUO?» wUUET wE

more comfortable [for a passage the
student reads correctly but stumbles
on].

Three-quarters of observed students (74%)
engaged in coached reading. During this
time, tutors intervened with corrections an
average of six times per student (range #
21). The majority of the time, the tutor used

something in the story to something in the

UUUET OUzUwi Bxi UDI OET B w%wUI I wgod
made in three out of four observed

coached/excellent readings (74%). Usually,

there were only a handful of free comments.

However, 10 percent of lessons had between

5 and 24 free comments

Disengaging Students 6 w( | WEWUUUE]T OUz Uw

07T 1 w?2Ul BGwDOWEE &1 T a wok + ubRBRYIPS ip iNtgFErinOMdjegrning, Read
UUT EwOi 1 w?EOT U0z Owp OU O~ R BsEsiytors joyse@ gitrtpoy gllee O w
Ol wOi 1l wOPOl WEBAEwWOT 1 w? U sER] Qb E] U BBriv a4t Uwp DOOWEUO

percent of the time.

Observers disagreed with only 5 percent of
all 119 corrections that were observed. For
example the tutor might have used the

disengage, which basically means the
student should stop reading and possibly
put his/her head down or otherwise move
apart from the lesson. Of the 27 students
who were observed, one was asked to

EOI UOz 0wbOUO? WUUUEUI T awbPEUWOOUI w

appropriate, or the tutor might have just

Critical Thinking

T DY OWEOwWUBOOOPOWPOUEWPT I Owli T w?2U0DxwbU> w

strategy was called for.

Vocabulary. Teaching vocabulary in
isolation is not a focus of Read Right, but
tutors have specific strategies to handle a
situation when the vocabulary itself is
interfering with a student reading
excellently. In these cases, the tutor might
ask if the student knows the word or might
simply tell the student the meaning of the
word. Read Right requires that the meaning
of the word always be given in the context
of the text.

Clarifying vocabulary happened in two -
thirds of all excellent and coached lessons
(63%); usually once or twice per student. (In
a few atypical cases, vocabulary was
addressed 7 or 8 times.) In 85 percent of the
40 vocabulary clarifications captured by
observers, the clarification was done in
context, as called for in the program.

One day per week, students engage in Read

Right critical thinking activities. During this

time, a small group of students reads an

identical passagesilently and then

independently answers a series of multiple

choice comprehension questions. The group

of students then discusses each question,

usiOT WEwWx EUUPEUOEUwWxUOEI EUUI wp?
POUO? AGw3T 1T awOUUUwI YI OUUEOOA w
group consensus on the correct answer. The

tutor can guide the discussion by asking

guestions, but should not provide students

with the correct answer.

Evaluators observed small groups of
students during six separate critical thinking
lessons. Instead of focusing on an individual
student, as observers did when they
observed coached and excellent reading,
critical thinking observations followed a
group of students working with a tutor .
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what critical thinking lessons look like. instances across the 55 questions observed
(4%), students agreed on the wrong answer.
On average, students spent 18 minutes (This is acceptable under Read Right
participating in group work, 12 minutes protocols; tutors are not supposed to
reading, 6 minutes preparing for the lesson, intervene if student consensus is incorrect.)
and 4 minutes doing other activities (Figure
5-4). There was a range, however, across the Sometimes discussions involved very little
groups. For example, the amount of time on dialogu e among students, such as in a class
paperwork ranged from 0 to 11 minutes where the students tried to answer the
while the amount of time on group work Ul UUDPOOOW? %UI | abtbdgasUEDP OWEE Ow
UEOT T Ewi UOOwhY wUOwt Y wdb Qdnidtd dxdoae, b) thé darieleak c)you to
activities occurred in only two of the six be trapped inthecard 2 w( OwUT PUwi REOx Ol Ouw
classrooms. For example, one group spent one of three students correctly answered? E 6 2 w
14 minutes talking about the end-of-the year The following dialogue took place:
schedule and the subject matter of the books Student 1: It says that you can
they were reading. be trapped in the
. car.

During group work, studen't groups . Tutor: Do you want to
answered an average of nine questions

. . show them where
(range 6t 19). All students immediately that is?

agreed on the answer to about half of the

questions (56%), so no discussion was Student 1 points out the text to the

necessary. For just under half of all questions other students
(44%), answers were not the same and
students had to discuss their answers until Student 2 i OwpUz UwUDT T Owil U

they came to consensus. In these discussions,
students were supposed to support their
answer with evidence from the text and try to
persuade other students to change their
answers and reach consensus. Out of every Students 2 and 3 switch their answers.
three students who supported their answer,

paragraph 3.
Student 3 Yeah, | see it.

Figure 5-4

Other, 4 Preparation
6

Reading, 12

Average Number of Class Minutes Observed Students Spent on Various
Critical Thinking Activities
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Other discussions were more similar to the
following example in which the class

EPUEUUUI EwUinthamitddryd UDOOO wW?
worker ants look after the: a) queen, b) seeds,

Student 1: (ZOwUUPE&apudl wbbUT w
[pause, appears to be
reading in the bodk

c) larvae, or d) leftoveUU S w2 UUET OUwhwET OUI w? EAw OOEU(:)OOlfJ?OE’LU( Z(:)W
GUI 1T 0?2 wupbOEOUUI EUAwPT DPOT wUUUET OUUwIURBYELIDW! wUOws EOZ w
ET OUI w?EAwWUT 1 wOEUYETI 82 w31 1 wi 6000p b décaveepreyr@! Ul w

took place.

Tutor [to S2]:

Student 2:
Tutor:

Student 2:

Tutor [to S3J:

Student 3:

Tutor :

Student 1:

Where is it in the
story?

Paragraph 3.
Read it.

(read3 The royal
chamber is a place
where the queen
ant lays her eggs.

The queen spends
her whole life
laying eggs. She
never leaves the
chamber except to
start a new nest.
Worker ants must
bring her food.

Where did you find
your answer?

Paragraph 3

Look at paragraph
4. Would you read
that?

(read$ The worker
ants in an ant
colony have many
different jobs.

Some workers pull
the eggs from the
royal chamber into
a room called the

sOUUUI Uadz w3l

they help larvae
climb out of their
shells.

getting the larvae.

Tutor: YesUOOI UPOI UwbUz Uw
important to look
back at the
guestion.

Other findings from the critical thinki ng
observations include:

9 Vocabulary was clarified an average of 3
times per class (range 8 7). As directed in
the program, clarification always occurred
in the context of the lesson.
- OwWUUUEIT O0UwPIT UT w?EDUI OT ETITE
tutor, but in one observation, four students
were off task for more than 15 minutes.
f Tutorsmade? 1 Ul 1 weEOOOI OUU~» wbOwl YI
lesson an average of four comments per
class period (range #9).

Implementation Fidelity

Implementing Read Right means following a

very specific set of procedures and using

scripted comments to respond to students.

%OUwl BEOXx Ol Ow?20bxwblwgi OUwbI
POUEYxT EUIl wbUWEDI I PEUOUZ WEODE w
the comment a tutor typically makes when a

student has difficulties reading a word

during coached reading. Other exampl es of

the Read Right procedures were described

earlier in this chapter.

During interviews, two -thirds of principals
siaigjtpabowne of the biggest challenges to
implementing Read Right was getting tutors
to be faithful to the scripted nature of the
program.

2010 Omaha Read Right Evaluation41



(wi OUCEWOUUwWOOT woi woOa wU Il sl thedpogram B jpdrzetttitie Yirmed w

doing Read Right during the Read Right
class. | had to change the name of the class to
fit what the teacher was doing. (Principal)

I think one of the teachers found it difficult to
follow something that wasseavily

Once in while we forget to flip, because we
have the pages memorized. (Tutor)

| think we all do a pretty good job [following
the program]. (Tutor)

UEUDxUI Ed w6l z Y1 wi EE wO Udne-thikd ef th@ivieivedwars@éseribedip I Ul w

scripted and, for some teachers, that is just
always a problem. (Principal)

The personalities of the teachers are
important. Because it is so regimented, you
have to have the right mentality. (Primpeil)

Tutors themselves, however, were more
likely to feel they used the program with
fidelity. The majority of surveyed tutors
(88%) agreed that they always followed the
program as intended.

Additionally, about two -thirds of
interviewed tutors were con fident that they
followed the program, perhaps with minor
deviations or errors. Most often, these tutors

slightly lower fidelity to the program, saying

they changed soml wUOUUDPOT UwUOw? POUOWE
with myUUUET OUU? wOUWEPEOz UwlUUIT wU
such as disengagement. However, no tutors

described any modifications that completely

changed the structure of the program.

We primarily do the right thing, but we are
not perfect. Sostimes with our students you
have to improvise and see what works for
them. (Tutor)

Inner city high schools are not a textbook.
S8OUWEEOZUWEOwWYI UEEUDPOwWI UOOw
31 POT UwODPOI WEPUI O1T ET POT wUUOU
have World War Il on my hands if | used

that. (Tutor)

saidthey? | OUT 1 U2 wOUwW?1T 1 UwOE&4a~» wEEOUUwW
| OPDxxPOT wOOWUOUT T w? 00wl O~ unutérs whavdere cabdenndd EHO D tHewway

mentioned that she had high fidelity but
made some ?human error s, like asking

othertutors used the program included
concerns that other tutors were uncertified,

DOUUI EEwOi wUl 600D 0T wU U U E | afbed everGegrling, med@iédahe stuckd i T U w

modifications that were mentioned included
adding more books for ELLs and reading
passagesaloud instead of letting students
listen to them on MP3 players.

42ﬂ

education
northwest

strategy too much, did not use the manual
enough, or failed to disengage students who
were not participating. These kinds of
concerns were raised by half of the
interviewed tutors.



CHAPTER 6:

TUTOR, PRINCIPAL, AND STUDENT VIEWS OF READ RIGHT

HIGHLIGHTS

1 Most tutors enjoyed their work, felt
effective at their jobs, and were regected
at their schools. Those who enjoyed
being tutors were more likely to plan on
continuing in that role for a longer period
of time.

1 Many tutors appreciated the structure of
Read Right, and perceived that this was
particularly effective for struggling
students. They also cited the low student-
teacher ratio and accessible curricular
materials as important in helping these
students

1 Challenges for sometutors included
staying on script all the time and
working with low -intent students. Not
all used the disengage protocol as
intended by Read Right.

1 Read Right training was frequently
perceived as high quality, intense, and
effective. Almost all tutors felt it
adequately prepared them to work with
students. When tutors had questions
after training, they typica lly said they
were able to get the answers they
needed.

1  While trainers were largely seen as
knowledgeable and encouraging, there
were many concerns about inconsistency
in their interpretations of Read Right .
Variations typically hinged on degrees of
adherence to the manual. Tutors also
reported inconsistency in the quality of

different ways at different schools . All
decisions involved test score data
Beyond testing, teacher
recommendations, grades, ELL status,
special education status, attendance
records, and behavior issues were also
used as criteria for placement in Read
Right.

In addition to capacity, schedul ing was a
concern at some schools Sometimes
students were retained in Read Right
after graduation due to scheduling, and
sometimes they were graduated early to
make room for new students.

While many tutors said they followed the
Read Right protocols for moving
students among color levels and/or
graduating them, there was some
confusion about when to do so and not
all tutors were consistent.

Students almost uniformly said that the

xUUxOUI woOi wii EEwl1PTI T UwbpEUWUO
Ei OO0l UwUI EE]l U2 wE&GE WET OPI1 YI E

successful in achieving this purpose. As a
result, they said that they were more
confident reading aloud, were more
fluent readers, had larger vocabularies,
and understood more of what they read.

Principals also thought Read Right was
effective, which they based on many
different sources of input: the Gates
MacGinitie results, progression through
color levels, graduation rates, talking to

OUEDPOI UUzwpOUI UEEUD OO U wBEIF Hades pnd herguFiasspo

1 When not all eligible students could
receive Read Right, decisions about
placement were made in slightly

observations. Perhaps as a result, they
were almost unanimous in their desir e to
keep Read Right at their schools.
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CHAPTER 6:

TUTOR, PRINCIPAL, AND STUDENT VIEWS OF READ RIGHT

Each year Read Right classrooms go through
a cycle of implementation. Each step in this
cycle is important to successful
implementation. The steps include training
tutor s, placing students in Read Right,
tutoring students, helping students progress
through the leveled reading books, and
finally ? 1T U E E U EtudBrisifromuthe
program at the end of the school year.

This chapter provides information abo ut

200wxOEOODPOT wOUwWl UEEDOT » WEOE W
PTEQw(zOwl OPOT wOOWEOwI YI VawEE
OPOEwWOl wOPEI 62 ww3T T awEOUOwI OK
interaction with students, enhanced by

working with them in a small group setting

UEUT T UwOl EOQw?T EYDOT wl t wOPEUWD

You bond with the kids a bitWe are a
family, a little cluster in our school
(Lead tutor)

tutorsz @ingipalsz ®OE WUUUET OUUz wYDUBOWOF wUi OUT wdOl wOT 1 PUwl 111 EU

Read Right throughout the year. It also
describes the role of the tutor and

classroom| OUwUT | PUwwasi | PEEEa»
measured using Hoy and Woolfolk (1993).

xEUUPEDXxEOUUzZwYDPI PUwWOT wBiIBuwdwd UUEYA Guul ERJED DU uddww T E U wol

the program.
The Role of the Tutor

Tutors in the nine schools that participated in
the survey had been Read Right tutors for an
average of two years, with a range of one to
three years. These utors were predominantly
female (91%) and white (89%); those who
were not white were African -American
(11%). More than half (62%) were certificated
teachers.

Most tutors said they enjoyed being a Read
Right tutor (85%); however, some did not
(15%). The most common thing that lead
tutors liked about their jobs was seeing
student growth:

| like that | can physically see my
students growing as readeftead
tutor)

| like seeing the improvement that they

sense of their own effectiveness in Read

Right, calletE w? x 1 UUOOEOwWUI EET POT wl 11

well as their beliefs about the effectiveness of

Ul EETT UUwWwPOwi 1 Ol UEOOWEEOOI Ew?
111 DPEEEad~> w311 Ul whksln OUwUUI EwE
which 1was strongly agree, 2 was

moderately agree, 3 was agree slightly more

than disagree, 4 was disagree slightly more

than agree, 5 was moderately disagree, and 6

was strongly disagree.

In general, the survey showed that teachers
were fairly confident in their sense of both
their personal effectiveness (2.0 on the 6
point scale) and in their sense of the
effectiveness of teachers in general (2.7 on the
6-point scale). These scores indicated slightly
stronger agreement than among teachers
who have been surveyed in other settings
(Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). In addition, their
agreementwith items about their personal
effectiveness in the Read Right setting was
slightly stronger than their views of general
teacher effectiveness.

have made.( wOOP wi EYIT WEwx UOT UEOwWUT EUZ Uw

making a differencélLead tutor)

Lead tutors also appreciated that the
structure of Read Right meant that there was

Being a Read Right tutor did not come
without its challenges, however . Although
they appreciated the structur e and perceived
impact of Read Right, lead tutors also said its
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Ul xI UPUBYI Ol UUwWPEUWUOGOI
was a struggle for them to stay attentive.
Similarly, some found it was challenging to

stay on script all the time, either because it

was tedious, because they wanted to do
something different instructionally, or

because they wanted to take time to build
relationships with students.

The repetitiveness of it is a challenige

UPOI Uw?PEOUDPOT 2 wECEwWDh Uw
However, several tutors said they used the
disengage protocol in combination with other
methods:

There is a guideline that you disengage

Ol 1 OOWEUOwWUOBOT UPOT UwUT EV w

because they want the attention and will
do anything to get itAt that point | call
home, take them for a walk, or take them

EOOzUwl 1 OwOOwEYwE Oa Ui b O Ttatkedffick(Tutoi) O U

try as hard as you can to be foalisad

OOUwPEUUT wUDOI OwE U U wAfew sdidithely igribredriie ditebgage | U w

to not just talk about the storgLead
tutor)

The Read Right people want us to be on
task all the time, but that is not real life
You sometimes have to take into
consideration all the problems that
studentscome into school witlBut it is
frowned upon if | take five minutes to
check in with a student about how they
are doing(Lead tutor)

Some tutors also found it challenging to work
PDUIT WEI T EYDOUEOwWDPUUUI
DOUI OU O~ theyhatsévéral U
mechanisms for doing so, including the Read
Right disengage protocol. According to this
protocol, if a student is not participating in
Read Right appropriately, the tutor tells the
UUUET O0wUOOwW?EDUI OT ETI1 8
student should close his or her book and sit
quietly until the tutor checks in with the

student. After a few minutes, the tutor asks

the student if he or she would like to resume
tutoring. If the student says no, the tutor tells

the student to continue to sit quietly but to

tell the tutor if he or she would like to

continue tutoring. If the student says yes,
tutoring resumes as if nothing has happened
(Tadlock, 2008)

| was surprised at how well
disengagement workellost of them

come back in because they get bored and
want to be part of the grougfLead tutor)

46 =1 education
JnorThwesT

protocol and used other methods, including
removing students from Read Right:

I work with them and pump themp for
how well they are doing give Read

Right three to four weeké | wD U wWE O1 UOz Ow

work, | do a different reading program

EEOzZUwWUEO!I wbUwhi wUT 1T awEUIT

several daygLead tutor)

Tutors also acknowledged, however, that
certain aspects ofRead Right were
particularly effective with difficult students

U w Eadfousk@ehts vihé fac®d persotal w? O O b

challenges in their home lives. Specifically,
they cited:

1 The low teacher-student ratio
9 The structure Read Right provided

> ull3 TR SUiGHiRT BASTES 1 1 w

While most said that any education program
can only go so far in addressing the multiple
challenges some students face outside of
school, they also said Read Right was in
some ways better suited to help than the
broader school context, in which class sizes
were large, the structure more fluid, and the
curriculum more difficult.

| think one of the advantages with Read
Right is students know what to expect
and they know what to do. With this
program, it doesn't matter if you had a
bad day or didn't havbereakfast. If you



do what you're asked to do your brain
will remodel itself and you will be
successful(Lead tutor)

Read Right tutors were generally held in high
regard in their buildings . Most tutors (75%)
felt that being a Read Right tutor was
respected in their school. Students almost
universally found the tutors very helpful
(94%) and thought the Read Right tutors
cared about them; they appreciated that the
tutors were supportive, wanted them to be
excellent readers, and made them feel
comfortable and confident reading .

Tutors were divided regarding how much
longer they saw themselves working as a

Read Righttutor. Many said for a long time
(38%) or a few more years (32%)

Figure 6-1

The Read Right
training Ireceived...

Adequately prepared me

Was high quality

0% 20% 40%

However, UOOT wx OEOOT EwOOw? OOUwWOUEI
O0O0T T U? wOUwWOO0a wEoes®dUT I Uwal EVUw
who enjoyed being tutors were more likely to

plan on continuing in that role for a longer

period of time. 12

Tutor Training

Tutors participated in 7 weeks of training

over 18 weeks Each was required to pass a
OCU0UOUDPOT w? Ul U lmthisteétuwitel wET UUDI B
tutor was observed during tutoring by a tutor

UOUEPOI UWEOEWUEUI EwOOwx1 Ul OUOE
views of this training were collected through

interviews with the lead tutor at each of the

nine schools and through surveys of all

tutors.

Feedback on training. Most (78%) reported
they received their initial training in spring
2008 or fall 2008 The remaining tutors said
they received their initial training earlier

91%

83%

60% 80% 100%

Tutor Feedback on Training

12X2(9, N =33 = 27.354p =.001
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(fall 2007, 10%) or later (spring 2009, 13%) It was introductory in the beginning,
Almost all tutors said that the training but very quickly you were doing it.
adequately prepared them to be Read Right Almost from the gt-go you were
OUUOUUOwWI YIi Owbhi wlT 1 awpkpl Ul wU @dKng witd studéhtOYow do Orig U » w
OOwUUEUOwWUOT T wxUOT UEOQwPDUIT OU pau,heyntddedydl implemrént, ahdi
OTT Ul wOOWEUOwW@UI UUDPOOUWOI 8 » theyicdachydu and Eofrelou can ask

majority of tutors also felt the training was questions all the way through

high quality (Figure 6-1). appreciate that. (Lead tutor)

Many tutors said that the training was | liked that it was continual over a

?2DOUI OUI » WEQEWEW?ET EOOI O | 6 peanigd Oflireus@tbadwe Eduky EsEitw

appreciated this aspect, finding that in turn (OwbEUOZ UWEOOwWI UODUOOEET E¢

Ol PUwOI EOV0wWUT E0wUT 1 wOUEDPODPOT whEUW?YI Vaw
O7T QUOUTT 2 wEGEwW? PI wE D E 07 Barheliows disowappidiaieditBaitied U w

the length of time waU w? N U U U wE E O U U w bapkgrbudc ancEtiébrybehind Read Right .

to the volume of material that needed to be They liked seeing how Read Right fit into

covered. However, some were taken by what they already knew about reading,

surprise] ? Pl WEDEOz OwOOOP wk T Evhiehbll Bl ud Tl OwE wi UEOI POUOWEOE w
getting into when we walked in, and the day EUUOEPEUDPOODG »

wasNUUUOwYIT Ua O andfothd the O OT »
Pl Ul w? DOwWE wi dEohitheweek.a w01 1 uFeedback on trainers. Tutors had generally

positive feedback on the trainers with whom
Tutors widely appreciated the training they worked (Figure 6 -2). Most felt they were
UUUUEOQOUUI OQwUx1 EPI PEEOOa knoWlkedgdabieDdsouizds Boom ReadREgHt
OOGO0> EV0wUT 1 PUWOOEEUD OO O wEabditeading Bnd ivdlaiehcOuagithiaségw U1 E U w
built over time. tutors learned how to deliver tutoring to

Figure 6-2

The Read Right
trainer(s) were...

Knowledgeable resources 83%

Encouraging 83%

Trainers I'd recommend

77%
to others

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Tutor Feedback on Trainers
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students. The majority (77%) said they would demeanig, rude, and disrespectful

recommend the specific trainer(s) to other (Lead tutor)
tutors.

Following the training, tutors had multiple
However, a strong theme in the interview resources for finding answers to any
data was the inconsistency among trainers guestions that arose It was common to talk
regarding their interpret ations of Read guestions over with other tutors at their
Right. Variations typically hinged on school; 88 percent of tutors said they resolved

U0aopOT UO? wEOGEwW? UUUOU wx Lkimdiléd theidteaividr énd/or the Read Right
office; tutors commented that they always

Our training was not very consistent, Ul ET1 DYl EWEQWEOUPT Uw?pPbDU0T POWE w
we had several different trainefithey Attending the national conference and even
were of differing qualityTwo of them sometimes emailing Dee Tadlock were also
were verytough on us, which | liked, mentioned. Other than a slight challenge
EQCEwWUPOWOl wUT 1T Qwbki Ul With theuivhé diferandelben@eErOnashington
with the protocal(Lead tutor) state and Nebraska, tutors reported little
dissatisfaction about getting questions
Read Right trainers seem to interpret answered.

Read Right differently Y1 Ua wUD Ol wbkIl z Ew
TTUOWEwWOI PwOUEDOI UwUT $Suggediandifor ithre: tiathing) | THtOrsu
PT EQwPT whl Ul wETendT wb &ferélzdvendl didggéstibns tomake Read

the rext trainer would come and Right training even better . Their primary
contradict the last oné&o it ends up suggestion was to establish a consistent

that you just do what you need to do to protocol across all trainers. A related point
please the current trainer and then was that district trainers should be held to
figure out what you want to do when the same standards as those from Read Right

Ol 1 awll EYI OwEI EEUUI widWashingtere Oz UwET UI 1
(Lead tutor)
Second, they suggested that trainers should

Tutors also noted inconsistency among El w?00U1 weddi 1 OPEO?» wEOEwWOx1 Ouw
trainers in terms of their personal questioning, and those who were particularly
interactions with school staff . While some negative be eliminated. Some added that
PT Ul wEOOQOUPEIT Ul Ew?1 O00E w0 Urkime hadded taushdwOespett & Gdihees,
positive relationships, others were seen as particularly in front of students.
EUUT OUPUEUPEOQWEOEW?EOOOUUWEEUUDLYIT 2 wOOWEOUT w
trainees and students. Third, tutors suggested that trainers have a
background in education, understand the
| liked ourtrainer. She was very good at school environment, and be knowledgeable
modeling and correcting ugLead tutor) about district policies .
| felt the trainer was not willing to listen Trainers from Read Right should have a
to my concerns. | felt scared to ask background in educatiohey are good
guestions(Lead tutor) at following the steps for Read Rtdut
do not @ well when faced with
Our trainer was terribleShe had the differences that come up between schools
worst tableside manner and was and student populationd heir overall

lack of knowledge about the soccial
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emotional development and academic However, this was not always the case For
skills of students created a tense and at example, at one schoo| students were

times unproductive climate in the prioritized as follows: ELLSs; those eligible for
classrom (Lead titor) special education; students who had been in
Read Right in the past but had not
Finally, a small number of tutors suggested graduated; students who were at least three
that the Read Right trainers return annually years behind but did not fall in any of the
for a few days or a week to check in and prior categories.

Twli YT UaUl DOT wubT T U2 w
2 Decisions about inclusion in Read Right were
made by counselors, teachers, principals,

P20EO01 wUOUUT whpi weuvui wedOpnod
OUw?20UpPi EOQOWUUWEwWODPUUOI 6

Placing Students in Read Right assistant principals, and data administrators.
These decisions were sometimes made as a

Students are eligible for Read Right in team, and sometimes by one or two people.

Omaha public secondary schools if they are For example, at one school, students were

at least two grade levels behind in reading, ?1T EOEOI EUI E» wEawUT 1 wEUUDUUEOU

and/or are ELLs, and/or are special education participate, then further screened by the

students. However, there are often more counselor. At another school, the principal

students who qualify for Read Right then described the selection process this way:

thereissx EET wbOwUT 1 wUET OO0z Uwll EEwl1bi T Uw

classrooms In interviews, principals ( Uz UwU 1 -Briéredl desiomrheE O

described who was placed in Read Right, literacy teachers and other core teachers

especially in light of limited resources. have someinpu8 I 1 OwUOUDPOEUI OaOwbl
to me, the data administrator, and the

Principals in all nine schools participated in Read Right tutor(Principal)

interviews. They had been principal in their

buildings b etween one and nine years, with Although it was not explicitly asked, a few

an average of four years schools added that they had waiting lists for

Read Right; sometimes these students

In general, principals were moderately received Tier 2 interventions, which in

knowledgeable about Read Right, meaning Omaha are intended for the students who are

they understood what it looked like and were reading below grade level but above the

2EOOI OUUEEOI wi Rx OEDPODOI1 usdennpiaaryddentif@dfer ReadiRight .a w

gathered their information from talking to At one school, they graduated Read Right

trainers and tutors, observing the program at students early and moved them into Tier 2

their schools, talking to other principals, interventions to make room for new students.

reading about it, and seeing presentations at

conferences. Tutoring Students

When there were limited resources for Read Tutors and students were asked in person

Right, decisions about who received Read and on surveys about the tutoring

Right were made in slightly different ways at experience. From the tutor I perspective, the

different schools; however, all decisions program was generally easy to implement,

involved test score data. Beyond testing, after the first few weeks were over.

teacher recommendations, grades,

attendance, and behavioral issues were also Tutoring is initially difficult.3 T T Ul z UwWE w

commonly used as criteria for placement. lot of information to knowand you have

to be mindful of it all(Lead tutor)
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The whole program is very
straightforward Once the first few
weeks are over, routines aneplace

31 1 Owb dnd thewdids dvedused to
what is expected of theifbead tutor)

Tutors and students had differing feedback
about the three components of their work
together: excellent reading, coached reading,
and critical thinking.

Excellent reading . Most respondents felt that
while determining excellence was relatively
easy, g/cling was more of a challenge.
Almost all tutors (91%) and students (90%)
said they were able to recognize an excellent
read. Some tutors, on the other hand, noted
that teaching students how to cycle correctly
was one of the more difficult aspects of Read
Right implementation .

Cycling is the hardest part to

when you read it to the tutor, you know
it. (Student)

If you read through it, it helps you
understand it more(Student)

A few added however that it was difficult,

thaOwUOi 1T aw?1 EVI EwbUO~?» weBEwWUT EVu
EAEOI EW?EOUUI EVUOaG» w2001 wUOUE

pretended to cycle, and sometimes they

2UI EPUI EwPUOwi UOOwWOI 66Uad-~

Coached reading. While some tutors found
coached reading relatively easy, others found
it challenging . Vir tually all tutors (97%) felt

Uil 1 awEOUOEwWI EUPOawbE] OUPI awEw

symptoms during coached reading .

At first coaching was hard, but the
more you do jtthe more comfortable
you get (Tutor)

implement3 T 1 wUOUET 60U wb O G intenidwd, @avéverua few said that this

the stepsJust like any teenagahey
think they know bettefThey will just
listen over and ove(Lead tutor)

In their view , students generally
acknowledged that cycling was helpful, at

| hate it, but it actually helpsYou listen
to a paragraph and ael alongYou

pause it and go back and read to yourself

and judge it if you read wel{Student)

In particular, they valued that it helped them
learn the words they did not already know
and increased their comprehension.

was one of the more difficult aspects of Read

1T T UOwxEUUPEUOEUOawWUI I w?UOD x

is used when a student gets stuck on a word.

(zYl wi EEwUOO] wOUEDPOT UUwWOT |
OOwbUz WEOEwWUOO! wUT EVwWUE a w:
Ol EUCwW? OPOE WOl »wOUwW?RUOO0I UPOUUEGOHOECBwww# OQwadUwl YT wlOT 1
xEUUPEUOEUOaAwWbT | OWOPEUW? EPE tofidure)®L O DG % wu( Uz UwUT EOQwUUE

Sometimes the kids just give a short little
pause(Tutor)

| think everyone struggles with the

coaching component EA El wbUz UwET EEUL

we only get a limited time to do it before
the consultant leave$T utor)

Critical thinking . Tutors were also divided
regarding the relative ease or difficulty of

(OUzUwil OOEwUIT Edheurdd U w Oditital thibkind) G\hile dGst (76%) said they
before youread | wa OU wE O Oz U w badGddiffidultiesdivecting student groups

word, then the person says Tthen,

during critical thinking, almost one -quarter
(24%) did not agree.
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Critical thinking is cutE O E wE U a O wb lilge, al€b@dnsidering students who have

scripted [like the other componentsd, PIREIT UUDPYI wUEOOPTI UwbOwUT 1T wl RE
P U z U.ylleds titér) U adding a step in which another tutor listens
OOwUT 1 wUOUUET OUwWwUOOWEOGOTI PUOWUT 1
| have a better chance at pulling teeth decision.
than | have to get them to do critical
thinking. (Lead titor) Let's say they @ lime and are reading
excellent on almost every read they have
Student Movement Through Color and they cycléhree to fivaimes and
Levels every read is exceller@ven when you
give them a more difficult book in that
In Read Right, students progress through six color level, then it is time to get moved
color levels, until they complete the last up. (Lead tutor)
color level and/or graduate from the
program. The Read Right training manual If they haveo cycle less thathreeor
directs tutors to move a student up to the four times, most of their excellent reads
next color level when the student are on the top of the tally sheet. We
consistently does? 1 RET OO01 OU2twUI E E U wb Qsudiynave another tutor listen before
three cycles. However, it adds that there is we move them yso we're ready to
room for tutor discretion : move up(Lead tutor)
The number of cycles required to Many lead tutors had concerns that not all
achieve excellence is meant to be a other tutors at their school followed the same
guidelind not a hard and fast rule. protocols as they did. While almost all tutors
Inexperienced tutors tend to ovesly (94%) said they themselves had no problem
on the guideline. Although the nurats recognizing when a student was ready to
EUI wOUT 1 UOOwx O1 EUI wE Da¥e)wany (4LEe)shid thele WasEan@®iop U w
overall performance when deciding at their school about when to do so (Figure 6-
what to do. With time and experience 3).
you will develop a sense that the
student is working too hard or not hard Specifically, lead tutors who participated in
enough (Tadlock, 2008) interviews had concerns that other tutors
moved students up too quickly . Most often,
Many interviewed tutors said they fol lowed this was attributed to other tutors having a
the protocol laid out in the manual: difficult time determining text complexity or

wanting to reward student s.
| thought that was fairly easy to

determing when they're cycling and | don't have anyconcerns about

getting excellent in less thahree myself] but I've noticel that some of my
cycles, and you've picked the hardest paras move students more quickly than
books in the colo(Lead tutor) they should. But that may be that paras

don't have a sense of the text complexity.

Others had slight variations, for example (Lead tutor)
using three to five cycles instead of one to
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Figure 6-3

Movementto the
nextcolorlevel...

Thereis confusion atour

0,
school 41%

I have no problem

recognizing when a studentis 94%
ready
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Views on Movement through Color Levels
| think some people move them too Ul O1 U0T Uz Uwl OES w31 PUwOI EQUWOIT
quickly. They will see they are UOUET OUUZ WEOOOUWOT YT OUwb1 Ul wi
progressingand we will get over excited GatesMacGinitie ending grade -level
about it and move them on when they equivalencies, while some were lower (Scatt,
arerit ready for it. (Lead tutor) Burke, & Deussen, 2009).
When students were moved up too quickly, Graduation from Read Right
some saw that there were negative
ramifications . Students were not learning in According to the Read Right manual,
the intended way, became easily demoralized students graduate from Read Right if the
by texts that were too difficult, and/or were following criteria are met:
upset when they had to be moved down to a 1 No pattern of symptoms (two or more of
lower color level. the same event) emerge as the student
o . . reads in coached reading. (Reminder:
This isn't a contest, especially with Appropriate text deviations are not
ELLs. There is nothing to be gained symptoms.)
unless they really meet tloeiteria. S .
(Tutor) y y 0 This criterion must be met with

harder books in the graduation

range unless the language in the

harder books is beyond the

UUUET OUzUwEUUUI OODwYOEEEUOI

1 Disturbances may emerge.

A prior study of Read Right in Omaha (Scott,
Burke, & Deussen, 2009)also suggested that
tutors were inconsistent in the way they

moved students through the color levels. The

study found no statistical relationship 0 You should identify a disruption in

between the color levels at the end of the Ol 1 wOUOUET OO0z UwUI EEDPOT WEU wI
Ul O1 U001 UwE OE wivadsigiiieO U Uz w& E U disturbance only if you are certain it

Reading Comprehension Tests at the is not a symptom (Tadlock, 2008)
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During graduation, students also make [You graduate them] when they are at a

audiotapes of themselves reading and level that is fitting or appropriatend

compare them to the tape they made when they have a good notion of excellence

they entered Read Right. themselvesThen, if their coached
reading is relatively smooth, they

Similar to their views on movement through graduate (Lead tutor)

color levels, almost all tutors (85%) said they

themselves had no problem recognizing There was also some confusion around

when a student was ready to graduate, but graduation criteria . At a few schools, this was

many (53%) said there was confusionat their EEOOI EwWEw?1 UE a wEddgleBedwb OQwb | DET

school about when to do so (Figure 6-4). more clarity.

When asked about how they knew when a Towards the end of the training, | was

student was ready to graduate, most lead left hanging in terms of graduation

tutors referred to the manual and/or the (Lead tutor)

point during coached reading at which a
UUUE]T OUWEOUOEW?UI EEwI REIT 00| Olpidalyupwaktd @lEstudentstd) w

without patterns of symptom U & 2 make it through purple into yellovirhe
next set of trainers said you could
| would have to get my manudut in graduate them in any colowhich to me
general, [you graduate them] when you was oppositeSo we asked Read Right
are coaching a student and there is no and that created more confusidiow |
pattern of two or more of the same simply exit students(Lead tutor)

symptom (Lead tutor)

Figure 6-4
Graduation...
Thereis confusion atour 530%
school
I have no problem
recognizing when a studentis 85%
ready
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Views on Graduation
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Some tutorg| even those who felt they Other responses, voiced by only one or two
understood the graduation procedures| said UUOUET OUUOwPT Ul wOT E0wUOT T wxUUxO
they had a challenging time when students OOwWEwWI BT T1T UwoOl YI O2» wepl OxT EUDPAD
T EEWPWOBE] WEEx2 wOUw? Ob O ptbgréssion through color levels), not make
YOEEEUOEUa6~?» ww3l PUwb E U wxnistaked BepO6 PV O OOBOEDPEUDDAOW?RT 1 O
not exclusively, true for ELLs. UEOGOO?» WEOCEW?RT 1 OxwlOl will OwdbdUI
when reading.
If a student has limited vocabulary, is the
next range going to be beyond their Students also believed that Read Right was
vocabulary level? Some tutors struggle successful in achieving this purpose; 90
PPUT Ows UT OUOEwW( wOOYI petdéni sGdithihxResd Right helped them
gUEEUEUT wUOT 1 Oy zwwaop+ 1 Ebécante @ befdy #ader. As a result, they
found that they were more confident reading

A handful of tutors said that they had not aloud in other classes, were more fluent
graduated any or many students, and some Ul EET UUOwWOI EUOT Ew? 0POI wEwODPOO
said that there were scheduling or pronounced words and enunciated more
administrative challenges to graduating correctly. Some also added that Read Right
students. One said that this was in fact the 21T OxUwaOUwoll EUOwWOOUIT 2 wEOEW?R U
most challenging thing about implementing whatyouaUl wUI EEDPOT 8 »
Read Right? (| wbpl wi UEEUEUI wUT 1T O0OwpPDOOwWUIT | aw
be in this class orscheduled into another Now whena teacheasks you to read or
E O E Wthpathar school, the lead tutor UEaUOws 61 OwbPbEOUUwWUOWUI EEVY +
reported that the principal did not allow your hand (Student)
students to leave Read Right midsemester,
even after they graduated. (WEOOAUWT OwUOwi EVCDwWEOaOBOOUI
punctuations (Student)
Impact of Read Right in
Participantsdé Views You can understand it and feel
comfortable. That wasn't like last year
Students almost uniformly said that the (Student)

xUUxOUl woOi wlil EEwW1IDTI T UWwPEUWUOW?ET EOOI WE W

Right was supposed to help particular how they knew Read Right was working to
aspects of reading, such as comprehension, improve student learning . Only half of
oraOwUl EEDPOT wi OUI OE a OwE O E prinaipalEsaidired lseddhe Gates
POUEUS » MacGinitie assessment data to determine if
Read Right was working with their students.
They are trying to get us to understand They were also divided regarding whether
what we are reading instead of just the Gates data were useful Many principals
looking at the words and reading them UEPEwWUT 1 awEPEOZOwWUI 1 wlOT T w&EUI
(Student) Ol awEPEOz OwOOOPwWPT EQwUT T w&EU
Another commented that the utility of the
If you have to read a book out loud for Gates was limited because results were
another class, you will read it correctly, usually four months late. Others, however,
like this [demonstrates] and not with did see and use Gates testing results and

OOUUwWOT wxEUUIT UwE OE ws thdrdehtedwonutyedr UsEfEinesd, @iger on
their own or in combination with other
assessment data.
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Yes, they are very usefuleRdRight

sends us reports that show their grade

equivdent improvement. We input it
into the computer and track it, so you
can see the growth. (Principal)

| usesome of the data that comes from
Read Righttself. Also, we pre and post

all the students(Principal)

Beyond the Gates, principals said they used
information on progression through color
levels, graduation rates, conversations with
tutors and teachers, grades, and their own
classroom observations.

Tutors see great gains and improvement

in kids. They realize it works. There is
nobody saying this mgram isn't
working. (Principal)

[l can tell Read Right worksptihe

number of students who graduate out of
it. Those data are shared with me. You

also have to look at their grades. And

look at whether the students are better off

than when they stepped.i(Principal)

| get my information fromeachersSo
far, it's been positiveWhen a kid
graduates, | assume they have made
improvement(Principal)

Impact on subgroups. There wasa
perception that Read Right had a differential
impact on subgroups of students. More than
one-fourth of tutors (27%) thought that Read
Right was not necessarily effective for all
struggling students, and virtually all tutors
(97%) agreed that some students responded
better to Read Right than others.

Most tutors (77%) thought Read Right was
just as effective for ELLs as for native English
speakers In fact, some said Read Right was
even more beneficial for ELLs than for native
speakers Others said that while

56 =1 €ducation
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Read Right was not necessarily better for

ELLs than native speakers, it was more

effective with ELLs than other programs they

used in the past. Specifically, they said ELLs

Pl Ul w?Yl UawUl EIl xUDYI »wEI EEUUI
OOUDPYEUI EwUOwWOTI EUOWUT T wegs O OP
EQEwW? PEOUWUOOwWXxUEEUPEI 6>uw. UTT U
on the acquisition of vocabulary in Read

Right as being important for these students.

When | started in Read Right | couldn't
even speak fluentINow | can read a
paragraph(ELL student)

Everyone is in the same boat, but | think
the ELL kids really do like the program
becauséhey see a real difference in
themselveqLead tutor)

/' TUEI xUPOOUWOI wil EEw1dI T Uz Uuwl
with students eligible for special education

were also divided ; 68 percent of tutors felt

that Read Right was as effective for special

education students as it was with other

students. However, some tutors clarified in

interviews that special education students

were making notable gains.

With special education studentssee

them making gains [with Read Right]

Ol E0w( wEPEOZOwUIT T whi 1 Ow( wt
teacher.l(ead tutor)

For the most part special education kids
are receptive to.iBy the time they are in
high school, they know that they have a
learning disability and want to get
better (Lead tutor)

At the same time, some tutors said that Read

Rightwasnot UDUIT wEUwI i I T EUDYIT wi OUu
OOPwWOPEU? WEOEWUUUET OUUwPDUT w?
xUOEOI OU>» wi OUwbi OOw?DUz UwWEPI U
Others perceived that Read Right was not as

effective for students with behavior and

motivation difficulties.



The Future of Read Right

The future of Read Right at the participating
schools looks positive; principals were almost
unanimous in their desire to keep Read Right

books, MP3 players, and a structured process
for ordering more materials .

Secondarily, there were issues that pertain to
buildings rather than Read Right. Foremost

attheir schools.3 1 1 a WUEDE wUT E U w? Awangtiesedverérequests for more space,
P0PEUWEU] wEl EOODPOT wEODI sdlldwedbpscheduling echaéléhges, as well as
successful for kids who need it UT 1 wO O U U O »audesire to target the program more directly
EQEwW?(zYIi wUIT OwbOxUOYI Oltdthedheediest@tudersEBEdgéd: was also a
UT EQwU0T DPUwbOxUOYI O1 OU wbk EbheemBoE dfehapenCipals @articulayun

into other subjects as well as recreational
reading.

The number one thing that tutors said they
needed in order to make Read Right even
better at their schools was more materials.
There were frequent comments about aging
materials that broke and/or wore out quickly,
and about the need for more selection of texts
within the color bands . More than one third
of tutors (35%) said they did not have all the
materials in their classroom that they needed
to implement Read Right the way it should
be done. Accordingly, tutors wanted more

light o f shrinking availability of funds . These

principals had opposite strategies; for

example, one principal said the school would

EOQOwWEOaUl POT wUOOwUI UEPOw1l EEwlD
a lot of sacrifices in my budget to keep Read

1T T U2 AOQwbPT POT WEOGH | UWUEDE wU
was the last thing added and it would be the

first to go.

A final suggestion addressed the computer

system. It included a desire for the Read

1PT T Owlauvull Ow?00wPOUOWEUWI REI
xUOT UEO? WEOEWEOOOI EwPPUT WUET
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CHAPTER 7:
RECOMMENDATIONS

Omaha Public Schools (OPS) had many
successes that can be attributed to Read
Right in the 2009 2010 school year. In
addition to these successes, this evaluation
found some challenges to implementing
Read Right in OPS and in interpreting Read

ordering new and/or additional Read Right
materials such as MP3 players and books.
This will help maintain the quality of
current Read Right classrooms and ensure
the quality of future expansions of Read
Right in Omaha.

1D7T T 0z U0wUI UUO GHalengasaie ET UUT UWE OE w

described below, along with associated
recommendations.

SuccessesThis evaluation found that:

1 When compared to a control group,
Read Right students had significantly
higher reading achievement on the
GatesMacGinitie Reading
Comprehension Test

1 More hours of Read Right tutoring
predicted higher posttest scores

1 A larger proportion of students who
participated in Read Right reported they
read for fun almost every day compared
to students in the control group

1 Most students, tutors, and principals
had positive views of Read Right

Recommendation 1. OPS should continue
Read Right and perhaps expand the
program, but this expansion should be done
cautiously. OPS should prioritize expansion
to settings that are most similar to the
settings in this evaluation (i.e., traditional
middle and high schools in the district ). If
OPS expands Read Right to dissimilar
settings| such as afterschool programs or
alternative schools| OPS should include an
evaluation component in order t 0 ensure
that Read Right also works well in these
new settings. OPS should continue to
participate in the same level of training and
technical assistance from Read Right, in
order to ensure continued high -quality
implementation. Finally, OPS should
develop aclear structured process for

Challenge. This evaluation found that at the
school level, the effects of Read Right varied
somewhat. In three of the four schools, the
treatment group outperformed the control
group on the posttest, although this effect
did not reach statistical significance in one
of the three schools. In the fourth school, the
control group outperformed the treatment
group although this difference was not
statistically significant. The evaluation was
not able to determine exact causes for
differences among schools; however, further
examination of the data suggested that
differences may have been due to the larger
numbers of Latino and ELL students
concentrated in two of the schools. (These
students tended to respond less well to Read
Right). Another factor may be lower average
total tutoring hours in these two schools.

Recommendation 2. OPS should continue to
monitor the achievement of Latino and ELL
students, as well asthe total number of
tutoring hours students receive. Because this
evaluation could not determine the exact
reason for variety in school-level results, it is
especially important that OPS continue to
monitor student results. Particularly in
schools with large Latino and ELL
populations, OPS should pre- and posttest
all students using the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Comprehension Test and continue
to collect data on the number of hours of
tutoring received. The schools should then
use the pre- and posttests to monitor the
progress of students, giving special
attention to Latino and ELL students and to
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students who receive fewer than the average
number of tut oring hours. While pre - and
posttesting all students will add to the
expense of implementing Read Right, it will
also help ensure that OPS knows how Read
Right is impacting most students, as well as
individual st udents who may need
additional intervention.

In order to ensure that pre- and posttest
scores are recorded in a timely manner, OPS
should consider training tutors to hand

score each assessment informally before
sending the assessment to Read Right for
formal scoring. Hand scoring is relatively
simple and would allow schools immediate
access to results.

Challenge. Most tutors valued the Read
Right training they received. However,
many expressed concerns about the

Read Right. In particular, tutors were
confused by the variations in the degree of
adherence to the tutor manual. Some tutors
also reported concerns about what they

on removing inconsistencies of
interpretation and on ensuring
appropriately assertive but respectful
training demeanor. In addition to this
review, OPS should designate a district
administrator to whom Read Right tutors
can express concerns or questions about
training. These concerns or questions could
then be communicated to Read Right.

Challenge. Decisions varied about moving
through the Read Right color levels and
about graduating students from Read Right.
While many tutors said they followed the
Read Right protocols for moving students
among color levels and/or graduating them,
there was some confusion about when to do
so and not all tutors were consistent.

Recommendation 4. Read Right should
Jretrain tut Qrs.on moving{ students throu
Qo BRISand graduating studeRtS, Sn

OPS should ask tutors to make team

decisions about these issues until tutor

decisions become more consistent. It may be
. that retraining will.make these decisions

<1 UEI DY EwE Vw0001 wovee ol FUZHERUUT e ULTey .

behavior when interacting with school staff
and students.

Recommendation 3. Read Right should
review consistency acrosstrainers, and OPS
should create aconstructive way for tutors
to relay any concernsor questions about
training . Because the training overall
appeared to be effective and appreciated,

least two tutors listen to a student read
before that student moves up or graduates
may also help tutors develop a shared view
of when movement or graduation is
appropriate. Some tutors reported they are
already making team decisions about
movement and graduation at their schools.

11 EEwldT T UzU0wUI YDI pwOi wOUEDOI UUwUT OUOEwi OEUUw
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APPENDIX A

Gates-MacGinitie Methodology

Student Attrition. Table A-1 reports the numbers of students assigned to the treatment and
control groups at each school, as well as the percentage of students lost to the study over time,
PT DET wbUwUI 11 UBP EuOOWDE W E Udikdiam bdakds the) ittt
type of students who are lost from the study affect the degree to which the study results are
credible and generalizable. Strong efforts on the part of the schools and the district helped ensure
that the attrition rate from pretest to posttest was 6 percent which, by convention, means that the
internal validity of the study is considered strong (Valentine & McHugh, 2007). Internal validity
refers to the credibility of the study, or the ability to know that any effect is due to the treatment
rather than to other characteristics of the students.

Table A-1

Student Attrition From June 2009 Through January 2010

School Students Students Students Student Attrition,
Assigned Pretested Posttested Pre- to Posttest

School 1 150 98 93 5%

School 2 164 130 120 8%

School 3 147 117 117 0%

School 4 120 105 94 10%

All Schools 581 450 424 6%

The attrition from selection to posttest was 27 percent (not shown in Table A-1). A recent
reanalysis of data from 35 randomized control led trials suggests that this rate is acceptable
(Valentine & McHugh, 2007). A further examination of the data revealed that the majority of
students lost from assignment to pretest (80%) were lost because they never enrolled in the school
or they transferred before the pretest was given during the first week of school. It is likely that
these students left the study for personal reasons (e.g., their family moved) rather than any factor
within the study. If these students were removed from the calculation, the total attrition rate
would be 11 percent, which is considered good (Valentine & McHugh, 2007). While attrition due
to students who did not enroll or who transferred before the pretest does not affect the internal
validity of the study, it may weaken the external validity. In other words, the study results do not
generalize as easily to the subgroup of students who are highly mobile as they do to the majority
of students who are less mobile.

In considering attrition, it is also important to examine differential attrition, or the difference in
attrition between the students in the control group and the students in the tre atment group. The
difference between attrition of treatment and control groups from the pretest to posttest was

2 percent, and the difference from selection to posttest was 4 percent. In both cases, more
students in the control group were lost; however, bo th attrition rates are considered acceptable
(Valentine & McHugh, 2007). In other words, t hey were small enough that they were unlikely to
have caused the two groups to differ a great deal from one another.

13 This table includes two control group students that participated in more than 10 hours of Read Right and five treatment
UOUET OOUwWUT EOWEPEwWOOUWI 1 OwlOT 1 wOUT ECOT OUB w( OEOQUUDPOOWOI wlT 1 Ul wWUOOUET
provide an unb iased estimate of the effects of the treatment by preserving the random assignment (Lachin, 2000).
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Data Analysis. The model for the first analysesof the student achievement variables was
represented with the following equation:

Y = bo + [ Treatment] + b Pretest] + b5[School]] + b4 SchoolZ] + b5 School3] + e

31T DUwl gUEUDOOwOI posiresustbies(thewdgpendént v@r(atle) werea function of the

following variables : whether students were in the treatment or in the contr ol group (a

EPET OUOOOUU WY E UD BpEeddt Kdas bnitHe sathe) asgessdntJand whicbf the

four schools the student attended. TheEOE Oa UPUw? i PRI E2 wOUwi | OEwUUI EEawlT 1
giving the overall effect of treatment while accounti ng for prior achievement of students and the

effect of the schools in general.

School effects. To explore school effects, the data were divided into four datasets, one for each
school. For each individual school the following equation was used:

Y = bo + bi[Treatment] + b[Pretest] + e

This equation means that at eachindividual school , U U U E Ipé3tiekt zcores (the dependent
variable) were a function of the two variables: whether students were in the treatment or in the
control group (a dichotomous Y EUDE E Ol A wE O Breidsi stored)dn thé& dar@elhtbrssment.

Effects by subgroups. To determine how the treatment varied by student ethnici ty, Education
Northwest used five different linear regressions. Each equation used the data only from the
subgroup that was being examined (i.e., one equation for African American students, one for
w hites, one for Latinos, one for ELLs, and one for special education students. All five of these
regressions used the following equation:

Y = bo + bi[ Treatment] + b[Pretest] + b5 Schooll] + b4 SchoolZ + 65 School3] +e
Effect of hours of tutoring within the treatment group.  To examine the effects of the total

number of reported tutoring hours, Education Northwest used data exclusively from students in
the treatment group in the four expe rimental schools. The following equation was used:

Y = bo + bi[hours of tutoring ] + b7[Pretest] +e

%OUwWUOT 1 wOOUET OUUwPOwWUT T wOUT EUOTI OUwWl UOUxOwUT PUwWOT EOU wI
dependent variable) was a function of his/her total reported reading tutoring hours while
accounting for differences in his/her pretests.
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APPENDIX B

Surveys

Read Right Student Survey
Fall 2009and Spring 2010

Note: This surveyvasmade into a scantron.

ThissUUY]l awbPUWEEOUOwPT ECwaOUlwoOpP Ol wECEWEOOZz OwODPOI WEEOU
help your school decide what kind of reading classes to have.

There are no right or wrong answers. Please take your time. The survey is voluntary.

So, ifthereare any quaJ UD OO U wa OUWE OOz UwbPEOUWUOWEOUPT UOwa OUwWEEOL
stop at any time. Also, no one at your school will know how you answered.

If you have a question, please askthe tutor for help. Since this survey is about what

you think, please do not talk or share information with your neighbor until after the
surveys have been turned in.

First Name Last Name

Student ID Number

Grade __6 7 8 9 10 11 12
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1. How often doyou read for fun on your own time?
i Almost every day
i Once or twice a week
i Once or twice a month
i Never or hardly ever

2. How often do you talk with your friends or family about something you have read?
i Almost every day
i Once or twice a week
i  Once or twice a month
i Never or hardly ever

3. What is the highest level of education that you think you will get? (mark one):
i Somehigh school
i  Graduate from high school
i  Take some college courses
i A two-year associate college degree
i Afour-yearEOOOT 11 wEI T UIT wep! EETT OOUZUAW
i  Graduate or professional degree (Masters or Doctorate)

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following

Strongly
disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly
Agree

4. |read because | like to learn new things.

5. Ilike learning from books, even if the books are hard.

6. | wantto read better than other students in my
classes

7. One reason | might not read out loud in my classesis
UOw( wE Glgid wuddO0

8. | like reading best when it really makes me think.

9. Itry hard in class so other students won't think I'm
dumb.

10. I would feel like a good reader, if | read better than
other students.

11.( wPEOUwWUOwUI E kkeuldahitudo mEvidmR.z (
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12. I read a lot because | want toget better atreading.
13. It's very important to me that | don't look stupid in
class.
14. | would feel really good , if | were the only one who
could answer the teachers' questions in class.
15. 1 do my work in my classesso | won't be
embarrassed.
16. I would like to show my teachersthat I'm smarter
than the other students in class.
17. Reading better than other students is important to
me.
18. | read because I'm interested in it.
19. Reading out loud in class makes me nervous.
POSTSURVEY ONLY FOR TREATMENT STUDENTS
This semester you were in Read Right . Please indicate how much you agree with each
statement.
> ¢ 9 >
R 3 | o8
c O O st C =
o & 3 g S g
n Bl O n

20. | like going to Read Right.

21. Read Right helps me become a beter reader.

22. Read Right helps me enjoy reading more.

23. The tutors in Read Right are very helpful.

24. |1 know when | do an excellent read.
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25. Read Right is usually boring.

26. | have friends in Read Right.

27.1 am an excellent reader.

THANK YOU!
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Read RightTutor Survey
Spring2010

Note: This survey will be administered electronically.

This survey is part of a study of Read Right in Omaha Public Schidesguestions are about
your role in the Read Right program. Yaamswers will help researchers understand the
implementation and outcomes of Read Right survey will take about 30 minutes to complete.

Please answer each question. Your answers are completely confidential.

Thank you for your help!

1. How many yearsNhave you been a Read Right tutor?

A

2.When did you receive your initial Read Right training?
i Fall semester 2007
i Spring semester 2008
i Fall semester 2008
i Spring semester 2009

Please indicate the degree to which youagree with each of the following statements.

> 9 9 >
52 2 3 | o8
58 & | 5 | 6§35
E0 92 | < | E<
0 Tl O n

3. The Read Right training | received was high quality.

4. The training adequately prepared me to be a Read Right
tutor.

5. The training contradi cted other types of training | have
had on reading instruction. (If you have not received other
training, leave this item blank).

6. The trainer(s) was/were knowledgeable resources about
reading and Read Right.
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Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

7. The trainer(s) was/were encouraging as | learned how to
deliver tutoring to students.

8. | would recommend the trainer(s) to other tutors.
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9. Please write any suggestions you have for improving Read Right training below.

10.For how long do you see yourself working as a Read Right tutor?
i Not much longer
i For another year
i For afew more years
i Foralongtime

11. During a typical week, what percentage of time do you spend on the following:
(note: a plus b plus should total 100%).
a) Excellentreading %
b) Coached reading __ %
c) Critical thinking __ %

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each of the following statements.

ol O
Z‘q_;q_) () 2‘
O = = o (@]
c o D = c
sg g |2 |¢
0 T QO n

Agree

12. 1 enjoy being a Read Right tutor.

13. | always follow the program as intended.

14. Some students respond better to Read Right than
others.

15. | can always recognize an excellent read.

16.( WEEOwI EUPOa wbEI OUDPI a4 wE w
coached reading.

17. | have no difficulties directing student groups during
critical reading.

18. Student behavior problems rarely interfere with
instruction during Read Right
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Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

19.

| think Read Right is an effective intervention for all
struggling students.

20.

| seeEnglish language learners making the same
kinds of gains as native English speakers. (If you do
not tutor any English language learners, leave blank.)

21.

| see special education students making the same
kinds of gains as non special education students.(If
you do not tutor any special education students, leave
blank.)

22.

Students typically become more motivated to read
after Read Right instruction.

23.

| have no problem recognizing when a student is
ready to move to the next color level.

24.

| have no problem recognizing when a student is
ready to graduate from Read Right.

25.

Being a Read Right tutor is respected in this school

26.

If I have questions or doubts about a particular
student, | can resolve them by talking to the other
tutors in the classroom.

27.

In our Read Right classroom, we have all the
materials we need to implement the program the way
it should be done.

28.

2001 wUUUEI OUUwWNUUUOwWEOGOZz Uy
have been in Read Right.

29.

There is confusion in our school about when a student
is ready to move to the next color level.

30

. There is confusion in our school about when a student
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Strongly
disagree
Disagree
Agree
Strongly
Agree

should graduation from Read Right.

Please indicate your personal opinion about each statement by circling the

appropriat e response at the right of each statement. 1=Strongly Agree 2=Moderately
Agree 3=Agree slightly more than disagree 4=Disagree slightly more than agree
5=Moderately Disagree 6=Strongly Disagree

31.

The amount a student can learn is primarily
related to family background.

32.

(I WUUUET OUUWEUI OANUWEDUE
likely to accept any discipline.

33.

When I really try, | can get through to most
difficult students.

34.

A tutor is very limited in what he/she can achiev e
because a student's home environment is a large
influence on his/her achievement.

35.

If parents would do more for their children, |
could do more.

36.

If a student did not remember information | gave
in a previous lesson, | would k now how to
increase his/her retention in the next lesson.

37.

If a student in Read Right becomes disruptive and
noisy, | feel assured that | know some techniques
to redirect him/her quickly.

38.

(T wOOl woi wda wUUUEI OReaHW E
Right, | can accurately assess whether the
materials are at the right level.

39.

If I really try hard, | can get through to even the
most difficult or unmotivated students.
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40. When it comes right down to it, atutorreallyc EO7 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5
EOQwWOUET wEl EEUUTI wOOUU woOI
and performance depends on his or her home
environment.

41. Please write any additional comments you have about Read Right.

42. At what school do you work?

[list includes Benson, Gentral, South, Norris, Monroe, Wilson (alternative), Nathan Hale, Lewis
and Clark, Brian]

43. Are you a certificated teacher?
i Yes i No

44.Gender
i Male i Female

45. Race/ethnicity (check all that apply)

Americ an Indian or Alaska Native

Asian

Black or African -American

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
Latino or Hispanic

White

THANK YOU!
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APPENDIX C

Interviews

Read Right Interviews
Principal Interview

Principal Name:
School Name:
Evaluator Name:
Date:
1. How long have you been principal at this school?

2. When did you begin the Read Right program at this school?

3. a.How familiar are you with how Read Right works?

b. How did you learn this?

4, 11 EEw1DT T OwbUwi 1 OI UE Oitxérvartiobn Vet Bdh yob telEméadoun? 3 D1 U wt 2
how it compares to other Tier 3 interventions you have in the school or may have had in
the past?[Note: Tier 3 interventions are literacy programs in addition to regular classes
for the lowest 10-20% of readers inthe school.]

5. a.What are the biggest challenges to implementing Read Right?

b. How have you addressed those challenges? (Probes: sufficient resources, space,
training of tutors, scheduling)
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6. a.Knowing that there are limited resources, how do you decide what students will
receive Read Right?

b. Who makes those decisions? What criteria are used?

7. a.How do you know if Read Right is working to improve student learning?

b. Are the Gates assessments useful? Why or why not?

8. How do you know if Read Right is working to improve student attitudes toward
reading?

9. Would you like to see Read Right at this school in the future? Why or why not?

10. Is there anything else about Read Right in your school that | should know abo ut?
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Read Right Interviews
Tutor Interview

Tutor Name:
School Name:
Evaluator Name:
Date:

Background

1. How long have you been a Read Right tutor?

Training

2. What did you like about the training?

3. 61 EUWEPEOz UwadbUlwoOPOI yuw

4. After the training, how prepared did you feel to begin tutoring?

5. a.After the training was finished, if you had any questions, have you been able to get the
answers you need? Please provide an example.

b. Do you have any suggestions for improving the training?
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Implementation

6. What aspects of Read Right instruction are easy to implement? Why?

7. What aspects of Read Right instruction are more difficult to implement?
Why?

8. How do you know when a student is ready to move to the next color level? (Prompt : If
you are unsure about whether to move the student what do you do?)

9. Are there any concerns about moving students to the next color level?

10. How do you know when a student is ready to graduate?

11. Are there any concerns about graduation? If so, what?

12. How confident are you that you always follow the Read Right methods correctly? What
makes you say that?

13.E6w' EYT wOT 1T Ul well OwUbOl Uwbi 1 OwadUz Yl wi EEwWOOWOOEDI
methods? Please describe

b. How often has this happened?
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14. Have you had any concerns about the way that other tutors implement Read Right?
Please describe

15. Is teacher resistance to Read Right an obstacle to implementing the program? If so, please
describe and provide suggestions about how to overcome this resistance.

16. What else do you need to make Read Right even better?

Student Motivation and Attitudes

17. How do students respond to Read Right?

18. Is this the same for all students? (Probe: English Language Learners and speial
education)

19. Can you describe a student who you feel Read Right has been very successful for this
semester? (probe for changes in attitudes/behavior/motivation)
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20. Can you think of a student who has not had the same kind of success?
If so, what do you think is interfering with success for this student?

21. What interactions, if any, do you tend to have with the parents of Read Right students?

Tutor efficacy and attitudes

22. What do you like about being a Read Right tutor?

23. What is challenging about being a Read Right tutor?

24. How do you deal with difficult students?

25. Some students face many personal or family challenges that can make school hard for
them. To what degree do you think Read Right or other instruction at school can help
students overcome those challenges?

26. Is there anything else | need to know about how you implement Read Right or the effect
it has on students?
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APPENDIX D

Student Focus Group

Read Right Interviews
Student Focus Group Protocol

School Name:
Evaluator Name:
Date:

Color Levels:

[NOTE: Find out ahead of time the names and the color (level) of each student who will be

participating.]

3T PUWEPUEUUUDPOOwWPPOOWET WEEOUUwWPT E0wadlwoOpOl wEOGEWEODZ
Read Right program. It is part of a study to help your school decide what kind of reading

classes to have.

There are no right or wrong answers. Your participation is voluntary. So, if there is any

Ol POT waOUWEODOZ UwbPEOUWUOWUEOOQWEEOU U Gaolothdd wE OOz Owi EYIT wU(
than the students present today will know how you what you have said in this discussion.

(wPpOUOEWOPO!l wUOOwWUI ESQUEWUT 1 wEPUEUUUDPOOWOOWUT PUWEDT PUE(
the recording will help me make sure | heard exactly what y ou said, because your

comments are important to me and to knowing how Read Right is working in this school.

Is it 0.k. for me to record this?

I do have some ground rules, though.

1) Listen to others. # O Oz U wb.0W hottt) bk diithe same time someoneelse is
talking. When you do this it makes it hard to take notes. If this happens, | may ask
you to hold your thoughts until the first person is through talking.
2) Berespectful. ( WPEQOUWUOOwWT T EVUwWI YT Ua OOl zUwl 601 U0wOxDODPOOUG
that you are respectful of one another. This means, for example, that you listen to
others, that you do not tease, and that you speak in an everyday pleasant tone of
YOPEI bw( i waOUWEPUET UI T wpBUT wUOOT OO0 OWEOWOOUwWUEaOw
UOUx PE wh E IORGDWWE E@IWHE a Ow? (wUl Ux1T EUI UOOAawWEPUET Ul 1 &
3) What you say here, stays here. This discussion will probably not generate hot, new
gossip that you want to tell all your friends. But, | want everyone to feel
comfortable giving their true opinions. So, | ask that you not talk about this
discussion after it is done.

DoyouUTl POOwWwa OUWEEOwWI 00O0O0PwWUIT T Ul wi UOUBEWUUOT Uyw. §*8wo
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1. How long have you each been in Read Right?

2. What do you think the main goals of Read Right are?

3. Think about the things you read in the last week. Why do you read?

4. Does Read Right usually help students improve their reading?

a. If yes, why do you think it helps?

b. (T wOOOwPT AawWEOOzZ UwadbUwUl POOwWPUwWI 1T OxUy
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