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T
e America Reads Challenge Ai.t of 1997 (ARC) 

is dle: Clinton admiiU.stration'$ effon to respond 
· to the literacy problem faced by U.S. children. 

The ARC makes a national commitment to the 
goal that every child will read Independently and well 
by the end of the third grade. This is a goal of Fat im­
portancej 40% of u.s. children are now reading below 
the basic level on national reading assessment3 (National 
A.~s...'QTlent of Educational Progress, 1994). 'Ibis cha1­
le.R8e has elevated. the importance of reading and educa­
tion in children's lives. ChUdren who do not learn to 
read in the early grades begin life's journey on a path of 
failure and poverty (Uoyd, 1978). 

The intention of the propo5ed legislation is to sup­
port .!iChoolB and families in ~aU children to read.. 
The ARC legislation has two main component3: (a) the 
America's Reading Corps, which Includes a volunteer tu­
lOring component, and (b) the Parents as P'arst Teachers 
grant. which wOuld support effective programs to assist . 
parents in promoting their children'S early literacy. Of 
the propo5ed US$2.75 billion, the legislation allocates the 
majority of the funds to place 1 million volunteers in 
schools to tutor students in reading. 

The guidelines for the ARC legislation propose that 
· a local reading partnership be established between at 
I~ two agencies or organizations. One of the organiza- . 
dons must' be a publiC school or a school district. The 
other can be a libr.uy, literacy group, museum, or youth 
service group, among others. the proposed legislation 
reqUires that each volumeer reading program (a) use 
quallfied and lt2!ned volunreers, (b) target areas with a 
high number Ot percentage of chUdren from Iow-tncome 
fanillies or with the greatest need of reading assistance, 
(c:) support m«hool readir18 programs, and (d)involve 
parenUl In the reading pt\XeSS. However, the leglslation 
does not pre$aibe how these recommendation$ will be 

translated into praa:ice. As of thit; wrltlns. the ARC leRi.~ 
lation has not been pa..~d by ConAJess. Both the Senate 
and the House are wmining and discussing the initia­
tive, and it is likely that, if the legislation is approved, it 

wilt be extensively modified. 
Although ARC is an ambitious and important chlIl­

lenge for U.S. children, there are several issues regan:ling 
volunteers and the role that they play In .!iChools thai 
need to be carefully addressed if this Initiative is to have 
an importam impact on the reading perfonnance of 
young children. Thls has not been s~ematically ad­
dressed in the leglsbtion. All over the u.s., school ad­
m1nisttatOl'5, principals, and community activist'i are 
scrambling to identify or develop volumeer Ultnrinlt pro­
gram.c; that can be used in their schools. Unfortunately, 
there are few 8uideUnes for selecting Or developing 
these programs. 

Before millions of volunteers enter achool.", it L'I im­
portant to thoroughly eumine the rule voluntc:c:rs can' 
play and the kind of training they will need to be effec­
tive. The purpose of this article i5 to provide a l'Omp~ 
hensive revieW of the current state of knowledge aoom 
the effects of various volUnteer tutoring program') in 
reading. IfARC is to achieve its ambitious goal:;, it iI4 es­
sential for Its tutoring programs to have rese-.lrl:h sup­
porting their effectiveness. 

Currently. there is vel)' Uttle work aocumcnting the 
effectiVeness of adult volunteers as reading tutors. Wasik 
and sbVin (1993) reviewed five (Uloting pfORl".un.. that 
used certifaed teachers and paraprofessionals. The fmd­
Ings from thIS review supporced two important condu­
$ions. first, one-to-one tutoring by teachers can be an 
extremely effeaive fonn of instJucti.on. ihe prin:aal)' 
drawback of tutoring is the high cost of providing thel.if: 
aerviccs to chUdren. Second. Ptogr.Ims that used certified 
teachers as Ultoa'S appeared to obtain substantill1Jy larger 
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11iE A.\ftRICA Reads ChalIengr AL1 ci 1997 makca a ll2tIonal com­
miJm.tont Itllhe pllhat evuv child willrud indqx:ndendy and ~JI 
by !he end of the third glllde. The prinwy ftV.oans flf achieving IhIs 
ROallUl: to place Jmillion volunrccrsin schOlll\ to IUIDr chndml in 
I'ClIding. This anicle reviews hath the quafU!U.tive and qualitative . 
filldlnas of 17 ptoaramsl$[udie.~ in volunlftr tutoring. OIlIy 3ci the 
rroglllms h2d an evaluation comp:uiI'lR eq\Ilvalent mtment Ind 

comparison groups 10 detrrmine the eifl'Cti\-enm of lite prowam.\. 
rM! of lhe pl'ugr.2tnS IwJ M evaluation.~ at all. The limited researth 
does indicate that voIunteen an be suCCCMfuI if !hey are trained and 
follClw ~PI.'(IOc R\lldeUnes. Important ISpeClli of volunteer lUll/rinK 

rrugr.ams :are summartl.ed. Cnmiderably mote reseatdl nc:td.~ [0 he 
done to ensun: !bal tutoring by volunteers will red in ml'anillj!ful 
henefits to children. 

EL AC1'A del Orsaf'1O America lee (America Readl CballenRe Act) 
de 1997 Mablece un rompromiso con (,'1 objectivo de que ada niiio 
k:m ,:n form:I ef'ICIZ l' independienle II fmalilar el tetter ando. 
1m ~~A para alanz:u esre ubjc.1ivu ronsisten en rolo­
ar un milI6n de voIuntarb en Iu eICIIms para realim ~ en 
Iectura ron ~11 nlI'Im. Este tramp revIsa los teMlltad05 l1laJltitl.tivos 
Vculitati~ de 17 pmgmna.VC'5lUdios de tutorfa£ VClluntariu 5610 
, de In~ ptngr:llna5 Induyeron una M1uad6n !.'omparandu 

lnltamientos equivaJettte5 YgnIpa1.de compatad6n p.ara dc:tc:rml­
nar b efbda de los prosnamas. Cinco de los prDIII"IIDD DU p!l'IICn­
IarIIII ninguna f'I.'Jluaci6a. I.I limitada invesligaciOn Indic. que: Jus 
voiuntal'ia$ pueden tenet ~t() lSi t'Stin c:ntrI!n2dos YAillUeG direc· 
done$ cspcdl"rdll. Se 5inteti1.:m aspectos impcllUnte5 de los fllOltll· 
l1li5 de tutor12.s voIuntarias. se requlere COIL~e mb In· 
vestl/t3ci6n para :L'lCgurar qUl' las tutorias ht.'Chall pot vOlunt;1ri~ 

remlurin t'tI he~oficios slgniflcad'Jos para "IS nffios. 

DAS AMEJUKANISCHE GesI:U fiber die: Aulforderung 1U1111eaen, 
Amt..-iD Reads ChaIJenge AL1 ri 1997 madlt e$1Ikb ZlJt ZieI:ic.uung 
,Is eine natinnalc Vc:rpfIichtung. daS jedes lind am Ende der drit­
len lIa!aIe uruhhingig unci auf Iefefl ~itd. Die: WCKntlicbm Mittel 
um dies Zie:1 m c:rreicben, bestehen dann. !!inc MiIIiM (reiWiIJJge 
Helrer in !i(hulc:n ru plazlercn, um Kindem brim l.cM.'Il Xachhilfe 
ZU ttteiIc:n. DiC5C Atlhandlung III!tlt !irh IOWnbl mit den quantita­
liven all Ivch mIt den qualllaU\'tn EIgehni.,'iCII aU$ 11 Pro­
Rtlnunt:nlStudic:n iihc!r den freiwiUigen )jachhilf<.'1.lIIterricht au­
seinander. Ledilllich , der Progralttme haftcu cine vcrgleichende 

Bc'''eftURA unlet tquiyzlt'lltc:r BehandIWlIl und baItCtlV.k'~­
gruppen.. UII1 dil! l!ffektivltJ\ der PCORC'.unmc au bothruoen. filnf . 
det PrognlllJnC batten keinerlei Ue\vc:rlulljefl. Ole brgmwc 
Nachflll'ldlllflll fClAt aut. daB ftclwiUigt- Helfer rrfo~ ..'in kiin· 
nen. W\.'IlO sie geschult !lind und hcl:tlmmtell IUchdinie:n (olgen. 
Wichl~ Aspekte de! Tutorcnpmglllrrune mil freiwiUiltCn Helfcm 
sind zusarrun.zKt. Weeilich mew FotdChutlg i.\1 afurderlich. 
um aichcml.'ltellen. da.8 Na'hhilfcvntmicht durth freiWil1iAC: Helfer 
m c:inc:m hl'deulSa.lllen Nutzell fOr die Kinder winI. 
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alent et WOUJlCS de comparal5on en vue de determill(.'f I'em('acit~ 
des actiOl15. Cinq des atlions fie componalt aut'Ulll: c\llluation. La 
~herc'he alnsi limitb:: indique que Iell voI011t1ir1.$ peuvent ~~ir 
s"1ls ont ete rorrn& et $\liven! des ronsiAnc:s spi:rillqla!S. On aeple­
ment ~ des aspe!.15 ~ dell action.~ de IUIOI'a1 \1)lun­
taire. d f:iudrait fdire beaucoop plus de n:dx.Tches pour ftre CI.'I1:Iin 
que Ie: IUtor.tt par des wIontairea procutI! deli hen~/lce$ ~DIi!.. 
atI'I enfants. 

L' "ACnoN 00i I'~\IC Ut" de 1997 reprt6ernc un engagement 
nalJot1al don! Ie ~ cst que chzque enfant IOit ClpJbIe de lite IOU!' 
seuJ et Aun bon nivcau Afa fll1 de Ia lloisi~ iIlUII!!e d'eroIe. I.e 
principal moyen pour yparvenlr COIIJiste , mettre un million de 
voIontaires dans Ies tcoben falU qur: tutcU15 de Iedure pour lea en­
f.l!u.o;. Ce \ate passe en revue i la fOilles dQIuIw quanlitauvcs Cl 
qualilalives de 17 ttudealactions de tutwat vclOIIWre. Seul ;, ~ 
.dims cutnpoItait un dispositif d'm!uadon avec uattemem: fquiv­
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impacts than mose that used panlprofe55ionals. fuRber. 
in the programs that effectively used panlprofessionals; 
the paraprofessionals were highly traJncd and the pro­
warn was highly structured. with speclflc tutors' mJnU­

als. 5tUdent materials, and training procedures. . 
Two of the p.rograms reviewed by Wasik and 

Slavin (993) are important to understand as background 
to the current interest in volunteer tutoring. 1be most 
important of these 1'1 Reading Recovery. a tutoring pro­
sr.un (or at-risk fIrSt graders that was ori8inally devel.­
opec.l in New Zealand (see PinneD, DeFord, & Lyons, 
1988), This program, currently used in more than 6,000 
u.s. school.., ha.s elI'.CeUent evidence of effectiveness (or 

i 
I fll'St graders who receive it. However, it is Very expen­

. i sive, with reported costs ranging from US$2,400 <Assad . 
i 
i 	 & Condon, 1996) to $8,000 per chlld (ShJNhan & Barr, 

1995), because it uses certified ~chers as tutors and 
provides them with extensive professional development. 

The success of Reading 'RecoVUy, and it$ expense. 
have led researchers and educators to search for less ex­
pensive means of producing similar outcomes. Several of 
the volumeer tutoring programs reviewed here are ex­
plidtly based on Reading Recovery; In fact. Reading 
Recovery n:xarchers at Ohio State University developed 
one of me models to enable AmeriCo.rps volunteem to 
serve children·who are less at risk than those served by 
Reading Recovery (DeFord, Pinnell, & Lyons. 1997). 

The second influential tutoring program is one that 
is part of Success for AU (Slavin, Madden, Dolan, & 
Wasik. 19')6). a lOChoolwide reading model used in about 
7SO mostly high.poverty elementary schools. Success Cor 
All provides curriculum reforms, schoo1wide proCessional 
development, and family support serviceS in ;dd.ition to 
one-tCHme tutoring from certiftcd teachers and pal'llptO­
fes:rionals for d1e lowest achieving rust. second, and 

. Ihird gradets. Research on Success for All has also 
shown substantial positive etTeru, but like Reading 
Recovery it L'i expc!nsive. and the tutors are a major por­
tion of the expense. 

As a practical matter, it would be a major contribu­
tion to fmd volunteer tutoring programs that have even 
half the impact of Reading Recovery and Success for All, 
as thi.'I would enable far more children to be served with 
some degree of success. Even in conjunction with .these 
programs or other.; of simUar intensity, effective volun­
teer tutoring PtoRratnS could help a gIeateJ' number of 
children beneflt from one-to-one attention at a critical 
Point in the1r literacy development. 

Review metbods 
1'he primary goal of this n:vlew i... to c:.:xamIne the 

practices that coru.1itute volunteer tutoring programs In 

reading and to understand me knowledge ba~ that is 
available on using adult volunteers a .. tutors. Programs 
and research studies were selected If they mer the! foI· 
lowing criteria: (a) use of adult volunteers a'l tutors. (b) it 
fQCU8 on reading as me subject area. and (c) a focus on 
children from kindergarten through third grade. The pri. 
mary reason for these criteria was that they are aligned 
with the agenda of the ARC. in which adult volunteers 
(including college students) would be used to tutor read­
ing to children in kindergarten d1rough third grade. The 
review was not limited solely to achievement effects in 
reading, but all programs reviewed that had an evalua­
tion did examine readitlR .. chievement as a primary out­
rome measure. 

As in any review that requires an arwJysis and syn­
thesis of researchers' work, it Is Important to make ex­
plicit the underlying assumptions that affect the . 
perspectives taken in this artlcle. First, it 15 a'lSu'i11t!d that 
it is pOIIsible to use comparattve ai1aJyses to isolate 
causal factors responSible for speciflc outcomes (e.R., 
5ignificant increases in reading comprehension). Second. 
while children's perfonnance on standardJied reading 
tests is not the only way, or ne<:e."lSarily the bet.1 way, to 
document positive changes in children's reading. the!ie 
and adler a.'lSe5.'i1l'lents were accepted as evidence, with 
appropriate controls. The foCus of this review is on de­
tennining whether there are emplrkal grounds for mak­
ing causal assertions about the effect5 of tutoring based 
on the research de.slftn.c; and r.ndings of those srudies. 

. Of course, v:aUd forms of scientific inquiry extend 
well beyond considerations of causal n:1ationships. 
Qualitative analyses of tutor-assiCited ~rooins can re­
veal underlying patterns and themes that etneIRe in these 
c1assrocx'M. Such analyses provide Important tn.~ht irUo 
the nature of tutori.ri8 that is often missed when one con­
duds only a quantitative analysis of muJ.tiwria1e relatJon­
ships (Owaga a: MaIen, 1991). To complement and 
extend the quantitative analysis of programs. It wac; im­
portant to Include qualitative analyses in this review, and 
this was done whenever such data were avaUable. 

Por!his review, an ERIC search of aU educatlonal 
and psychological journals and unpublished dis.'!efUtlon.c; 
was conducted to locate all studies and ptORta.tn.'i of 
reading-based tutoring programs that involved adult vol­
unteers. This .search identified 11 progt'dms. In addition 
to these Progranlll, I obtained the following information 
on prog1':un$ thJt were described as effective pn.lgt".un5 

in documentation publlllhed by ARC but did not appear 
in me literatute5e4lrch: the SUCFlAmeriCOrp prowam. 
Early ldenl1ficatlon Program, Intergenerational TutorinK 
Program, Growing Together, Hilliard Elementary School 
Tutoring Program, and Cabrtn1-Green Tutorin8' PtoRraJn. 
nus was dorie in order to provide informatiOJ1 on 
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programs that are receiving considerable attention. even 
though data on them are lacking. 

Whenever pn...."iible, effect sizes were computed on 
the evaluation data so that a common oomparative met­
ric oould bc.! used across program..'i. In this article, effect 
fiizes all: c:alculated by !tllbtracting the control group's 
mean $Cure:; on a specific measure from the treatment 
group's $COtes and dividing by the oonlrol group's stan­
dard deviatiOn. An effect size of +.25 or more Is consid­
ered an educatlonaUy meaningful diffe~ce (Cohen, 
1988). For example, a treatment effect of this size would 

be roughly equlY'dlem to .. galn of 4 IQ points, 25 points 


. un the Scholastic Assessment Te"it (SAT), or half of a sta­

nine, Unfortunately, it WJS not always possible to com­
pute effect siZes, making it dJfJlcult to make . 
c:ross-prowam comparisons. lit some cases gain scores 
and (.'orrelatiom an: pre~. . 

for each program or study in this review. there is a 
brief description of each program, the reseaJclt findings, 
and infonnation pertinent to dissemination of the pro­
gram (see Appendix for a summary table of each tutor­
ing program). This comprehensive approach WlI.A 

designed to foster insiftht into the structure, the effectiVe­
ness, and the feasibility of each tutoring model. 

Bvaluatlng tutorllJg programs 
This section reviews research on programs that had· 

at lca...t some ROrt of evaluation evidence. These are ( ..) 
the' Howard Street Tutorins Program.. (b) School 
Volunteer Development Project, (e) Book Buddies, (d) 
Juel's (19')6) progtam, (e) Reading One-One, ({) Helping 
One Student To Succeed (HOSTS), (g) Reading 
Recovery/AmeriCorps, (h) Intergenerational Tutoring 
Program. (I) Reading TogetherMSTA. (j) Early 
Identification Progr.:un. and (k) Books and Beyond. 

Howard. SttY.ct 1UtorIng Program 
The Howard Street Tutoring Program is a small 

community-based after-school tutoring program that was 
developed in 1979 as a joint venture of the Natlonal 
.Reading Center at the National College of Educatlon in 
Evan.'iton, llUnois, and the Good News Educational 
Workshop, a community orpnb:ation in a disadvantaged 
nelghborhood in the Nonh Side of Chicago (Mow, 
1990). The goal of the profCr.lm l.. to provide volunteer 
services to second- and thlrd-Rfllde students who are 
having difficulty in reading. Morris, Shaw, and Pemey 
(1990) explained that the program did not focull on first 
graders because the tutoring program begil1!l In the fall 
of the IIChool year, and it l"i too early at that time to iden­
tify first gradeQ; who are falllng in reading. It is impor­
tant to note, however. that this program oould easUy he 

adapted for fiN.t Rraders and Implemented hefore the 
student'i have had the opportunity to fail. 

Students are selected for the tlltorin~ proRrdm on 
. the basis of their performance on infom1:l1 reading and 

" spelling measur~. lbL'Se measu~ are admin~'iten:c.l hy Ii 
school-based Te'clding specialist. Studcm~ who ~'or(!o the 
tow~t un the pretest measures are selected to fill the 
slots available for tutoring. 

The volunteer tutors vary from undcrRradllutl! c..~)I-
. lege stUdenL'i to suhurban mothen; to retirees. Tutun; tire 
not IY..id and are trained on the joh. Tutors hewn work­
ing with a tutoring supervisor who is a teOJcht:r. The su­
petvi.'ior models a tutoriflllt session with II child whil~ the 
volunteer tutor observes. Aftt:r this scli!ilon. the ,;upt'1Vi­
soc and. the tutor cliscuss the techniques used in thLo; !)(.'So 

sion, During the next 5eS:;ion, the volunteer tutor Is 
observed by the supervisor. The supervitior pmvick~ 
feedback and comments on the Moring session. This 
one-to-one modeling and feedback continues (or ap­
proximately three to four $eliSIons or until the fiupervisUf 
is h'8tL'itied with the tutor'!,; pedorrnance. Aftcr tht'i uh.'iL'T. 
vation period, the (utor continue'i to work indqx:ndcndy 
with the $tudcnt. 

After the initial traininsc, the supervi'iClr develops 
lesson plans for each tutor to use with ~ch stud~nt. 'IlIl'i 
is a labor-intensive activity thai n:quirt..~ a skilled rcadi~ 
specialist. Tutors are also providec.l with a tutoring manll­

.al that outlines the basic components of the rutorin~ ';t'S­

.'lion as welt JS the liuAAested time allottc..'Cl for each 
component. These components art! lh<."tlretically hl.t.'ied 
and are similar to the component'i of RL.'Ildlng Ret'overy 
tutoring sesslon.'i. Por example, !'C'.ldlng ut the chilo's in­
structionallevcl takes 1 S-20 minutes, word study takell 
10-12 minutes, and writing takes ahout 15 minute.... 
Students are tutored in I -hour se5.'ilon.~ twice a we\!k thr 
a minimwn of 1 year. 

Materials required for thi-; program arc hasaJ I.l:'.ld­
ers, trade books, and word cards. The (,(),11t of the prn .. 
wam, in addition to these marerials, indu<k.-d a ",\lary Il.)r 
a trained readins 5petiali.'lt to supervise the tUtOOi. 

Researr::bflndtnjls. To determine the effectivenes.o; 
of the HOWilrd Street TutorinR pm~rdm. Mom." and his 
ooUeagues (1990) gathered data from a treatment ano a 
oontrol group. In addition, data (rom case litudies and 
d~ptive data .were collected. The evaluation involved 
50 second and third gt'dden; in an inner-dry Chk:aAo 
neighborhood who 'Were screened and pn:te.'tL.u on 
word recognition measures, speUing. and nasal IC'JdIn~ 
pll"5:lge5. These mea!tll~ were adapted frum smndard­
ized mea.c;w:es. but none o( the me-&iUre:o in lhcm.'it.'lves 
were standardized. Students were matdu.:tl on dlC word 
recognition score and randomly as.siW'c..-cl ((I c.."ither the." 
control or treatment woup. Over (he: (.'uur.;c of the 
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'ChooJ year, the tutored children received an average of 
SO houtS of OI\e-t()o()ne instfUdion in reading. Given the 
availability of Mors and student mobility, posuesting 
was based on 17 matched pair.; at the end of the first 
year of [he evaluation and 13 different matched pairs of 
student'! at the end of the second year of the evaluation. 

Students were posnested on the same reading and 
spelling battery that was used a"i a pretest. Resulb from 
the Year 1 evaluation revealed overaU positive effects for 
the tutored group over the control group. On the mea­
Ilures of Ett!nml word recognltlon (ES - +.25) and basal 
word recognition Cp.s .. +.61), the tutored group recog­
nized more words than the nontutored group. On the 
buial pa55age that required oral reading, the tutored 
RtOUP performed substantially better than the nontutored 
group (ES - +1.07). The 6pelling 5COreS also 8~owed that 
the tUtored children spelled more words oorrealy than 
. the nonlutored children (E5 - +.82). 

Da!a from the second-year evaluation shoW similar 
find.inA$. WOtd recognition scores for timed and untimed 
performance showed that the tutored group performed 
better than the nont\ltored gruup res - +.58 for timed 
and +.38 for untimed). On basal word .-ecognition. the tu­
tored woup performed bettet than the l1Ont\ltored groUp 
res - +.68). On the basal passage assessment, a measure 
of oral reading. the tutored students were able to read 
man: effectively than nontutored student .. (ES - +l.m. 
TUtored students outperformed nontutored students on 
spelling res • +.82). Although these data are based on it 
ama11 sarnplc·of children, they clearly support the elfeo­
dveness of the Howard Street Tutoring Program. 

. Monis et at. (1990) al'lO reported interesting tlnd­
ings on the variability in the performana: among the stu· 
denls in both the treatment and control group. In the 
group of students who ret"eived tutoring. approxJmately 
athird were rcaditlR " gnde level at the end of dIe 
year. another third gained ;bout 1 year but were 5til1 not 
reading at grade level, and the remaining third had im­
proved but at a slower nte compared to the other stu­
dents in tutoring. In oon\~ about 50% of the 
students in the nontutored WOUp were reading at a 
Illower rate and making Umitt!!d progress. Only one of 
the nontutored children was reading ;t grade Jevel at the 
end of the year. and less than half of the nontutored stu­
dents made gains of 1 year but were still not reading at 
grade level. 

Data from two case studies aOO provided infonna· 
lion regaroing pacing effects and tutoring. Two st\ldents 
are described who were not statistically stgnifacantly dJf­
fen:nt In rudlng siRht vocabulary at ~ but who 
performed very differendy in the year of tutoring. One 
student did very weU in tutoring and began to excel, 
whereas the ocher student was struggling and Ic:amlng at 

a slower pace. The case study data descrihed how the 
readin8 supervi.'IOr assessed the dJfferena!!S in tht: twu 
students and adapted the tutoring J~ to fit the 5kill 
level of the student. 

MoTTb et al. (1990) a~ued that adju.r;ting the p-JCing. 
uf information in tuturing to match the needs uf the stu­
dents was productive for both students. Although the 
student who was reading at a ,;lower pace aL'iO received· 
InstrUction at a slower pace, this student W'olS ahle to de­
velop a solid foundation in reading. Similarly, the 1I1U­

dent who ~ded well to tutoring. consequently, 
received instruction at a fYtlSter pace and had oppn1tl.lni· 

. ties to read more and at a higher level than the 81O'Wer 
paced student. 

Dtssem.tnatlon tssues. The Howard ~treet 'I'u1Orin~ 
P~m n:qu1red a skilled supervisor to monitor the tu­
tors and to write lndividuallesson plans for the chUdrcn. 
The supervi.'iOr was paid. but the volunteers were not. 
Information on monitoring and developing les.~ plans 
was not clearly documented, so dissemination of this a.t;­
peel: of the program would be difficult. There iii a manu­
al that includes the various components of the program. 
The materials for this program are not standard. Thf! 
basal readers and trade books that are .\L'led in the pro­
gram are widely available: 

'fhe Howard Street Tutoring program is still in e.l{l.... 
tence in ChicaRO, but its author, Darrell Morris, l..o; now at 
Appalachian State University in Boone, North Carolina, 
and has implemented similar programs in western North 
Carolina. His current project, First Step.1Il (Murd... 1995), i.~ 
a flf8t-grade. one-to-one Ultoring program that tr'.llns cer­
tified teachl!t$· to work with chUdren who are at risk for 
reading f~nure.· 

School Volunteer Deftlopmcnt I'r'o:fed 
The School Volunteer Oevelopmem Project Wdll 

developed in Dade County, Florida. as an intervention 
for second through sixth graders who were having diffi­
culty in reading. This progrdm is no longer being imple­
mented (U.s. Department of Eduattion, 1979). 
Community volunteers tutored children for a half hour a 
day four or fIVe times a week. Tuton; were trained prior 
to tutoring in a variety of tutoring skills and the use of 
multimedia materials. In addition, tutors worked. with a 
reading specialist on the skUl"i that they were tutoring. 

Researrbfindings. Fifty student., were ...mdomly as­
signed to tutored or untutored groups. All student...; were 
pre- and jXlStteSted on the Metropolitan Achievement 
Test (MAT). Af.rt!r one ~l of tutoring, students who re­
ceived tutotin,g galned +.50 standard deviation more in 
readins than the untutored group. These· data support the 
effeaiveness of this tutoring project on children's reading. 



172 

Dissemination Issues. lhi.'iprogram was disSclni- . 
ruued in two IIChoobf in Florida and was terminated dur~ 
Ing the 1980s. The onJy awilalilc information i.. from the 
Joint Dl'i.'iemlnatlon Review I'anel (JIJRPJ reports. 

Book Budd.1r;s 
Book Buddies j~ a program developed by Mard:l 

InvemlZzl. Connie Juel. and their colleagues (Invemizzl, 
Juel. &. R~ry, 1996/1997; lnvemil.1.i. Rosemary, JueJ, 
&: Richard'i. 1997) at the University of Virginia. The gool 
of this program i.e; tn provide (OW-<:O.'it, one-t<Klne wtor­
ing to first graders who are having difficultY learning to 
l'C'dd. Invemi7.zi et aI. (1997) a~ued tbat, with iritcrudve 
and 8tlUCtUred U"cllning and ongOing supe~ion; votun­
teenl can he trained to work effectively in helping at-risk 
chlldren to read. 

A volunteer rcauiter solidted interested cOmmuni· 
ty memheJS through media, public fneetlnW', and bUsl­
I"Ie$5 a:;sociations to work in the schools. In the flrll1 3 
ye-oll1) of thJs program, a maximum of 15 comn1u.nity vol~ 
unte~ per K'hool were placed in siX elem.emary 
schooL.. in the Chariout.'Svillc City, Virginia. sChool 
District. First Rt'.u:I.er.; were wtored twice a week for 45 
minutes e'J.ch tlme. lhis progtam mainly provides pull­
out ~rvices hut could he adapted for use after fiChool. 

1'he Book l3uddJes ptogr.am developers. who are 
univet'liity..tJased reading researchers, provided an initial 
2-huur tr.ollning session Ilnd two lldditional sessions 
thmup;hout the school year. Each of these ~ions incor~ 
porated Video demonstration le$l;ons of actual tutoring 
se!l.!Jions and U W'dlk-through of the tutoring lesSon plan. 
The traini~ !iCS.'Iions were moc:Ie~ on the (onDOn of 
w.a('heflli' professional conferences. with wbole-group 
presentltions focusinp;· on reading metl'!ods and theOry 
and small-woup workshops allowing volunteers to ask 
que.o;tion.<il and di'iC\llII:I the information pcesented. 

In addition to these training sessions; a. graduate 
.!t1Udcnt or It fonnc:r graduatc student in reading edu~tion 
SC1'Vcd a.'i an on:~ite reading coordinator at each school to 
proVide on....ooing training and supervision to the \'olun­
teers. The tc'.I.dinK coordinators Ilupcrvised the tutors on a 
daily ha.'ii.c;, asses.c;ing the chUdren, preparing les.'IOn plan... 
fur the volunteers to implement, and gathering the appro­
priate matt!tials that the tutors needed in order to carry 
out thc lc....'IOn plan. [n addition, they modeled tutoring 
lICI'.'Iions, observed 'the volunteers, provided feedhack and 
suppon to the rutOtS &'1 they worked with the students. 
and provided the volunteers with one--to-one instruction 
on hec:ominp; a reading Wtor. Tutors at,o had acces5 to a 
rutoring manual that outlined the tutoring methods and 
guidelines (John..non, Juel, &: In~, 1995). 

The readioR coordinators worked 17 hours a week 
a1 an hourly \Volge compardble to that of part-time pro­

fessiorui.L'i. lhq. supervised a maximlim of l'j volunteer 
tutors along with their 8tUdent~. 'I'hese reading (OOrdlna­
tOrs also received tr.l.ini~ from thc university tesearchet~ 
on topia related. to readinJil education arid to wOrklng 
with children who are at rk"k for readinp; failwe. 

The tUtoring lesson was ~tn.Jctured. and [he volun· 
teenl were trained in each com~lnent of the lesson. 
Tutoring sessions con.'ii'itl.>d of four components: (a) 
rereading familiar storybook.... (b) word Study, (d writ­
ing, arid (d) re'dding a new :\t(jry. This mOdel was si.milar 
to the tutoring lesson.~ In the HUW'olrd Stftoct ,'utOring 
Pmgram and Reading Recovery. 

lhe ~ per child for this progrJ.m was e:;timated 
at US$595~OO. This figure induciec.i the salarieo; of the 
reading coordinator, 5a1ary of thc.volunteet recruiter, 
and all the boob and. materi.a1s ust.'d in the program. 

Research jlndj..The eValuation of nook Buddies 
was originally desi8ned to compare a treatment group to 
a control group of chUdren who were on the waiting 1i.<It. 
However. the agreement with the 5Chool di.'lttict to work 
with the neediest childr~n made thL"l cY'dluation design 
imposslhle. Instead, pte. to (lOSttest ga~; were (.'00\­

pared for data on three cohons of children. 
All children were pre' and posttested on four mea­

!run!.';: alphabet knoWledge. concept of word knowledge, 
phoneme-grapheme knowledge. and word ret.'OwutJon 
In i<;olation: Three of the pretest measure.<;, alphabet pro­
fldency. concept of word. and phoneme-gr.tpheme 
knowledge, were unrelated to the numi'X!'r of se."5ions 
that: the chUdren received. However. prl."tcst peITonnance 
on word recognition wa.'! IllatisticaJly signtfiosntly corre­
lated wJth nlimber of se.oision.... The higher the pretetit 
word recognition sCore. the fewer the ntunher of tutor­
ing sessions. 

Given these data, Invemi~.zi and her colleagues 
(997) rompared ~ effetu for children who had a htgh 
number of tutorinR ses.'iiOOS compared to rhUdren who 
had a low numbel' of se~joru;. The numher of session... 
tarl8ed from 6 to 63. The median numher of 40 ses.c;IOn..; 
was selected as ~ dividin8 point; those who received 
fewer than 40 sesslon.'i were placed in the kJW-session 
group. and those who reccived 40 5eS.')iol"LS or more 

. were placed in the high~c;lon group. An analysi.'i of 
variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the data· oollapscd 
aCl'OS$ the three cohorts. Statistioslly ISiMDificant differ­
ences were reported berween the two groUpll, with the 
childien in the rugh-session WOUp ootperfonninp; the 
children in the IOW-6C!SSion group un phoncme­
grapheme knowledge and word re<"f'Rflltion in isolation 
but not on alphabetic knowledge and concept of word 
knowledge. 

Without a no-treatment compari:.no group, it L"I not 
possible to fuUy detennine the effect."I of the tutDI'inR 
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program. It l.~ pO.~'ilble that there were systematic reasons 
(such as poor attendance) that some children might have 
received fewer sessions, and these differences could 
have affected the outcomes. Invemlui et al. (997) re­
poned that although the chUdren in the low-session 
WOUP were not different from the otlu:r5 in tenns of 
poverty level, they were absent more from school. The 
inaease in reading SCOre5 could also be the re5Ult of 
parent involvement and motivation to have their children 
read (and attend school), and not the tUtorinB program 
itself. In addition, as we learned from the Howard Street 
Tutoring Program, some chUdten even without any tu­
toriltR made gain.'1 ~imilar to those chlldten In tutoring. 

In addition to asking whether the tutoring program 
.results In achievement gains for the students, other im­
portant questions remain regarding the strutture of les­
son plans. With regard to the stnltture of the lesson 
plans, Invemizzi et at (1997) conducted a factor analysis 
to determine if the lesson plans statistically matched the 
Ute.mcy needs measured by the pretest data. From thLs 
analysis ernerued four distinct factors: alphabet knowl­
edge, concept of word knowledge, phoneme-grapheme 
knowled!lc, and word recognition. These results are de­
scribed by Invemiui et al. as "consistent with ow initbd 
beliefs about the need for a haIanced approach and 
[they] validated our le..'iSOn plan fonnat" (1'. 286). 

f)l$Sen#natlon tssues. Book Buddies has been di~ 
seminatW to Six school.. and is in the process of being 
bnplemented distrlctwide in CharlottesviUe. There are 
videotapes of ef'fef..:tive tutoring se.'i.."tions and a manual 
u.~ by the tutors. The training for the readIng coordina­
tors onslte would need to' be developed so that they 
could be trained by people other than the researchers at 
the University of Virginia. The COfit of the program in­
dudes the 5a1aries nf reading coardI.nators III each 
achoo~ a volunteer recruiter. and 6tUdent materials. in­
cluding a variety of books such as the Ready Readers by 
Modem Curriculum PresS and other phonetic readers 
and ea.'i)'-to-read trade books. . 

.Jud(1996) 
Connie Juel (19')6) developed and evaluated a pro-­

grant ilt the Univ~ity ofTen5 at Austin using at-risk 
coUege 1t1udent'i to tutor at-risk 8rst graders. The goal of 
the study was to detennitle the effect .. of tutoring on 
both the college studenL"i and the children and to deter­
mine what factors contribute to the su«e$$ful O\ltcomes 
of one-to-one; tutoring. For the purposes of thiS review, 
only the effect.. on the children will he rep<)lted. 

The tutors were students who partidpated. in a 
reading methods course that was described to them as a 
class In which thl!y would learn how to te2ch II. clilld to 
read as well as work on their own reading and wrltJ.ng. 

The majority of the students were male student-athletes 
who were having d.i.fficulty in reading. Children from a 
high-poverty, Title I school in Austin participated in the 
study. Each university student tUlored one child for 45 
minute.'Ii, twice a week. 

The tutoring ~essiOI\lj coo:;i:;ted of ~n c.:nmpo­
nents: (a) the reading of childrcn'slitcrature by the rol~ 
lege student to the child and, when possible. allowinR 
the chtld to read; (h) a writing activity In which the child 
wu asked to compose a stotybook. mes.'iaRe, or free 
writinR about a particular topiCi (c) the reading of bUild­
up readers (Guszak. 1985), which are stories made up of 
high-frequency words found in the childn.!n'~ hasal ~:ld­
ersj (d) Journal writing, in which there is a comhination 
of child-initiated and tutor-initiated writing; (e) alphabet 
books, which oonlained each letter and a key picture 
and key word related to the teller; (I) hearing foOund.. ac­
tivities, such a! reading rhyming hooks and retq(llizi~ 
words with similar beginning sounds (to develop phone­
mic awareness skills); and (g) letter...'iOUnd activities. 
which involved tipe11i1l8 and word family activities. 
Tutors were encouraged to usc thn."C or four of thc.'iC 

. components during each tutoring session. 
Tutors met at the university once a week for II 2.'­

hour da.'i..~, which wa.~ taught by COnnie Juel. During this 
time, the rutors had the opportunity to discu.\.'i tutoring 
activities, Uteracy development, and any specifiC' concern.t\ 
ahout the children they were tut(Jrin~. AL'jO, the !t1udc:nts 
were trained in the components of the tutoring 5eS.'iion.... 

Researc:b findings. Jue] (I996) presented both 
quantitative and qu.a.litatlvc data in explorinR the eft'c:ct.'i 
of tutoring ilt-risk fin.1 graclm by at-risk college ~dents. 
Thirty of the 10wCllt perfOl11ling ram Rraders (including 
three self-contained special education swdenL'i) were 5e­

leaed by the principal and cla.'i..~ teacher to partici­
pate in tutoring. The remaining 15 first gr"ders. who 
were less at risk and in general education. served as a 
comparisOn group. 'I'hese 15 tJ.udenUi wen.! mentored by 
the unlvel'5ity students but did not recelve tutorinjt In 
readin~ There were statisticaUy significant and .!I'Ubstan­

tiallnltla.l differences between the tutored and mentored 
(compari$()n) student:; on the readirJ8 composite of the 
Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT), 26.4 (Sf)· 23.4). 
and 46.1 (SD- 14.0, respectively. 

AI. posttesting, all chUdten were a.'i.~o;ed un the 
Iowa Test of Ba5fc Skills (rIDS). The mean score for the 
tutored children (excluding the scores from the special 
education students) on reading comprehen.')ion wa.o; at 
the 41t>1 percentile (SD - 24.5), compared with the mean 
5COre of the 15 mcntored students, which wa.o; at the 
16th percentile (50" 14.1). Thi... SUAAC~tC!d that, al­
though the mentored. students started out at less risk 
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than the tutored student'!, the tutored students were per­
forming bctlc..-r at the end of the ('mit gt".lde. 

'I1le main problem with fils evaluation i5 that the 
treatment and comparison were not comparable. 
Initially, there wt:re IltatL'Itically significant differences be­
tween the Mored and mentor groups on their perfor· 
mana:: on the MRT. Juel (1996) acknowledged this 
problem and lIuted that lhis W'dll not an ideal situation 
from a de:;ign 5W1dpoint but made the most 1iense with 
regard to delivery of services to the children. 

WhenJue1 (1996) compared the tutoted group to a 
normative sample, 5he reported that the intervention was 
not as ~ucc!es.~u1 as had been hoped. The standard devi­
ation of the ITBS sug,ge;ted that there was wide variation 
in the perfonnance of the Mored 5tudent5. In addition, 
the tutored students' performance on the DJasnostic 
Kc'dding Scal.es (DRS) also indicated that, as a group, the· 
tutored students were not performing much above the 
lowest level. These fmdings led Juel to examine two 
questions regarding tutorinR= (II.) What misht have made 
some tutoring drdds suc('eSsfui and other5 not success­
ful? and (b) Was 1 year a sufficient amount of time for 
the inteIvention? 

. In an ilnaJ~ili of the data, Juel determined that 
some tutoring dyads were more successful than others. 
Fifteen of the dyad .. were considered especially succes..... 
ful because the c:hildren 5COred above the 50th per­
centlle on the ITHS <lnd had an in"ilructional level of at 
lea.~ I.A on the DRS. The 15 remaining perfonned below 
the 50th percentile and were reading below grade lew!. 
In order to determine what factorS contributed to suc­
cessful dyads, Jucl (191)6) examined the initial differ­
ences in students, the number ·of tutoring sessions . 
St\Jdents received, and the common charaaeristics pre­
r.ent in succeafuJ tutorirlft ses.sl.on$. 

With regard to inJtial student d.ifferences, there 
were no statistically signifIcant differencea on the MRT 
between children in the succes.~ul (X" 28.02) and less 
succeMful (.x - 24.10) group. Similarly, there were no 
differences between the number of tutoring sessions that 
students in the successful dyads received compared to 
children in the la'i successful dyad4i. 

However, concurrent observation. .. from four 0b­
servers coding behaviors from transcript.. and videotapes 
of tutoring $e.'i.'iioru; suggested that there were th~ char­
acteri.'UiQ; of the tu~ring sessions typical of the success-­
ful dyad.:; that w~re not present to the same extent in 
tutoring dya~ of less succes.'iful students: (a) mOre scaf· 
folded rellding and writing experienCes, (b) explicit 
mtlCielinR of re;lding and writing proCesses by the tutor, 
and (c) the p~ of specific activities in tutorinA. 
Children In the more successful. tutoring dyads experi­
enced statistically significantly more scaIfolding experl- . 

ences than children in the less succe~ful dyads In four 
of the activities that were conduaed during tutoring: 
journal writing, cfuea lener-sound irultruction, writing, 
and reading literature. 

In these activities, tutors In !,"\.I(.:ces.'Iful dyads pro­
vided opportunities for the children to receive just 
enough information to help them figure out a word on 
their own. Tutors in succes.'lful dyads aL'Kl modelt!d the 
reading and wrltll1R pr<x:ess statl'ltically signlflcantJy 
more than ofteo in journal writing actlvltie'i. direct Ictter~ 
sound instruaion, and writing adMties. The tutor often· 
modeled how to Identify a W(lrd for the child hy tlllking 
through a lItep-by-step process. 

In analyzing the tapes and transcripts that indicated 
the amount of time dyads spent on specifk activitics, it 
was also determined that the 15 n\05t BUcce!ll>ful dyads 
spent more time ~gaging in the two actMtl~ involving 
build-up l'Hde1'8 and woridng on direct letter-sound In- . 
sttudion and spent less rime on journal writing and 
.reading literature. Juel (1996) explained that more suc­
cessful dyads spent more time on activities thut ultimate­
ly contrlhuc:ed to learning to read such as l;()unding out 
word.:; ~nd the actual reading of connected text, which 
OCCUI1l in the reading of thebultd-up hooks. Students 
who spent lime on journal writing actually often drt:W 
pictures after the tutors wrote the storle!l. Thus, the chil­
dren were not engaged In reading and writing during 
the journal writIng a(..'tivities. 

Fina.I1y, Juel 31'10 explored the L'i.'iue of continuing 
tutoring after the fU'St grade and how it ~e1atc..'d to "'1Ud~nt 
Success. She was able to follow a group of 13 studcnt.'i 
who were"in the initial pUot lltudy from the finil t(l the 
second 8tolde. Of these, 7 were rea<tinR at or above the 
50th percentile on the rms at the end of tinlt W-J.de. Six 
children were still reading below grade level. Por the 
children who entered I5t:COnd grade as re,",tiv~ly 5trong 
readers, all the children who continued to he tutored 
scored above the 50th percentile on the rros, while: few 
of the nontutored children were perfonning ali weU. 

for the children who entered 5eCOnd grack as poor 
readers, not one who t:ontinued in tutoring in the: sec· 
ond grade ended,the year scoring below the: 40th per­
centile on the ITBS. However, for the nontutorc..'<.1 
children who entered second grAde as poor readers, 
none scored above the 43rd percentile on the Iowa: the 
group aver.lge was at the 25th percentile. 

These observation.co suggest the importance of con­
tinumg tutoring beyond first grade for stud.ent...:; at risk of 
reading problems. Although it is dJftlcuk to completely 
determU\e how effemve this tutoring program was, the 
quantitative Information about tutoring and the qU;llitol­
tive information from the tutoring dyads add to the gen­
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eat knowledge ahout the nature. of one-to-one in..'itruC­
t{onin~. 

J)£t,(''mjnalWn Issues. ]uel's work was a rcSt.'!l[ch 
study and, as ft:J")orted. was not d~igned as a program 
for di.'l'ieffiinatioo. Howc!vcr, Riven the structure of the 
program, It seem.. to have potcnlial for diS5emination. 

Reading One-One 
Read~ Onc..Qne l .. a prOW-tim developed hy . 

George Fark.1!; and hlo. colleaRUe:s (Parkas, 1996) at the 
University of 1exa.'i at DalJas in collaboioltion with the 
Richardson Independent School Dl'itric"..t. The goal of the 
~rnm Is to have volunteers tutor first, second. and 
IhIrd sr.", who are havlnR pn)blems in reading, k is . 
de!ilgned as a pull-out, in-llChool p~r.l.fn. . 

Students are selected for tutorinR balled on their 
pt:rfonnaru.:~ on the Iowa Test of Basic Skill.. (n'8.<)). 

Children In Grades 1 throu¢"l3 who !iCOfC at or below 
the 40th percentile were identified a... potential candi­
dares for tutorll18. Teachers then selected the children 
mOIit in nec:d uf additional tte1Vices. 

Initially, culleJ.rc: J;tudents wr:re recruited as tutors, 
but recruIrmenI ha... expanded to include community vol­
unttcrS, volunt«tS are paid approxhnately US$7.00 an 
hour. This money c:omes from the schools'11tJ.e I fund... 
Paid volunteers make the tutorlnR program more struc­
tured. In on:.k."I' to maintain ronsbtency for the children, 
the turon! arc asked to make a commitment to the pr0­

gram of at least 6 month.'i and at least 2 hours a day, twice 
a week. AL'iO, absenteeism and lateness policies help to 
ensure the consistcocy of the tutor's work with the stu­
dent The a~ tutor workll 15 to 20 hours a week. 

The Mon; ate trained using the Rcad~ One-One 
Tuto~ Manual <adapted from the Success for All 
'rutort.ng Manual, Wa...k & Madden, 19')6), and they are 
assessed on their understanding of the concepts present­
td in the manual. ThLr; manual detail$; the components of 
the tutorlnR SClII....on... and the a<;.<;e.'isment tt.'Chruques used 
for determining the sklll level.. of the :;tudent .. Tutors are 
observed and provided fL't."Clb-.ack by more experienced 
tutors caJled lead tutors. The lead tutor u~ a cht.'CklM 
to evaluate whether the tutor is performinR adequately 
and to identify areas in the tutor's approach and skill., 
that need to he addressed. This observation and feed­
back is done for ahout 4 to 6 weeks, depen~ on the 
sld1llevel of the tutor. Tutors are also encouraged to dL~ 
cu,IIS concerns about students with either the lead tutor 
or with central staff at the University of Texas at Dalla"i. 

Students in RC'ddinJ;tOnc-One receive tutorinR a 
minimum of three and a maximum of four sessions per 
~k. Tutoring 5eS51ons are approximately 30 to 35 mln­
ufC5 kmR. Ikc'.tuse of MOD' lIChedules, mOllt /ltudent'i 
are tutored hy two different tutOOi. There are form'! used 

to communic:ate betwc:en tutorll about the student'! they 
t;hare. Reading One-Onc Uf\eS the same hao;al re.lders 
children use in their classroqm as weU as the Sunshine 
lXK)ks, ealloy-to-read minfl){)()ks puhlished hy the Wright 
Group. 

R(!5.(Iarcb findings. There are pre- and posne!oo't data 
on students in Ke'J.ding One-One hut no compari.'SOn 
group. Thererore, it Is not possible to determine! if the 
studentH improved because of the tutoring intervention, 
ordInary clas.~room instruction, or other Cactorli. 

. Farkas (1996) presented correlatiorml data to sup­
pori the effectiveness of hIs tutoring pmRram. USing a 
regrc.'i.'Iion equati()n, the number of tutorinR se"''ilons 
along with 10 other varlahles (!ouch as limited E~lil\h 

. profldency, repeatinR a grade, and eU~ihility Cor free . 
lunch) were ulied to predict students' 5<:ores on the 
Woodcock ReadinR Comprehension Te.'tt. Farka... CXtr.lp­

olated from the ohsetved com:latlon between the num­
ber of tutoring llessions and outcome to predk1 student 
perfonnance at 0 and 100 tutoring ses...!on... and then H:" 

ported the difference between t!u..><;(!, 7.3 mnnth.'i. as the 
program effect. . 

There are IleveraJ problems with this anal)'llis. F'ir..'t, 
the predicted impact of the theoretiC'J.\ regres.<iion equa-. 
tion is ba.'iCd on children who received 0 to 100 tulurlng 
lIC'8Sions. In actUality, no lUudent rec;~ived 0 tutoring IieS­

siems. The minimum amount was 25 8CIio"iions. In addi­
tion, as Parkas (1996) lIotated, ..th~ average student 
received only 60 tutoring ~ssions~ (p. 165), and 100 tu­
torinA ses,.o;iom is the "high end oC what /((udcnt'i typi(:aI­

Iy receive" (p. 167). Th<.:refore, the 7.3 montlu gain 
report<..'Ci for students in ReadlnQ Qnc..()ne L'i an extrolpo­
latlon outside or the rdnRe of ac..1Ual ob.qervatiCln and ill 
speculative. Further, there is no control Cor st!lf-selection. 
StudentS with fewer tutorlllR tie55iOR!l cOuld helve bc.."C.."I1 

those who were absent a great deal. 
Dlssemttllllion LttUeS. Re-.ding One..()ne has a tu­

tOling manual that descril)c/t the variou."1 components of 
the program, and the progr.un L'\ huilding a ruttiul1<ll 
tr'.Lining capadty. AmonR volunteer tutoring approach~, 
mt! progr.!.ID bi relatively expcn.<;ive, a.'! the tutOf:l are 
paid. and each school requires a skilled supcrvi...or tu 
monitor the tutors. 

Hdp One StudentTo Succeed (HOSTS) 
Help One Student To Sua:eed (HOSTS) (Gallegos, 

1995; HOS'J'S COrpoI"'.ition. 1994; Wilbur, 1995) l'i a vul· 
unteer tutoring and mentoring program designed for 
fln.;t.. through sixth-grade children who are at risk fot 
liChool fallure. The HOSTS program can 1lC! used «!ither 
al'l a pull-out or an afier«h6ul proW""m. depending on . 
the necd.."i of the individual achool. 

http:progr.!.ID
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Personnel in HOSTS schooL", te(lUit community 
volunteers from bu.·dnesses, universities, and local 
churc:h~, and also use peers and older students to aerve 
as wtOts. Typiatlly, volunteers are not paid. The HOSTS 
.school appoint'" a reacher, who L'I often the Tide I re­
source or reading teacher, to organize the HO~i'S mate­
rials, to coordinate the volunteers, and to develop. 
diagnostic plans for each t;tudent. 

. Teacherslcoordinatolli have 3 days of lnitialll".lln· 
tng, during which they review the HOSTS materials and 
are instructed In how to make a diagnostic plan. An ad­
ditional 3 days of tralnlng a~ scheduled throughout the 
flJ'St year. in addition to this organized tra.iniD8, there is a 
HO~'TS hotline that the teachers/coordinators can caU to 
ask questions and receive guidance. 

1'he training for the volunteer Wtots Is also ongo­
ing. Training takes place at the school and Is done by 
the reacher/coordinator. There are 2 hours of inlttal . 
tr2lning. When the tutots meet with their students, the 
tea~/coordinator Is expected to be ~ in order to 
answer any questions and provide feedback on the tu­
toring sessions. Additional training can vary from school 
to school and is detennJ.ne:d by the teacher/coordinator. 

HOSTS is a structuted, systematic program. Each 
child is a.'ISeIISC.'<i to determine hL'" or her individual 
b1rengths and weaknesses. Using a computer-based man­
~gernent 5)'5tem. the teacher/coordinator ldentifaes the , 
student's areali of weakness and Cto.or;s.referenc:es materi­
als that can be used to work on specific skills. The voIun­
wer tutors fonow a computt!r-generated lesson plan that 
outli.nes the skill areas in which each chlld needs help. 
The materiaL", to work on the skills are lnduded with the 
program. The Iaesson plans used by the rutors focus a sig­
nificant amount of tI:me on llIolated sJd1l& and a minin1al 
amount on having the chi1d.a:n actually reading books. 
Although a tutor may work on a sld11 area that the chUd 
is also having problem.c; with in hisIher regular cJ.ass.. 
room. the materials used in HOSTS are nOl expected to 
be well coordinated With what ~ used in the classroom. 

There are over 3.400 le<l.ming materials avaUahle as 
a parr of this progr.un. Materiab include worlWleets to 
identify word families, sight wotd$, and categorization 
a<.tlvitie;. A small number of hook.", are a part of the pro­
gram. hut re-.sding of oonneaed text is not the major fo­
cu.", of the program. 

Research ftttdings. HOSTS ew!uations have not in­
. eluded pte- and posttesting of exper1mentll and control 
groups. Data were collected for a nde I national valida­
tion (HOS1Ji, 19<)4) in which a multlstate &tudyexam­
ined normal CUM: eqUivalents (NeE) gain.~. The results 
.howed that in a sp~ to spring evaluation, flJ$l, sec­
ond, and third graders ItlOlde substantial NCE gain5 (15, 
25, and 2S, respectively). Howev~.from the data report­

ed, it ~not be determined if these gain.'! are statistioilly 
sJgnlfic-.ant. These NCR gains exceL"<led those of the 
school and the state; 

Dissemination issues. Since its inCt.-ption in 
Vancover, .wa.",hington, in 1972, HO~i'S haN involved 
over 150,000 stUdents and 100,000 volunteer tutors in 
more than 400 schools throughout lhe u.s. n'ere Is a sys­
tematic training sequence as well as a slRnificalU amount 
of materials. 1M <.'05t of HOSTS's materi.al... and the com­
puterized diagnO$tlc program is approximately US$5,OOO 
per school plus .the salary of the teacher/c()ordinator. 

IIeadiDs Rec:oveIT/~rpe 
In a pnot project in thn..ae Reading Recuvery 

schools in Ohio, Ameri.Corps voluntem; havc been 
trained to tutor children who are having problclllIi learn­
ing to read Reading Recovery Is :a well-researched, one­
to-oae rutorlD8 program focusing on e41dy intervention 
for rust gradem who are at risk for fC'olding failure 
(Pinnell et aI.• 1988). Th~ goal is to It'J.in Ameri.Corps vOl­
unteers so that additional resources can be providc..ad tn 
high-poverty Title I schools. 

The AmeriCorp!; volunteers make a full· ur part­
time commiunent to the school in exchange for a smaU 
stipend. The volunteers tutor children two to thro: limes 
a week for 30 minutes. The AmeriCorps volunteers do 
not tutor the children who have bc:en identified as hc..'inR 
In need of Reading Recovery, who are children reading 
In the lowest ZO% of their c1a~. Jru;tead, AmeriCorp.,; vol­
unteers tutor children who ate readifi8 better than the 
children who have met the criteria 10 he included in 
Reading Recovery but who are still reading below the 

. average expected for fust grade. In addition to providing 
one-to-one tutoring, the volunteers a.~i.~ teachers in the 
Early Iamlng Uteracy Initiative (EW), the whole-clasS 
reading instruc:tl.Or& component often Implemented with 
Reading Recovery (Pinnell et al., 1988). 

AmeriCorps volunteer'training is euensive. The 
volunteers receive approxirqately ISO hour:; of training. 
For 2 weeks In the beginning of their assignment, the 
volunteers participate in c1as.mx,m training duJinR which 
they leam about reading instruction and theory. tedt­
niques u.'ied to help children who are having readi~ 

. problem'i, and general strateg~ u~ by Re;Jdinf1; 
Recovery tutors. In addition, the volunteers ubserve ex­
perienced Reading Recovery tutotll. C'.ill.ed te-,lI;;her lead­
ers, working with students. Th~ AmeriCotp5 volunteml 
sPend an additional week tuto~ student", while they 
are observed and provided feedback by a Reading 
Re<:overy.teacher leader: During the year, the 
AmeriCOtps volunteers meet with teacher leaden; unc:e a 
week for 2 hours to discuss :;tudents and effective lo1rate­
gI.es to help children read. 

http:C'.ill.ed
http:instruc:tl.Or
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Voluaueu tutoring prosrams In rcacIln&... 

For Ii volunrecr tutoring program, the training that 
. the AmeriCOrps volunteers receive is vel}' 8Oph.isticated. 

However. It l'i only a fraction of the training that a terti· 
fled teacher wanting to hecome a Reading Recovery tu­
tor would receive. The volunteers are given the tnateri4tl.. 
that the Reading Recovery tutors use, which include 
USS700 worth of das.'II'OOm books. eru;els. and magnetic 
lettt:n;. which are shared between two volunteers. 

Reseurch ftndi1f8s. A pre- and postevaluatton has 
been conducted by the Reading Recovery researchers. 
Pre- and postevaluation data without a comparison 
group do not allow definite conclusions to be drawn 
about the cl'fer..'tiveness of the intervention. However, 
these data do ~U liomedling ;tbuut measures on which . 
RBin.'i have been made. Students were pre- and posttest­
cd on Reading Recovery measures that included word 
knowledge. letter i.dent:ifIottio, concepts of print, and 
text comprehension. On WOtd knowledge, letter identifi­
cation, and (.'Of\cepts of print, the students who were tu­
tored by the AmertCOrps volunteers inCrea5ed by tWo 
sranine scures (DeFord, Pinnell, & Lyons, 1997). 
However, on text comprehension, which is a measure of 
oral reading and comprehension, no statistically signifi­
cant Rain.'; were found. DeFord et: aI. (1997) hypothe­
sized that these ~ults w~ that volunteer tutors can 
have an impact on basic processing skills ruch as letter 
identification and word know/edge. However, on more 
complex proces..;es required in text comprehension vol­
unteer tutors rru!y not have enough training to have an 
lmpaa. Teaching text comprehension ~uires an ad­
V'dnced understanding of reading and infennation pro­
c:efi.'Iing, so volunteer tutors are les.'i likely 10 influence 
that outcome. 

111cre are other possible explanatlonc; for these re­
IIl.1u. One pos.·dbility is that children's performance on 
the letter Identification and concepts of print reached 
(.'eiUng levels, which L, possible with these tnea5Ures hut 
rc:ss likely to occur on comprehension measures. The 
only way to truly undcnnand the effects of thl'i program 
is to condua an evaluation with a comparison group. 

111$$vminalion issues. In Reading Recovery schools, 
volunteer tutors could provide additiofY.u services to chil­
dren who need help in reading. However, because the 
training Is extc.'I1.'iive and specific to Reading Recovery, it 
would he dtfficult to disseminate tIM modeI in a non­

. Reading Recovery "hool. Reatuse there are more than 
6,000 Reading Reco\Il.'1)' :;chools in the U.S., this is not a 
major limitation. 

InteraeneratJoaal TutorIng Progrgl 
1'hls program is 11 joint venture amons Jerome 
~ of Harr"rd University. the Amerlam Academy of 
Arts and !ki<..'na:s, Duston Paltners in Education. and the 

Boston Public Schools in MU.'IachUlletts (Kagan & Vogel. 
19(7). The goal of the program L, to improve the reading 
skills of flrst-grade srudents. 

Six schools in the Bo.'itOn area are involved In this 
project. One-to-one tutoring i$ provided three times 3 

week for 45 minutes to a total of 70 first graden. Thi.e; 
has been a pilot program for the p;1..~ ,; yean; and is cur­

, rently being evaluated. The intention is to expand na­
tionally as the program Is reRned and prepared for 
dissemination. 

Volunteers are senior citizens recruited from vari­
ous community groups. Some are part of a ~1er gnmd­
parent project in which seniors commit to '9IorkinK II 
designated number of hours in a school in exchange for 
a small stipend, some are former teachers who had 
worked with the Boston Partners in Education, and some 
are senior cItiZens in the community wanting to con-. 
tribute to their local schools. 

There Is a volunteer coordinator who is a certified 
teacher. The responsibIlities of this COOJdinator incluck 
scheduling and trainfng the .volunteers In each school. 
Initially. me volunteers receive three bloc:ks of 3-hour 
training session'l. During this tra.inIllg,the tutors are in­
structed in the basic fennat of the tutoring sessions and 
Jntrodudory ~ in teaching reading. such a.. am­
cepts ahout print and phonics. 

.After the initial training, tutors meet twice a month 
for follow-up training. One training session II month I... 
done with the small group of tutors at individual . 
schools. nu... allows the issues that pertain to a specific 
school to be addressed and also allows the tutors oppor­
tunities to share their experiences. The other monthly 
meeting is conducted with .u the tutors across the six 
schools and is similar to An in.'ieIVice meeting. Du~ . 
this meeting. guest speakers dir.cus.o; lOplai on reading. 
or the tutors are trained in spedfic techniques that can 
be used during tutoring sessions. In ~tion to undel'RQ­
ing training, tutors are asked to keep daily logs on each 
of the children whom mey are tutoring. Many of the 
techniques used in this program are modeled after b1ratc­

gies used in the Reading Recovery program (Pinnell et 
at, 1988). 

Because this program is in the process of bt:ing de­
veloped, materials and a tutoring manual are not yet 
complete. 11le tutor coordinator has been documt.'llting 
the training component. 

Researr;bfindinss. This program is in the pnx:eS5 
of heing evaluated, and posttest data were collected in 
the spring d 1997. However. at this writing the liMI re­
port on this prOject has nor. been completed. B«aU\~ 
this program is being evaluated using a treatment and 
comparison grouP. and chUdren were randomly 3S.'iiRJ'l(,.-d 
to either group. the n:sults from thiR study will contribute 
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signillcandy to our undO'!\tanding of the effectiveneM of 
a volunteer tutoring program with weU-tta.Ined tutors. In 
the fall of 1996, prete8t data were collected on 140 first 
wadel"ll who were identified by their teachers as having 
difficulty learning to read. All !iNdents were pretested on 
components of the Reading Recovery assessment,in­
cluding assessments of concepts of print as well as oral 
reading skills and (.:omprehension. Students were ran­
domly assigned to either the tutoring group or the no­
semces group. 

Dissemination isSUfIS. Since this program is in the 
early phases of development and evaluation, it b not: 
poli."iihle· to comment on dio;,.';emination L~"iues. 

IlcadIDg ToFther/VIS1'A 
Reading TogcdIer 18 a community-§Upported, inter­

RCflcrational tutoring program developed by Susan 
Neuman of Temple University in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania (Neuman, 1995). Reading Together en­
KclBes Volunteers in Service To America (VISTA) to work 
with parents in the commurUty to participate in teaching 
their chlldren to n:-...d. tlke AmeriCorps volunteers, 
VISTA volunteers are paid a small stipend for their sera 
vioos. The focus of the VISTA volunteers l.. to mobilite 
the community to help serve Itself. Parents were rttruit­
ed to work with economically disadvantaged kindergart­
ners and pre..first graders to provide additionaJ 
opporrunities to read and write in a playful context. 

On the basis of previous work by Neuman and 
GaJlaRher (1994), the VISTA volunteers developed litera­
cy prop boxes to be used as the bases for activities that 
the parents wuutd share with the clilldren. Each prop 
box was thematiC2lly based and contained four main 
romponcnt."i: (a) a lingle or a finger·play sons related to 
the rheme of the box, (b) stctyhooks that were related to 
the theme, (c) play objects that could be I.ISed in tlding 
out an activity related to the theme, and (d) a bbnkwrit­
Ing book that the children could use for composing. Por 
example. a prop box on a post office theme w01,dd in­
dude tiOnAS or fmger plays about the post office or mail 
delivery; storybooks such as Thelolly Postman (Ahlberg 
&: Ahlberg. 1986); objects such as :;tamps, envelopes. 
and fI. mail bag, which are u.'led in creative plaYi and 

, hlank papef 50 the children could have the opportunity 
to write about this topic. 

The VISTA volunteel8. along with the university 
I"I!':ldinR ~rcher. trained the. parents to lI/ie the prop 
hoxc.<;, The re;earchel' met with the VISTA volunteers once 
a ~k to di'iCU....-; is.'Iue5 ransin8 from eflle1'8eRlliteracy to 
reaultment strate~. The VISTA volunteem then trained 
the parent volunteets in the use of the prop boxes. 

Parents met for 1 hour twice a week to work with 
the chlldren. iutoring was done during the :schoo! day 

and was scheduled around Other activities such as re'.td­
ing and math. Tutoring was typically do~ one-to-onc::, 
but at times there could be two children With one tutOr. 

Rl!searcb findinss. There is no NYstematic, fannal 
evaluation of Cbis prograffi. The developer did Jnformally 
assess the degtee to which the program mer the needS 
of the teachers and the children (Neuman, )995). The re­
sponses from the school:; were pn'litivc. Also, the volun­
teer effort recruited 89 adults who volunteered regularly 
at least 2 hours a week to read to the children. However. 
there are no qualit:ltive or quantitative data to determine 
if the program ina'eased the lanKUage and literacy skills 
of the children. 

Dissemination Issues. In 1995. thi."i program W4S 

based in five elementary schools in high-poverty are'''''' of 
Phibdelphla. Tutors were trained by the VISTA volun· 
ttttS, who were themselves trained by a unlvetsity read­
ing ~r. There i'l nO sy!ttematic tt.lining 
developed, and no manuals exi"it outlining the proce­
dures to use che prop boxes. 

Early IdcnUflcadon PrOgram 
The Early Identification Program (Early 10) is a 

kinderganen jnterventlon pmgr-.I.m fncusin(:( on preliu."ra­
cy skills develoPed by Robert Stark and his colleagues in 
the Reading, Ohio, School District (Stark, 1996). The goal 
is to expose chlldren to a Wide variety of a(.1ivities and 
skills that will help prepare them to leam to fe-old when 
they re4l<:h the first grade. 

The Early ID program uses parent.... high school 
students, and other community volunteers (0 implement 
the program. The volunteers are not paid. Two half-tlme 
assistants are paid to schedule the volunteers and coor­
dinate the servi<:e$. 

All ldndergat1ners are screened on the VISual Motor 
Inventory (VMl), which is a perceptual. fOOtor as,'ieSS.... 
ment, and the Boehm, which is a coRnitive assessment 

of readiness skUls. Children who r;core at or below the 


. 35th NCE on either of these tests are scit.'Cteti to partici­

pate in the program.. The kinderganners are puUc:d out 

of their regular cla..'iSe."i and tutored roor times a week fot 
10 minutes e'dch lime. 

Training of volunteers fol' the Early ID program is 
not extensive. There is an initial tr.olining during which 
the program Is explained to the volunteers. The progr.un 
is designed 80 that the volunteers work on a specific 
skill in the area or perceptual motor, fine motor, and 
cognitive concept. .. with the child. The a(.11vities arc out­
lined in a handbook. The volunteers a(.'qllalnt thcm~ 
selves with the activkies and then with the chnd. No 
additional training is pruvided. 

Rereadfimtinss. Data have been cullated on 
each cohort of ldnderganners ror the pa.'l( 10 yeotf5. Data 

http:progr.un
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reported here are from the 1995-1996 school year (Stark, 

1996), Children selected to be in the program were com­

pared with children who did not participate. Selection 

for program participation.W3.'i ba5ed on poor perfor­

mance on the VMI and Boehm. Therefore, the oompari- . 

lIOn group's pretest scores were hlgher than the 

treatment ~p'li scores, maklng tllis group not the best 

one to be u.~ as a comparison group. 


Data are reponed in gain scores. Por the chUdren 
who were in the Early 10 Program, scores Increased 29.S 
points on a vi!l'Ual motor skills assessment, 19.2 points on 
a fine motor skills assessment, :1nd 19.3 points on the 
Boehm. Children who were in kinderganen but not In 
the Early JdentJflc3t1on Program had gains of 5.4 points 
iI'I visual perception, ., points in fine motor r;kiJ1s, and 
M points in hasJc language skiJ1s. Howt!Ver, the children 
in the Early JO program ~till did not perform at the same 
Ie\tcl as the romparL'iOlt group. Absolute SCOla are not 
It:pOrted, and it. Is uncertain whether gainS are due to the 
Early [0 progr.un or to the e.ffects of the Idndergarten 
experience. which also emphasizc:8 fine motor s.Idll.s, vi­
tid perception, and conceptual development. Test 
scores for YOl1f18 children are higWy unstable, ,;0 there is 
a high probability that regression to the mean for the 
very low-scoring Early ID children accounts for all or 
some of the observed gains. 

l1issemlnation issues. There'is a manual that out­
lines the activiti~ that the children work on. Volunteers 
are expected 10 follow the sequence of activities. Two 
part-time assistants are paid to schedule the voluptee.r6 
and coordinate the serviccft. The total program cost Is 
about USSl.500 per $tudent. The program is currendy 
helng implemented In the Reading, OhiO, School Distrlct 
only and has not 'I>ecn disseminated. . 

Books 8Ad Beyond 
Dt:veloped in 1979 under the ausp~ of the 

Solana Reach School Di.'ilrid in Califomla, Books and 
Beyond 1$ a program d.e.'iigned to encourage children to 
read more and watch TV less, and to involve parents in 
children's re-.tding for pleasure at home (U.S. Department 
of Education, 1989). Although 800ks and lkyond staned 
3.Ii a parent<hi1d reading proWam, the program has tak­
en different forms as schools a.~pt it to fit their individ­
ual needs. 

The goal of Book..') and Heyond is to create a posi­
tive rcadinR envirorunent Ind thus does not focus on 
individual chUdren'lj reading problems. The program is 
implemented :'idloolwide in elementary and middle 
achools. 

Parents and other cominunity members such as pe­
Uce Clfficers, flreftghters. and business persons are re­
autted to partidpate In reading'activities such a., 

Read-a-Thons or hourlong, on<'''e-a-wc.-ek Read~ln.<;. 
Volunteers also run afterschool programs In which they 
read ~o and with the students. Parent..; p-.utidpate in spe­
d,lworkshops that introduce them to high-qualJty chll-, 
dren's literature and to the school lihrary. 

Given the intention of the progr-.un. volunteers re­
ceive minimal tr'dlnitlg. A school staff member is assi~'TIed 
to be in charge of Books :1nd Beyond and coordinates 
the volunteers and the work.'1hops for parents. 

Research flndtngs. The evaluation (,"Onsisted of a 
pre- and po$btllrvey that was administered to students 
and parents. In addition, students Were reque.'Ited to 
keep a 'IV viewing log for 1 week documenting the 
number of viewing houm. Participants in the Book.<i and 
Beyond program were compared with chi1dren who did 
not participate in the progr.Un. After implementation of 
this program, chIJdren. in the program watched less 1V 
and were re.adlng more than the control group. No mea­
sures of reading ability were administered. 

The goal of this progrcUn Is to increa!'iC recreaticmal 
reading, not to provide one-to-one in.'ltruction for chil· 
deen who .re having diftlcu1ty reading. 'I'he program has 
been succe55fu1 inlncre-.tlIing reading behavior among 
participants :tnd their families. However, children partici­
pating in this program most likely already knew how to 
read. Therefore, Books and Beyond may not be b"UCCesS­

ful in reaching the chi1dren who are not reading. 
Dissemination issues. Boob and Beyond i .. beinR 

disseminated nationally. There is a manll;ll that C',1n he 
purchased for U5$45.00. A trainer hom Books Hnd 
Beyond will corne to a .school Of other rommuntty sites ' 
to provide training, but even this is optional. 

AddItItmalprOgtYlms mentioned by ARC 
Among the programs d.esctIhed, the Early 

Identification Program, Intergenerational Tutoring 
Prognun, Reading' One-One, and Books and Beyond 
were mentioned In materials dL'itributed by Ameril:a 
Reads. The following programs are also on the ARC list 
but have either no or llmited quantitative or qualitative 
eva.l.uation. 

Kead~d~ow 


Read~rite-Now Is an initiative launched by the 

U.s. Secretary of EduC'-tion, Richard ruley, and deve1~ . 
Oped by a team of reading reseatdt experts directed by 

. Richard Venezky at the University of Oela~ <U.S. 
Oepa.rtment of Education. 1996). The RC131 of this pro­
gr.w is to foster good literacy habits in chUdren from a 
young age and to mobilize volunteenJ and parents to im­
prove ch.i.I.dren'a reading and writing skUls. 

http:U5$45.00
http:progr.Un
http:progr-.un
http:voluptee.r6
http:progr.un
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The foc"Us of Rc!ad"Write·Now is on children from 
hirth throu¢1 ~lxth ~mde. One comp()nent of the pro­
gram 1.'1 partner tlltorinA, a on~-to-onc tutoring program 
for school-llgLod children in Grades 1 throuRh 6. HiHh 
scho()I, collegc, or adult volunteers are trained in a 
process for tutoring that is outlined in the 
Read·Wrjt~·~ow rmte:rialli. 'rhe proc~Sli focu6l'S on Sl.!V­

er.d strdtegies such as paired reading, echo l'C"J.ding, and 
a halanc-e ~twccn' phonic and whole-word strJ.tegiL'S. In 
partner tutoring, tutor:; and studento; (.1)mmit to an initial 
24 tutorinR ~...c;lons over a 12-week period for at least 30 
minute:; per week. In addition to the partner tutoring, 
there: are sUIQCested activities to crette a hClme environ­
ment that is print rich :lnu activitk'S to facilitate ,:rcative 
writing in young children, and 6tr'dt~ies for finding 
hook.'i that children will W".mt to reac1. A book list devel­
oped by Rc:-..dinR iii Fundamt.-ntal (RIP) is Includt.."<l. 

A nutlunal summer ,reading prowam a1so h;u; tx:cn 
esmhlt'ihL-d hy the Rcacl'WtUc-~ow initiative. 
Community vulllnt~rs, Including former teachcnt, lJenior 
citi7.ens, and high school student'i, along with the k>C'oll 
lihr-dries, spono;nr a reading incentive proWilm dUll chal­
lenRcs children to read 30 minutes per day and to he in­
volVl.'C1 in a writing ;l(.1ivity. Upon lllL·l.'tin~ the reading 
challenRc, children an.' ~drdt.-d with an incentive such 
as a cc:rtlficatc from Pi~ Hut or from other national 
husiness sponllOrs. 

R('seiJlT:bfindings. There has heen no eV"olluatiun 
conducted on this progn\m. . 

Dfss(''fnination issues. Three kitl! of 
Read-Writc-NnYJ' material'! C3n be ohtained through the 
Department of F.ducation. The kit!; contain outline~ of 
activities that can he done With. children. In addition, 
there are III.lggestion.'i for incentives. TraininE( for th~vol­
unteer tutOr'll Is a minimum of a half day. but most 
5c:hooll1 and <.'ommunity 0fR3ni7.ation'i offer more tt'.lininR 
and tlilor the training to meet the net.'Cb of the volun­
lL"t.'r.;. The prnE(mm to; designed to he fleldble sn that it 
C3n he \Lo;ed with other school tutoring pJORram.'i. 

SUCF./AmuiCorps 
SUCR il; an AmeriCorps proje<.t develuped in con­

junction with the Simpson Cuunty SchooL'i, a rural school 

dL~rict in KcntUl'ky. One of the fod nf the pro8ram bi to 


. provid~ one-tn-(me tutoring services to children who are 

at ri..k fot readi~ failure (HoU!iton, 1997). 

In the initial 2 yC'J.rs of thi.'I project. Am~riCorps 
memhers tutored children in th~ schools four times a 
week for ~ minuteR. The focus has hcen on kindcrRart­
nerR and first anu second gradL'I'S, AmcriCorp.'! volunteers 
rec.:e:lved ongo~ tr.ai~ in sek·(;tiflR appropriate: liter-d­
tun:, re'J.dinE( comprehension strategies, and technlqucli 
used in te~llili"R phonics, A signifkant amount of the 

i\mcriCurps vulunwcrs' time has heen spent un nnE(oing 
trdininE(. Mike Houston, the: uire<.tor of SUCH. h<ls notl'd 
the: importanc:c uf hip;h-<tllaliry tr.tinin~ for the vuluntl,('rs 

rand has coordinated university J't.w.ac.li"R rcse:lrche:r.; and 
fschunl per~()nneltu he a part of the vnluntt"t'I'S' tmininp;. 

As thL'i proW.am procL't."(ls into ils thircl yt',lr, the .. 
goal is to liS{.' the ArueriCorps voluntC!ers to mohili)(e uth­ t: 

er community volunteerS to provide selvifcs tn the: ,NI­ t 

dren. AmeriCorps vnJunlL"L'I'Ii· will he! readinSt l'():ll'hes l 

t.who will ellscnti.111y work as tutur l'unrdinaturs. The 
l­reading (,(laches wlll rt!Cnlit new community vnluntL'I.'r,; 
i'and provide techniC:11 llssilltanl'C tn the furors. 

Re.seatr:b findings. Aprt'- ancl p<leite:\N.lluatiun was , t· 

conducted em the SL!(,"E pn>Mram. Stlldents wen' admin~ 
istered an infurmal re'ddi~ Inv~ntUly tu dt."t(''Illllne till' c 

dTc:cts of the prugram. Hou.'ltun, the: pmJ,tnllll uirec.tur, 1 

orolUy rcp<)~ that KtUdents made ~in.'I in their Il:'J{UnE( r 
!iki11s; however, there Is no fonnal d'x."Urn~nt:1tiun uf r 
th~ fmdings. In addition, thL'I'C was no mmp:1rison 
f;mup, so it W:l5 not po....'1ihle to dcte:mune if the :o.1udt'flts i: 
lmpmved Oeall.'iC ofth<.- tU(()rin~ interventi()n (lr he­ r 
C"JIJ.'iC! of ordinary dass in.'tni<.tion or uthl1' factors. a 

1~;llatton L""'ues. The ~UCE p"'Rr'Jrn is in tl\l.' I~ 

development phao;e. The: tr.lininSt mn:;ists (If an intmdut:­ II 
tion to I'C'Jui~ and trJlnln8 In huw to Lis(" tht' hu()ks ,In'" ti 
qucstinn.'i that h<lve hc:cn developed for the proW.lIll. 

tl 
Reach OUt and Read (ROAR) fl 

Reach Out and RC!'dc.l (ROAR) is nor :I une-to-une cl 
tl.ltoring prohrram. It was d(:vc:lopt..'<.1 as :l dini(·-I~IIi(,..d in­ l' 

tervcnticm pmWO'm desi~cd hy physi<'uln'i at l\(i.'ltcm iI 
City Hospital to expose :lnd L-nt'OUr:l~C C!'Jrlylxx)k WK.' 

amCJng parenL.. uf children at ri..:k (Nt:l'dlenuln, Frll'{I, ' 
Murley, Taylor, & 7.lIck(.'m1l11\, 19')1). I.­

The p">W'.lm Indude:; three {'(HlIp<)fll'nbi: (;I) \'nl­ a 
untL'Cni who fe:ld aloud to ('hildn:n In till' waitinH room, 'it 

(h) L'fJun'!eling hy 11 rrediatrictan :lhuut litl.'1"'Jcy tk:vl'lUIl­

men! and the importance it plays in l'hildren's livt:s, and ( 

(d di:;tributing a hook to L'3.ch child who sees till! phYlli­

ciano The pro,,-am wall dCliigned So thell thl" chlldrt!n 

would initially sp~nd time with the re:ldl'r in the: w;lit~ a, 

room. When tht.' children muvt!t\ to tht' ex:unill'ltinn 
 t( 
cuom, the physki:1n wlluld talk to thl! child and thC! p:lr­ (
rot ahout the irnportnnt'e of I'C'Jding and h.winA htx)ks 
in the home. A... an enL'ullt"JRcment to r('ild, c.ldl c:hild 
was giv~n a bonk to take home. 

A pmW-dm coordinator ur~JnizL'S and adminL'itcrs 
the progrJm. Th<.- progrolm c()()rdimllnr is typic.'i.Uy a 
physician, chUd life worker. nurse. ur vnlunlt'('r. Tr.alninf( 

hfor the p!'(,.,rr.dm ('(x)roinatnr mnsL..ts ()f :1 1I('1i~s (If it.'(... 
cl

turcll and wnrk.'lhu[lS, nlC: lettllI'C!i prc:-;c:nt ill:llll"S rc~nl­


Inp; lilL'r'dCY develop~l. The wurkshups f(K"Us un \\N.I)'I' M 


tlto enl'Ourag<= parenL.. to L'nJr,lRe their c:hildn.'ll with litlT,I­

http:p!'(,.,rr.dm
http:typic.'i.Uy
http:p">W'.lm
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l)' ac."tlvitleli ,IS well as hdpin.!t parent'i understand age­
;tppmpriatt.< c.·xptCtl.ltion'i t()f re-...ding. 

Volunt!!etl'l who read to the c.:hilclren in thc wiliting 
room Wen! lr.lin<."(1 in a l-hour Iie!i.'iion that Fuc..'usoo on 
flcxlhllily In rf!'.Idin~ tn dliklren of ditlcrent ages and 
with differenl interests. For t..-x.1mple. VUlllnlCers are 
tolu~ht to not alw&lys :>tic:k to the text if Ihey think that 
the.- c:hildn:n will not un~l'I'Itand it, Ot to stop and ask 
'Iu<.'!ition:> alx)ut. the story IU; they an: re'.IdinR. There is a 
tr.lini~ manual thur ducuntent. .. how to Implement 
ROAR. In ~Iddiliun to trclini~ l'O.'Its, hooks are needed to 
he n.'3d in the waitin~ n)()nl as we:1I as tu he dilltrihutt,'({ 
tn the ('hUdrcn to take home Frum their vi.,..ir. 

Nest",rcbflndlll!:.t A pre- and p<lStcV".Ituation w:L'i 
conducted un d\c ROAR proW'..Im (:-leedleman <.'1: aI., 
19')1). C'.umpari.o;c)(lS were made hel.WeO\ f.lmilies who 
~~lIed hel~ Invl)lved in thl" ,;tudy and tbo.'iC who did 
n(lt n.'tW.lll the c.'Omrx)nt.'nts uf the Intervcntkm. 

Etlch family was adminl-.tcl"t'd u structun..'Cl interview 
in whic:h they ck'"tailed th~ kind~ of a<.tivities they partici­
patl'({ in with their child. The main tlndin~ from the pre­
and pn.<tevnlllaUon data los that p;ln."tltII whu were ~ven 
honk:; during their Visit to the c.:Iinic.· and n.."t.'alled ~ettin8 
the hex,k reportl'({ an in('l'~a'lc! in hook Ie".1dil18 when 
they Wl.'ru inlcrviewoo durin!t their next v~'1it. 

One ~)US prnhl~m with this cYuluation L>; that 
the cumparisnn F;mup did ~et th~ tr~.Iunt."fI[ hut did not 
~~lt Merting it. Of Ihe 77 fllmilics involved, 321~milies 
did not ret'UlI .!tettin!t U IllK,k or ht".Iring what the physi­
aJn ~lld llboul tht! importtlnre of re'dding. Perhaps the 
intCfYl'nliun n""","(l.. tu he mure Si.llient to have a more 
5UhKt.mtial e:O"c.'<.1, 

f)/.~mllll'tI(JJI 1s.~lIf!$. Currently, the: ROAR ptOJlram 
J.t( hdn,tl du..~'1\tlnlltOO thnrutothuut the U.S. Initial tr...lnintot 
and :;tart up Ctl.'Itll are mlnlRlOlI Hnd ttrC cum:ntly bc~ 
liubiidil(..'(.\ hy tllllte gt'Jnts fmm priv-olte fuundutions. 

Qibrln.l-G.reen 'l'utori.n81'togranl 
Thl' C:lhrinl-Gn..'(.'fl tutorinlt PtOWmn is a Wol8Sroots 

prns,'r.lnl tholt W<L'I d~e1opc..'({ anc.!lmplementc.'<.I 31 yt%i1'S 

"'Ito nc;,lf the Qlhrini-Grl..'(.'f\ hUlIsirt8 prujett'l in Chk.'Ugu 
to ~'l'Vt' the children nf this hi~h-povcrty l..'OlnmUnity 
(Chri.o;[ie. 1'}')7), ThL'i (me-to-one tutoring prQW'.IDl ~rve.'i 
·180 dUJdrc:n a w('l'k and has ·180 .vulunteer tutors. II. op­
er.ttc.'8 3 n~hl'l a week (rum -;:30-7:00 p.m. K.ind1.."1'­

g:lrtne:n; thmugh sixth Wolden; lIre tuton.:d cm(.v;: a wc.'Ck 
fClr 1.t; hours. 

'11C guut or the eahrinl-Grt'Cn tutoring tmJflrJ.m l-; to 
build lit<.'1".I<.'Y :;kills. nl(~ tutors work primarily with the 
chUdn.'f\ on hntnl'Work that the dilldn.."Il hong from 
I'ol:huul. Hnwc.'Y\.'r. if 11 c:hild duCt; not have homework. dle 
M(.lnI rt.>'dd with or tu elK! children and have li \':&ri<.1.y of 

art Of writifiR projects that they wotk on. 1tlC tutorintt 
cent<..'r is equippc..'tI with'a lihr~ry and 11l:1teri:li fe)f prn~1s. 

All tuturs are unpaid volunteers. Mu.'it Ufe prof<.."!i­
lIionals who work in downtown Chlc.otJi{o. Pan.."tlts and 
od\(..'I' <.:ommunity people an.- alsu vOIUnlc.'Crs. All tutors 
~o throu~h Ii tr.linlnR anc.! urientation session. take: :I. tour 
of the facility, and speak with the program <''I.K,rdifl4ltnJ'/'i 
and experienced tuturs before th<.'Y he((in working with 
the children. Volunteers alw attend three additional 
workshop... throughout the year. The Cahrini-Gn..ocn tu­
loring progr.un ha.~ furRed a rel:.ttiun.'ihip with Rc;,ldin~ Is 
Fundamental and has wotkcc.! to (~)fain fn..'C Ix)()k.'I fur 
the children. 

Researchjlnditws. lui i.'! the C8....e with many mrn· 
mllnlty vnlunteer J>f'OW8m.'I (Michael, 1990), theN is no 
cvaiuati'm of the·program. 

Dissemination Issue.f. The progrnm has Uttl~ infor­
mation dOCll~ntW. Dl8semination in its cunu\( f()fnl is 
not f~asihle, 

HUUard Elementary Sdtool TI1~Program 
Hilliard Elementary Schonl i... locatc.-d in tI hilth­

povc.'rty, predOmh'lalt!ly African AmenC'Jn nei¢lhorhuud 
in lIouston. l'exas (R. Allen, personal·communll..':lUon. 
Fehruary 22, 1997). for the pa....1 3' Yl..'ars, Hitli:ud hm' 
ht!en operating a tutorlnfl progr-.lm to work with tlrst 
thruugh ftfihRr.ldt:11i who are at risk for school failure. 
The tutoring prowam focuses on various suhjed areas, 
indlldin~ reading. 

Teachers train parent volunteers to he a part of the . 
tutoring progr-.m. The focus of.the tutoring 1.'1 nn thl;l 
Tcxa.t; A!IIIeSSlllcnt of Academ.ic skill'i CTMS) and 
R'I..'leRtiai l!Iemt:nts of the T~ state curriculum, Parent>; 
team with tClichl..'ffl in the clas.'\room and aJ.'iO in the Olf· 
terschool a.nd Saturday program. <A!rtifk'Cl le'l(hell' guide 
the U"tllnirt8 of the parenl~.·A... part of th~ Hilliard tutor­
ing program.. the chilc.!~n and parents participate in liPC­
cial prni~ such 8.'1 writing storyhook.'i and doi~ a 
.sdmolwi.dc slienl'e proJect. There are no tr.lining nlOlnu­
abi. and most of the information is pas..'ic!'d onilly fmm the 
teachets to the vulunteCfll. 

R(!$f!f4rcb/indi,zgs. There has Ilt.'en no ~yalua(j()n of 
the Pl'08ram. 

Disseminalu}fJ issues. TIlc.ore has I~n nn f"nnal 
tnlin1ng of the tutors: therefore, di'i.~mjnatiC)n uf thili 

. prowam l'l not practical. 

. Growtoa Together 
GnJWin8 Togcthc.'r L'I a rommunity·h;.Lo;ed tutorin~ 

pruw~m in WashiJ1Won. D.C. It serves 100 studentH from 
12 area school!! (T. Knud:;OIl. personal mmmunicatiun. 
f(lhruaty 13, 1997>. Each 6tudent i.e; tuton.'tI for ). houl'li 

http:Academ.ic
http:progr-.lm
http:progr.un
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orur :I week. The fOcus or the program. is on reading; 
writUlg, and math skills. 

Community volunteers work one-to-one with stu­
dents under the expert guidance of a teacher/tutor. The 
tutor tl'llinin8 consists mostly of online feedback from an 
experienced tutor who observes the tutoring sessions 
and provides input. In Growing Together, the tutors use 
a variety of materials from different reading progfams, 
including sttuctured phonics prognuns. Most of the guid­
ance to the tutor comes from the projea director and 
teacher/tutors. 

Rl!uar'Cb findings. There has been no evaluation of 
the prosram. 

Dtmnntnatton 1ssu4!S. This is a gr.assroots tutoring 
program serving a 5mall number of children. However, 
there Is no fonnal tutor tralntng program, and no evalua­
lion of this program has been undertaken. Dissemination 
would not be practical " this time. 

Sum"un" audiscussion 
What do we know about volunteer tutoring pro­

Rl1lnw in reading? One important flndlng is that there is a 
Nrpri.'IfnI,t lack of evidence llbout achievement df~cts of 
one-to-one tutoring by volunteers. 'I11ere Is a general be­
llef that one-to~ne tutoring is an effective fann of in­
struction (Bloom, 1981; Wasik &: Slavin, 1993), yet little 
research has documented the effectiveness of one-to­
one-instruction uMng adult volunteers. Two of the 11 
programs reviewed, the HowaJd Street Tutoring progtanl 
and the School Volunteer Development Project, ptOYid­
ed evaluati0TL5 u5ing rigorous experimental design. One 
other program, IntergeneratJonal Tutoring Program. also 
c:onducted a randomiZed desJgn, but the data are not yet 
avanahle. The data from Howard Street and SChool 
Volunteer Development project do support the effective· 
ness of one-to-one tutoring using volunteers. 

The review also indicates the diff.tCUky faced by re· 
!iearchers in conducting experimental research in schools 
and community settings. "l11ree of the programs, Book 
Buddies, Juel's program, and Reading Recovery/ 
AmeriCorps, reported that they inil:ially ~nded to con­
duct ev:LIualions using a treatment and no-treatment 
comparison group. Recause of logistics with work1ng 
with schools or conflicts with denylng services to chU­
dren who were in need, these programs were evluated 
wing pre- and po.<rttest comparl:~ons of just the experl­
me.ru:al group or a nonequivalent comparison group. The 
problem with using pee- and posttest me'.l.~ures is that aU 
children P/OW and develop over time. Without a c0m­

pariSOn group. it 1'1 dlfticult to decermine if the year-end 
gains are due solely to the tutoring intervention. 

When the 17 programs are con.·ddered tOl{cther. 
similarities emerge that provide important insightt.;. Four 
are of particular importance. The r~t t:oncemll the pres-­
ence of a designated coordinator who knows ahout 
reading and te<lding instruc..t1on. It seem.~ es.o;ential that II 
knowledgeable person provide :l basic undeQitandifllo! of 
the reading process' to volunteers and also Rive them 
feedback on their tutoring sessions. The.'k! elements were 
emphasiZed in 141117 programs, but especially in the 
Howard Street Tutoring Prol{ram, Juerll prClKfam, Houk 
Buddies, Reading One..()ne, and IIOSTS. In manyC3~, 
the reading specialists develop a lesson plan fur each 
ch1ld, and the volunteer implement'i tht' plan under the 
supervision of the reading lipecialist. It iii worth knowing 
that such expert guidance L'i needed in order for a vol­
unteer program to work. 

The second corrunon feature is the pres<.'nc..'C of 
stnlc.tl..lte in the tutoring sessions lind the IiimilaritiC!S 
among basiC components presented in the Jessons. The 
Howard Street Tutoring Program. Book Ruddies, juel's 
program, Reading One-One. Reading 
Reoovery/AmetiCorps, and the Intergencrationa! 
Tutoring PJ'08riun all comain, at minimum, these four 
components in the tl,ltoring 6e&'iion: (a) reading of new 
material by the student, (b) readinl{ books in whkh d· 
ther the words or the entire story were familiar to tht: 
student. (c) an activity that emphaslzc..>d word an:ll~is 
and letter-sound relationships, and (d) a writing :It:tivlty 
that emphasized composing. These activities are al'iu 
shared by Reading Recovery and S\~S for All tutoring, 
which use certified teacher.; ~ tutors. 

Juel's (1996) work contrihl.itt:3 funher tu our under­
standIna about the components that need to be a (>llrt of 
an cft'ective tutoring sessiOn. she found that thc more 
b'U~ tutoring dyadtl devoted·more time to I'C'ddlng 
books with fttmiliar voai.bulary word.~ Ilnd working on di­
rect letter·!i()und instruction. Thi.e; supports the Ulle of the 
readtng of stories and word analysl'i 4lc.'tivities found in 
other program:;. It also suppons the usc: of activitit!S that 
actively Involve the children in rea~ and fi8uring out 
grapheme-phoneme relationships. In addition, Jucl's re­
sea:rc:h showed that in tl1e dyads in which the tutor did 
most of the reading ;and writing activities, the student was 
less successful, stresSing the importance of the chUd as an 
active participant in 

/ 
learning to read. This would he 1m- . 

portant infonnation to communicate when traininl{ tutors. 
The third common component was the training 

provided to the tutors. There was great variability in the 
amouruand quality of (olining that was given to the vol· 
unteenJ. At one end of the continuum, there i:; the 
Reading RecoVery/AmerlCorps prOMJaffi that inV~L'! in 
over 150 hours of training for the voluruet ..r tutors. The 
tutors Ire monitored while tutoring, as well as given a 

http:stnlc.tl


5ignificant amount of information about reading. 
Moreover, thc.'Y have opportunities to observe Reading: 
Ilecovery certUicd teachers tutor chUdren and are given 
fec....dhack un these IiClisions as well as their own tutoring. 

Similarly, volunteers in Book Buddies and the 
Howard Stret.1 Tutoring Progr.tm are monitored closely 
by certified reading specialists. The reading 5peciali.~s 
pnwide feedback to the volunteers and supervise their 
implementation of the lesson plan. Reading One-One 
prcwides onsite supervision of tutors, but not to the same 
dcwee of inten.o;ity 418 provided by Reading 
RecoverylAmeriCorps, th~ Howard Street Tutoring 
PrQRram, and Book Buddi~. 

On the other end of the <.vntinuum is the training 
provid«:d in proW'..ms such as HOSTS, the Early 
Identification Prowam, and Growing Together. In the 
HOSTS progr.un, the al.1iviti.es are hiRhly snuaured for the 
w1untc:er.;.They are supervised, but nut to the arne de­
gree ll.Ii in the other programs. TraIning, Ihen, seems most 
~ed for programs In which d1.ere Is an emphasis on (a) 
having the :¢Udents actively involved in higher level read­
ing md writing ac:tivities, and (h) the use of infonned 
Judgment on the part of the tutor. l'rograms that empha­
size OOsic skills u.'ling tutor-proof materials requl~ l~ 
dine training. Unfortunately, because it is difficult to make 
aoss-prowam compari.or,()I'\ti, it is difficult to dete:r.mitle if 
more inren'!ive voluotl.>er trJ.ining or more hlghly str\IC­
tured materials yield more ~itive re.'!ults (or students. 

In addition to understanding the importance of 
tmlnlng, it is aL'K) necessary to know the specific tech­
niques that the volunteers should be tained to use: Juel 
(19'}6) found that the use of scaffolding and explicit 
modeling of reading and writing were ef'feaive behav­
jors used by tutors. A scaffolding experience was one in 
which "the tutor enabled the child to complete a task 
that the child couldn't otherwise do (e.g., re;W or speD a 
word) by providing a piece of information and/or seg­
menting the task into smaller, clearer ones" Quel. 1996, 
p. 283). In readin~, the tutor may help a chUd with an 
initial sound of II word instead of just telling the child 
the word or having the child sound out the \V(Jrd with 
no additional guidance. Tutors in the more successful 
dyads used sc:affolding m()~ than those in the ~~1lC­
ressful dyad'!. 

Volunteers in the more suc(;essful dyads also ex­
plicitly modelcdreading.a.nd reading strategies more 
than in the lcss sllccessful dr..doi. Volunteers who mod­
el«:d wundillfC uut word... and fluent reading provided 
childrm with opportunities to observe good l'Clc.iin8 and 
ahic. to ob.'le'rVC strategies that good readers implement 
whl.'n they have comprehension or decoding problem.~. 
1bc:se resultlJ maggellt that yoluntttt pmgrams would 
want to ttain volunteers in scaffolding and modeling 

techniques to incre;tse the pmbabiUty that they would ne 
effeaive. 

Moms et a.I.'s (1990) work also raised the issue of 
variability among students in tutoring. In all the pro­
gl".m18, volunteers were wurking with children who wer~ 
having reading problem'i Or who showed signs of hln­
guage deficits. However, even though the children were 
the lOwest perfonning readers in their class, they were 
not a homogeneous group and not aU benefited from 
volunteer service.'!. As Morris et aJ. pointed out, there ap­
peared to be three groups of children who received tu­
toring: (a) one group that gl'Cltly benefited from the 
tutoring and was reading at grade level; (b) another 
group that improved but wa.'i mll reading I:M:low grade 

level; and, (e) a third group that appeared to make little 


, progress. Juel (1996) fwnd similar results when l'>he eJt; ­


mJined successful and un~uccessfUl dyads in tutoring. 
Future resean:h could help clarify for which studentS 11.1­
loring is most effective. . 

Another is!.l1e that Manit; et al. (1990) addressed in 
their work, was the issue of the pacing of iru.1ruction. 
Based on their case srudies, Morris et aI. aJWJed that It Is 
best to blUor the pace of instruction to the individual 
needs of the child. However, in doing this, the child may 
lose pace with inlltruaioo in the chlliSruom. They sug­
gested that even thouEdt one of the child~n they report­
ed on was not leading at grade level at the end of the 
yearlong Intervention, the child had It'UUt1ered some limit­
ed likills and had ~1ablishcd a solid foundation in read­
ing with those skills. This phUosophy is inCtltlSistem with 
the goal of havin8 the child keep pace with dilSSrOOm 
ilWtrUaion. This ls.'we needs to be examIned further to 
gain additional evidence on what is the most effective 
method in working with children who have difficulty in 
1reeplJ1,g pace with classroom instruction. 

The fourth consistent feature across program .. was 
the lack of coordination between the volunteer ~m,'i 
and classroom instructioo. It would appear that coordi­
nation between tutoring services and dassroom experi­
ences would benefit the child. One could :J.J'gUC that 
such coordination would he heneficial only If the in­
struction in the classroom was of high quality. Howevf!J', ' 
it could he confusing for children if they are learning. for 
example, a whole-word approach in the cla.'lsmom and a 
phonetic approach in tutoring (as was the case in most 
programs reviewed). At present, it is not posnlble to USc 
the research findings of the prograIllli to dctennine the 
effects of inc.."Onsistent instruction between tutoring and 
classroom insuuaion. It would he helpful to explore thi... 
issue in future research. 

One i.~'>Ue that appears to be itl(..'Onsistent acruss 
programs Is·the relationship between the number of tu­
toring sessions that a child receives and th~ effect that 

http:modelcdreading.a.nd
http:al.1iviti.es
http:progr.un
http:Progr.tm
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this has on achievement. Reading One-One and Book 
Buddies found that the number of tutoring sessions that 
a child had was related to the child's success in tutoring. 
HoWever, in Juel's (1996) work, the number of tutoring 
ses.'iions was not related to the success of the child in tu­
toring. This dI.'icrepl'lncy raises questions concerning the 
amount of tutorln~ as opposed to the quality of the tu­

. toring that matters. ' 
Finally, in. addres.'1ing the issue... concerning the 

America Reads Challenge, which was the initw impetus 
for thi.. article, portions of the money for ARC need to 
be li~ to develop and evaluate programs and to an­
swer critical questions about the components of effective 
tutoring approaches. Without sufficient evidence. money 
could be spent on programs that are not eff'eaive. 
Without adequate training. untrained volunteera could . 
be more·of a hindrance than a help to a struggling child. 
The AmerIca Reads Challenge could contribute to the 
success or thousands of chikhen who are 5tlUggUOg in 
eady reading. 1be literature reviewed in this attlcle 
shows the porenrJal of weJJ-designed volUnteer tutoring 
programs. However, there is much more we need to 
know to be sure that these'programs will result In mean­
ingful benefl.ls for children. 
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AtmlOR NOTES 
1'his ankle was wriucn under fundins /'rom the OUke llf 

£dlll:aliunal RcM'.&fC'b and Jmptu1lemcnt, u.s. DqlarUnent of 
£Walton (Gnw !';u. R-1170--t0005). However. tht: upnin(lI1.~ ex-' 
pmilICd 111'1: tlto:;e of me llUloor and do ~ necessarily .«!prellCrIt the 
poi!itlon.~ ar pClIicic& of tilt! t:.5. Departtnenr of Bdualtion. 

APPENDIX. 
Program dements 

Program name 

Age/grade 

Student eligibility 

Description of voluntt..-ers 

Other personnel reqUired 

Program description 

Training 

Materials required 

.When tutoring OCcurli 

. PtoE(t'dm effects 

Howard 5ttcet Tutort.na 
P.rogr.am 

G1'lldes 2 and 3. 

Poor pt:rfomwnce on informal 
re-..dJng and spelling measureB. 

Nonpaid adults and college r,tuderus. 

A readJng speciali5tlteachet 
to supervi."le volunteers. ' 

One hour, one-to-one tutoring twice 
a week. Semon includes'readlng f,,­
milia! materhtl, word recognition. un­
familiar text, and writing. 

On-the-job training byllupervisor. 
Lesson plans are made by the 
superviSOr. 

Basal readers, trade lxxlks, word 

cards, lesson plans. . 

Tutoring manual. 


Cost of ma[erial~ and lIalary or read· 

ing specialist/teacher . 


After school. 

Tutored and control group of 1? 
matched pairs. Tutored groop per­
formed statistically significantly bener 
than the control group on basal 
word recognition (ES '" +.61) and 
ond p;l.'IStlge reading (ES = +1.07). 

School Volunteer DneJDpment 

Project 


Grades 2 through 6. . 

Poor perfonnan(,'e on readinA 
as Identified by the teacher. 

Nonpaid community volunteers. 

Reading speciaUst or supervisor to 
supervise volunteers. 

One half hour, one-to-one tuturlng 

four to fIVe times a week. 


On-the-job tr'.I.ininA hy liupeJVi80r. 

Materials were developed to rru..~'t 
students' need'i including multimc...wll 
materials. 

Cost of materials lind th~ sabry 
of the reading specialist. 

In.sch~ pulJ-out pruW"clm. 

Students randomly assignt.'d to tu· 
tored and nontutored group.... 
Tutored group peIformed statistic:aUy 
significantly better than the compari­

. son group (FS" +.50) on the 
Metropolitan Achievement "est. 

http:P.rogr.am
http:Tutort.na
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APPENDIX(coHrdj: 
'P:rogram clements 

Pn>J.,rrtlm name 

Agt1gC'Jde 

Student eli~jhility 

Description of v()lunteers 

Other PL'Tl;unnei requlred 

Program desaiptinn 

Materl.al:l requin:d 

Cust 

When tuto~ occurs 

Program effect... 

GrAde I. 

Teacher iciL'ntifi("woltion of studentll 
with reading problems. 

, Nonpaid community volunteers. 

Volunteer recruiter and master's-level 
reading coordinators. 

One-to-one Wtori.nR twice a week for 
45 minutes. Tutoring session is high­
ly strut1Ured and volunteers are ob­
served by the reading (.'ourdinator. , 

Two hours of initi;d training hy read­
, ing reseatd1ers and Jading coordi­
nator.;. Ongoing training. . 

Storybook... and other materials' (or 
writing and working with 
words. Tutoring manual. 

USS595/chUd, including cost of coor­
dinator, vulunteer-recruiter. and 
material... 

DUring,the IiChoolday. 

Children with more Wtoting per­
fonned 5tatfstical1y siRfllficanrly better ' 
(p> .O'S) on phoncme-grapheme 
knowledge and word recognition 
measures than chUdren with fewer 

, liCS. ..ions. 

Jucl(996) 

GC'Jde 1. 

Poor performance in rc~ldin~, select­
ed hy prindp<ll Clnd teacher. 

Nonpald college students who had 
problems reading. 

Reading relie".ucher who tau$(}1( (.'01­

lege COW'l'iC' on n:'oIdmft and tuturinA­

Forty-flve-minute 5e"''iion.'i, two times 
II week. 

MateriaL~ and 4I.ctivities were devel­
oped hy t"C'elding researcher. 

The (,."O.'it of a coUc~ (.·()U~ or sume 
m(.d1<mism to tf'.lin volunteers plus 
the salary of tht: liupervh~()r. 

In«.:hc:lOl pull-out proW'elm. 

Compared studenL'! more :It ti'lk to 
those less at ril,k. Posttest:; reYClllt.'C.I 
more at-risk students perfnrm(.'() SUI­
tistically lii$(nifkuntly 
(p <.0;) better on (OWU Test (If R;i:;k 
Skills. ' 

AgC/gr.we 

Student eJigihility 

Description of volunteers 

G1"Jdcs I, 2, and 3. 

Teacher 6election "nd poor PL"tfor­
mant"e on me Iowa Test of Ba5iC 
Skills. 

Paid college student... and community 
vohmteers. 

Help One Student To SI.ICa:Cd. 
(HOS'rS) 

Gnldeli 1 to 6. 

Identified by teacher and dia~nOlitk 
aSSClI.'iment. 

Nonpaicl t:ummunity volunll..'Crs. 

( CQlltillll£l(/) 

http:AgC/gr.we
http:Wtori.nR
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APPBNDIX. (cont'd.) 
Program elemen1& 

Other personnel required 

Pro~ram description 

TralnJng 

Materials required 

Cost 

When tutoring occurs 

PrOfVilm effects 

Lead tutor'll who typically are college 

students. 


One:-to-one tutoring three to four 

times per week for 30 minutes. 

Tutoring sessions follow a specific 

format. Emphasis is on letter and 

word mastery. 


Volunteers are a..sse.ssed on knowl­

edge of the manual plus 4 to 6 

weeks of obselWtions. 


Basal readers plus Sunshine books 

from the Wright Group. 

Tutoring manual. 


Salary of tutors plus material:;. ' 


During the school day. 

Students who had more tutoring ses­
sions perl'ormed statisticalJy Signifi­
C'd.ndy better (p < .05) on the 
Wood(.(Xk compared to students . 
who had fewer tutoring sessions. 

Cenified te-d.cher tn assess and develc 

~)p diagnostic plan. 

One-to-one tutoring following skills 
that have been identified in diagnos­
tic plan. f.mpha.'iis on activitiCl'i that 
addre&s isolated skills. 

Initial training of prow.. m coordina­
tor. Coordinator trains vnh.mteers. 

Over 3.000 materials to :!upport skUL<l 
development. 

USS5,OOO per school for materLaI:r; 
plus certified teacher':! salary. 

During or after. school. 

Pre- and posttCbt data on children's 
NCE SOOres. Pre- and PO:.1test NeE 
gains ex<.wd those of others in the 
school lind state. 

Program name 

Agdgr.Jde 

Stu&.!nt eligibility 

DestTiption of volunt~r$ 

Other personnel required 

Program de!;criptlon 

Training 

Grade 1. 

Children who are low petfonners but 
have not been seleaed for Readhlfc 
Recovery. 

Paid AmeriCorps volunteers. 

- Reading RecoveJY te-.u:her le-dder. 

One-to-one tutorlng program in 
which volunteers are trained in many 
of the Reading Recovery tutoring 
techniques. 

One hundred fifty hours of training 
plu... online 8upervJ.slon of tutoring 
sesSions. 

Grade 1. 

Children identified by teacher 35 at 
risk for reading problem. ... 

Senior citizens; ~me f(»;ter 
Gnlndparent paid volunteers. 

Certified teacher to train and lJ'Uper­

vise tutors. 


<;)ne:-to-one tutoring three times a 

week for 45 minutes. Focus l" un , 

reading connected text, 

working on phonic .... and writing. 


'Initial training pIu... ongoing twice a 

month meetings lind h\.\lervices. 


(continued) 



p 
·. 

. ­

288 BEADING RESEAROI QUARTERLY July/August/september 1998 33/3 

APPENDIX (co"t'd.J 
Program clemen. 

Materlal$ required 

Co..u 

When tutoring occurs 

p~ findings 

Storybooks lind Reading Recovety 
materws. 

AmeriCorps salaries plus Reading 
Recovery t~acher's time piLL" materials. 

During school. 

In progre.').'1. Reading Recovery staff 
tc:port that children in AmeriCorps 
tutoring have made gains in NCE5. 

Storybook~ and word Stl".lt~gy 
material... 

Salary for certified teach~r pluN 
materials; 

During school. 

Data collection tonk place in sprinl: 
of 1997. Random a~..i8runent of chil­
dren to tutored and nontutored 
groups. Data not available yet. 

ProgrAm name 

Age/Grme 

Student eligibility 

Description of volunteers 

Other personnel required 

Program de.'i,-'Tiption 

Traini.ng 

Materials reql1l.red 

When tutoring occurs 

Progt'.olm effects 

Reading TosetJu:r'/YISTA 

Kinde~ and pre-rust gradefl. 

Students in high-poverty IK"hools. 

Paid VI~"A volun~. 

'Program coordwtor and a universlty 
. reading researcher. 

Parents work with children 1 hour 
twice a week promoting literacy and 

, language development· in·disadvan­
taged children. 

Traini.nginvolves instruaionin de- . 
veloping prop boxes and demon­
5trolting techniques to parents. 

Prop boxes that include books. 

Program coordinator, paid volun­

teers, plu$ materials for prop boxes; 


During 5Chool. 


No ev-.duation. 


Earlyldaltlncatlon Proatam.. 

Kindergartners. 


Performance below the 35th NCE on 

either the Boehm or VMI. 

Nonpaid parent andconimunity 

volunteelS. 


Two part-time program' coordinators. 


One-ta-one tutori~ on petc.'epmal 
motor and fine motor skills, and cat­
egorization concept.'l as well a'i 
readiness skills. 

Minimal initial training. 

Manual of activitieli is used as' a 

guide: 


Manual that (;ontains sequenced 
activities. 

Salaries of coordinators 

US$l,500 per btudent plus materials. 


During half~v kinder~arten. 

Tutored group (;ompareu to children 
who performed better than the tu­
tored group. Gain scores showed ~t 
tutored group improved hut stiD per­
ronned worse than nontutored 
group. 

http:Traini.ng
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APPENDIX (cont'd.J
PrOsram elanenm ' 

ProjU3Jll name 

Ageigr.ldc 

Student eligibility 

Description of volunteers 

Other persoMel required 

Program description 

Thlining 

, Material'! required 

Cost to Implement 

When tutodng OCI.'UfS 


Program effects 


Piogidm name 

Age/grade 

Student eligibiUty 

Description of voluntet:rs 

Other personnel I'f.'quired 

Program description 

Books and. Beyond ' 


Elementary students. 


All students. 


Nonpaid parents and community 

volunteers. 


Program organizer. 


Reading incentive programi not one­

to-one instruction. Goal is to,moti­

vate and interest children in reading. 


Training is not required. 


Manual outlines the activities. 


Manual is US$45. 100 pol.1ers • $25. 
If requested, wining Is $350 per day. 

80th during and after lIchool. 

Children in program watched less 1V 
and read statl~cally significantly 
more 'Cp > .05) than a comparison 
group, 

SIlCEIAmerlCorps 

Kindef8ilrtnet'S through Grade 2. 

Te'dcher selet.1ion. 

Paid AmeriCorps volunteer:;. 

Program coordinator. 

Ont!-to-one tutoring four tImes a 
week for 30 minutell. Tutors f~ 
on learning to read through reading 
and writing. ' 

Birth to sixth grolde with an emphasis 
on K through sixth, 

All students. 


Nonpaid parentli, community volun­

teers, and teacher.;. 


PtoRtllm (''OOrdinator; 


Tutoring at lea....t once a week for 30 

'minutes. Students at'I! encouraged to. 

read five times a week. ' 


Minimum of half-day tr.aining. ThL'i 

can vary by site. There is a 'tutor 

gUide. 


,Storybooks and other n:ading 

material... 


Sahry of onsite l'OOJ'dinatnr. 

'Ibis also can be a voluntl.'(!r position. 


After school or weekends. 


No evaluation. 


Racll Out and Read ()«OAlO 
I , 

Three-ycar-old'i through GrJdc 1. 

Children In health clinics wholiC 
p".lrents agn.>e to partkipate. 

Pediatricians and health profe'i....lonals. 

Volunteer (0 fe'dd (0 ~hildren in hus­
pita! w.titing room. 

Heahh clinic-based intervention. 
Pediatrician ent'Oufageli IiterdCY dur­
ing check-up. Children are given a 
book to take home during one visit. 

, (ccmttnu("t/} 
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APPBNDIX (cont'd:) 
Program dem.cnt8 

Training 

MateriaLo; required 

Cost 

When tutw1ng occurs 

Ptogr.arn effects 

Two and a half da)'8 plus ongoing 
training. Tutors are observed, and 
there are weekly meetings and 
inservices. 

Trade books. 

Paid volunteenl, program coordina­
tOf, training costs (USS2,OOO), and 
materials. 

During school 

Pre- and postevaiuatlon of students 
5howed ~ in per{ormance 
at posttesting. Data not fannaDy 
reported. 

Pediatrician or other health care 
provider are given a day of U"d.inlng. 
Volunteer re'.uiers are given II. I-hour 
training session. 

StOlYhooks. 

Minimal costs to IrAin personnel and 
provide book.'i to each child; Private 
grant support. 

During visit to health clinic. 

Pre- and postevaluatlon showed 
inaease of book reading after 
intervention. Pamilies who recalled 
getting information, reported reading 
more to children. 

Program name 

Age1grade 

Student eligibility . 

Descriptlon of volunteers 

Other pe'llIOIUlel required 

Program descrlptiOn 

Afa,terlals required 

Cost 

~en tutoring occurs 

Ptogratri effects 

Kindergartners through Gr-dde 6. 

All children. 

Volunteers from businesses and or­
ganizations in Chicago. 

Two full·time program coordinators. 

One-to-one tutoring prosram focus­
ing on helping children with home­
work. Chlldren meet 1.5 hours once 
a week. Other acdvitles center 
around building Uteracy skills. 

Initial 2·hour training plus three 
workshops throughout the year. 

Children hring homework. Facility 
contains library and other materials. 

Two full-time program coordinatot$. 
Private funds support this project. 

~venin83 5:30-7:00 p.m. 

No evaluation. 

Grades 1 to 5. 

All dilldren. 

Paid certified teachers along with 
nonpaid parent volunteers. 

Program coordinator. 

Parent volunteers assL<;t teachers in 
classroom and afterschool tutoring 
program. Teachers monitor me par~ 
ems' tutoring seMions. 

On-the-job training is provided by 
the certified teacheo; with whom the 
volunteers are working. . 

Basals and other materials from 
sdtool are used. 

Small stipend (or teacher plus materi­
als fot ~ctivities. 

During and after school. 

No evaluation. 

( conffnued) 



Volunteer tuto~ PlOgnUDIin tadlng 

APPI1NDIX (cOnt'd.) 
Program dements 

~/gr.lde 

Student eligibility 

Ikscrlption of vulunteers 

Other pcr.iOnnc:l required 

Trnininlt 

Materials required 

When tutoring oCCUT5 

Gl"'ddes 1 to 5. 

Falling ur below grade level. 

Nunpaid adults and college litudents. 

Program director experienced in 
te-.tching reading. 

One-to~me insI:ruCllon once a week 
fur 2 hours focuslng on phOniCS and 
readins comprehension. Tutoring 
~ions arc monitOred by cUrector. 
Tutoring is done in other subject 
areas. 

Tested on tutoring manual, orienta­
tiun 5e55iOtlli, and ongoing work­
shop.... 

Reading material.. and tutoring 
manual. 

Program dil't!ctor and materials.,, 

After IIchool, evenings, and 
wcckendM 

No evaluation. 
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continued/rom page I 

that occur over the summer months 

(June to September). They believe gains 

in test scores that occur dltting the 5C hool: 

months can' be thought of as '~the 
school's contribtition to achievement," 

while gains (or losses) that occur over 

the summer months are not likely to be 

related to schooling, but to children's 

individual family and neighborhood 

circumstances. Because the group of 

Baltimore children they studied inJ 

eluded poor and non-poor children, 

Alexander and Entwisle also analyzed 

how school-ycarand summer test score 

gains related to children's economic 

circumstances. 

Alexander and Entwisle found 

poor and non-poor children have very 

similar test score gains during the 

school year. However, more affluent 

, Baltimore children continue to gain 

over the summer months, when school 

is not in session. Their test scores 

actually increase during the summer, 

while scoreS of less advantaged chil~ 

dren typically decline or, at best, stay 

even over the summer. The authors 

argue that this pattern of year-round 

gains fol' advantaged children and 

school-year gains for less affluent chil~ 

dren has profound implications for Bal­

timore and other urban school dis­

triCts.2 But while social scientists 

The Abell Report 
Published bi-monthly by 
The Abell Foundation 
III S. Calvert Street, 23rd Floor 
Baltimore. Maryland 21202-6174 
(410) 547~1300 
Fax (410) 539-6579 

know of these seasonal learning; pat­

terns, educators and the general public 

are generally not aware of these flnd~ 

mgs or of their importance for poor, 

urban school districts. 

Separating Home and Community 

Influences on Tests Scores from 

School Influence 

More than 30 years ago, the Equal­

ity of Educational Opportunity Report 

(now widely known as the Coleman 

Report) showed that me gap between 

the testscores ofpoorand more affluent 

children increased from fIrst grade 

through high school. The Coleman 

report studied a -large number of chil­

dren across the nation and inCluded 

both urban and suburban school dis­

tricts. The report's authors concluded 

that family factors, not school factors, 

are mainly responsible for unequal edu­

cational performance. Given the long­

standing findings of the Coleman Re­

port,and thefactthat68% ofB.lltimore' s 
public school population ispoorenough 

, to qualify for subsi~ized meals. it is not 

surprising Baltimore has lower test 

scores than the nation as awhole. Nor is 

it surprising that differences in perfor­

mance grow as children continue in 
school. 

Alexander Wld Entwisle see family 

circumstances as critical to children' s 

achievement However, they hold that 

the importance offamily circumstances 

does not necessarily mean schools are 

unimportantor that schools are failing to 

teach America's pOol' children. 

While schools are responsible for 

children's academic learning. 

Alexander and Entwisle argue that ex~ 

periences at home and conditions in the 

community contribute as well. They 

maintain out-of-school' experiences 

explain why test scores of low-income 

and minority youths are already behind' , 

at the start of first grade, and why 

Baltimore's school children do Dotcom­

pare favorably with national testing 

norms. In their sample of Baltimore 

children. Alexander and Entwisle found, 

that those from poot' families scored 

well below their non-poor peers at the 

start offirst grade. (See Table 1below.) 

The authors also argue that life 

circumstances that undermine school 

. readiness don't "tum off' when chil­

dren turn si~.and schools begin to influ­

ence learning. Instead, they believe 

home influences on children's school 

performance continue after school 

starts. Given that many of the home 

circumstances of Baltimore's school 

children are far from ideal for learning, 

AlexanderandEntwisle stnlctured their 

analysis to determine how much of the 

widening gap in school performance 

could be attributed to the schools and 

how much to out-of-school influences. 

Typically, performance is assessed 

at the end of an academic year, and 

children's progress is measured by com­

paring achievement scores from the 

end of one year with scores from the 

end of the preceding year. The authors 

note that because. this approach incor­

r~cdy assumes children's academic 

growth is supported by the I;ame inputs 

year-round, the conclusions based on 

such annual comparisons are mislead­

2 
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• i,ng. Rather than measuring achieve­

ment on an annual basis and using sta­

tistical adjustments to separate home 

and school influences, 1 Alexander and 

Entwisle assessed children' s achieve~ 

ment twice a year, which permitted 

them to compare the gains during the 

school year with those over the sum­

mer.4 They reasoned that children learn 

all the time, in school and out. But 

while children are in their homes and 

comnl1inities year-round. they are in 

school for only part ofthe year. It is the 

long summer recess tbat provides an· 

opportunity to separate home/commu­

nity influences from school influences, 

because all settings can contribute to 

Verb81 r,.1 
Less Affluent 
Grade Level Equivalent 
More Affluent 
Grade Level Equivalent 
Difference 
%of Standard Deviation 

Math Test 
Less Affluent 
Grade Level Equivalent 
More Affluent·· 
Grade Level Equivalent 
Difference 
%of Standard Deviation 

Table 1 
Children's Standardized, Test Scores 

Grade Ln,1 Equ;IIslenl SCDrtlS 

FaJl '82 Spring 'lJ3 Sprlng114 Spring '85 
1St Grade 1st Grade 2nd Grade. 3rd Grade 

1.0 1.9 2.6' 3,5 

1.5 2.2 3.6 4.8 
.5' .3 1.0 1.3 

66% 56% 72% 91% 

to 1.9 2.9 3.7 

1.5 2.4' 3.7 5.1 
0.5 0.5 0.8 1.4 

84% 57% 82% 94% 

Spring '8& 

Ath Grade 


4,6 

6.5 
1.9 

80% 

4.9' 

6.6 
1.7 

93% 

Spmg '81 
5th Grade 

5.6 

8.1 
2.5 

87% 

6.1 

7.9 
1.8 

810/0 

achievement gains during the school­

year, but only home and community 

can do so during the summer months. 

Annual versus Seasonal Testing 

Patterns: Resu~ts from the 

Beginning School Study. 

Alexander and Entwisle's Begin­

ning School Study (BSS) reveals im­

portant patterns that are hidden in an­

nual testing data. The BSS is an ongo­

ing study of a representative random 

sample of790 children who began first 

grade in the fall of 1982 in 20 of 

Baltimore's public schools, Fall and 

spring test scores are available, so school 

year gains (fall to spring) can be sepa­

rated from summer gains (spring to 

faU) for the first five years of the study 

group's schooling. This period covers 

all of elementary school for children 

continued on page 4 

Chari 1 
Actual Verbal Test Grade level Equivalent Scores 

Grade Level 
Equivalent 

9.0 

8.0 

7.0 

6.0 

5.0 

4.0 

3.0 

2.0 

1.0 L...--_~_~+-~-+-__+-_-+_---1 
. Fall '82 Spring '83 Spring '84 Spring '8S Spring '86 Spring '87 
1st Grade 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 

-----Actual. More Affluent Children ____Actual, Lsss Affluent Children 

3 
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pcomoted regularly eac.h year.s 

In this analysis, Alexander and· 

Entwisle use children's annual test av~ 

erages on readiD.g and math subtests 

from the California Achievement Test: 

(CA1). a standardized, test widely avail­

able during the 1980's. Mother's and 

farher's educational levels (years of 

school attended), mother's and father's 

occupational status, and whether or not 

the youngster received re.duced-price 

meals at school/) were used to a')sess 

Alexander and Entwisle's analysis 

includes only those children with Con1­

plete testing data over the entire five~ 

yearpcriod.7 Theirresult'i are shown in 

Table 1 as grade level equivalents. A 

grade level equivalent of 1.0. for ex­

ample, means that achild is performing 

at the level of a: beginning fttst grader, 

while a 1.5 indicates that a child is 

performing as a first gn\der in his/her 

flfth month of the school year. 

half. Chart 1 plots these grade level 

equivalents; its diverging lines show 

graphically how far behind less afflu­

eot children fall as they conlinue in 

schooL 

Alexander and Entwisle argue that 

rhis growing gap is only part of the 

story of Baltimore children's learning 

patterns. Table 2 shows average 

monthly gains in school-year test scores 

and summer test scores separately for 

more and less affluent students. Iri 
family circumstances and divide the presenting test scores in this way, 

U ••• all children learn more 
sample into two groups. Tn the first, Alt;xander and Entwisle'identify three 

and learn more efficiently 
mother's education averaged 14.6years, factors critical to understanding learn­

when they are in school." 
father's education 15.1 years,just 13% ing patterns of Baltimore City school 

received meal subsidies at school, and 

72% were living in tw~parent house~ 

holds as frrst graders. Most families in 

this group are not poor, and include two 

parents who have graduated from high 

schooL The other ("less affluent'" group 

includes children whose mothers at­

tended school. on average, for only 

10.7 years and whose fathers stayed in 

school 11.0 years. Only 51 % of these 

children lived in two-parent households, 

and 81% of them were poor enough to 

qualify foe subsidized school lunches. 

As Alexander and Entwisle note, 

scores of less affluent children lag be­

hind more affluent children even at the 

fall of rIrSt grade. Unfortunately. less 

affluent children fall farther back the 

longer they are in school. Inboth verbal 

and math skills, less affluent children 

score five months behind more affluent 

children at the start of rust grade. By. 

the end of the fifth grade, however, the 

difference in verbal achievementis more 

than two years; in math it is a grade and 

Table 2" 
Children's Standardized Test Gains by Season and Economic level 

School YBar Gains; 
Average Gain/Moolh~ 

Less Afflv

5.13 

Verbal Tegt 
ent More Affluent 

4.66 

Less Afflu

4.79 

Math Telt 
ent More Affluent 

4.73 

Summer Gains: 
Average Gain/Month' 0.'1 3.59 -0.14 129 

0) Scale scores based on 8motlll'lS winter (Oct-May). 4 months summer (Ju~. 

"Alwnder and Entwisle (1998) 

children. 

First. test gains are much larger 

when children are in school (top row of 

Table 2) than over the summer months, 

(bottom row ofTable 2). Thus, the first 

major point brought home by this table 

is that "all children learn more when 

they are in school" (Alexander & 

Entwisle, 1998), 

Second. verbal test gains over the 

summer are larger than math gains over 

the summer, which suggests that math 

leaming may be more dependent on 

schooling than verbal learning. 

Finally. while school-year gains in 

each year are similar for more and less 

affluent children, more affluent 

children's scores continue to improve 

during the summer, while less affluent 

children's scores do not. Less affluent 

youth tread water over the summer, 

sometimes gaining a few points. some­

times Josing a few. with the largest 

losses in the I1rst two summers. Thus, 

less affluent children stan a new school 

4 
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Chart 2' 
Predicted Verbal Test Averages Over Five Years by Economic Level 

Predicted· 
Verbal Test 

Score: 

550 

i 
l 

500 

450 

400 

350 

300 

250 
Grade Levels 

More Affluent Children . I..B$s Affluent Child~fI , 

WCX4nder.and Entwisle (998) 

ye<ll" about where they ended the previ­

ous spring, while more affluent chil­

Projecting Summer GaIns Year-Round: 

• 
Fall '82 Spring '83 Spring '84 Spring '85 Spring 's6 Spring '87 

1st Grade 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3,d Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 
P~dit:tedSummer &!in RJlt1:, ---.-Predicted Summer Gain Rate, 

trast, wben they apply the winter pat­

tern year-round, the gap between these 

two groups almost disappears by year 

five. 

Modeling the Time-Line 

of Cognitive Growth 

Alexander and Entwisle used addi­

tional statistical modeling techniques 

to support patterns revealed by an'aly­

ses ofaverage test scores.3 These statis­

tical models allowed the authors to sepa­

rate effects due to gender and ethnicity 

from effects due to economic circum­

stances of children. The authors found 

that race and gender have "small and 

scattered effects on learning patterns,I, 

continued on pagt! 6 

dren have moved ahead., Alexander 

and Entwisle note that these summer 

differentials are very large: when added 

over tne four summers, "they account 

for practically the entire gap in scores 
between less and more affluent chil­

dren that emerges over the fU'st five 

years of schooL" (1998) School-year 

gains do not contribute to the gap: all 

children progress at about the same rate 

during the school year. 

Alexander and Entwisle make this 

pattern even more vivid by projecting 

seasonal gains year-round. When they 

apply the SUmmer pattern through the 

entire year (Chart 2), the less a.ffluent 

group hardly'progresses at all and the 

gap between less and more affluent 

children increases tremendously. In con-

Chart 3· 
Predicted Verbal Test Averages over Five Years by 

Economic Level Projecting School Year Gains Year-Round: 

Predicted 

Verbal Test 


Score: 


600 

550 

500 

450 

400 

350 
300 

250L---~--~----+----+----~--~ 
Grade Levels Fall '82 Spring '83 Spring '84 Spring '85 Spring '86 Spring '87 

1st Grade 1st Grade 2nd Grade 3rd Grade 4th Grade 5th Grade 
___ ~dictedSummer Gain Rate, _____ Predicted Summer Gain Rate, 

More Affluent Chi/arm Less Affluent Chi1dren 
'Alex3ndcf and Enlwls/i: (1998) 
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It that economic characteristics of 

lildren's fami) ies most strongly infl'u­

lce summer learning patterns. In their. 

'Nn words: 

Socioeconomic standing is 

not simply a proxy for race in 

lhese analyses (or for gender). 

And since socioeconomic stand­

ing effects on the summer re­

ductions are both larger and 

more numerous than race' ef­

fects, we conclude tbat the sum­

mer drop-off has more to do 

with lower socioeconomic 

standing than with minority 

group standing. (\998) 

Summary and Conclusions 

Alexander and Entwisle' s findings 

reinforce the notion that the early pri­

mary grades are the years when cogni~ 

tive gains are most profound and losses 

most dramati.c. TIleir research indi­

cates that schooling is important for 

verballeaming. but even more impor­

tant for learning in math. Alexander 

and Entwisle also document that Balti­

more children exhibit the same eco­

nomically-dependent patterns of sum­

mer learning found in other districts 

where the family resources vary widely. 

Simply put, children from Baltimore's 

disadvantaged families do not progress 

when school is out of session, while 

children from more affluent families 

continue to learn. Finally, Al~xandf:I 

and Entwisle find "chat children of all 

economic levels gain at close to the 

same rate when they are in school." and· 

that learning rates during the school 

Fax:410-516-7590 Mar 

year are much greater than are summer 

. learning rates. Put another way, this 

research strongly suggests that 

Baltimore'S schools - when they are in 

session - help the neediest child.ten to 

learn at rates very comparable to more 

affluent children. 9 

"Baltimore City '$ public 
schools can help poor 

children learn efficiently." 

The equalizing power ofschooling 

is perhaps never more important for 

Baltimore than the present. The au­

thors note current conditions in Balti~ 

more put many more children "at risk" 

academically than heretofore, and that 

the concentration of poverty has in­

creased substantially over the past three 

decades. In 1990, for example, 

Baltimore's childhood poverty rate for 

children 18 and under was 32.5% over­

all, 39.1 % among African-Americans. 

The national child poverty average that 

year for the nation's 200 largest cities 

(population 100,000 and above) was 

15.2%. In 1989. average poverty rates 

across all of Baltimore's 203 census 

tracts are classified by noted sociolo­

gist William 1. Wilson as "high pov­

erty ," 8.04 almost a fifth surpassed his 

40% cutoff for "extreme poverty" ar­

eas. These rates placed Baltimore 11 th 

among the nation's 100 largest cities in 

1990 in concentration of poverty. 

There is a good deal of research 

that links increasing levels and conceo­

trations of poverty to a whole range of 

social problems', not the least of whicb 

1~ ';J;J t-'.Ub/U~ 

is poor schooling. But, Alexander and 

Entwisle argue, even with growing pov­

erty and without a substantial middle 

class. their seasonal perspective on 

learning suggests Baltimore City's pub­

lic schools do help poor chHdren learn 

efficiently during the school year. While 

they caution that it is unrealistic to 

expect schools to substitute wholly fo[; 

parental influence, they also acknowl­

edge, "We will look to our schools for 

solutions, as historically we have, and 

as well we should" (Alexander & 

Entwisle, 1998). 

Oi ven that students appear to make 

up for lost time during the/school year, 

a cotnmonsense approach wouid seem 

toinvolveyear-round~hoolingforlow. 

income children. While logical, re­

search has yet to document that this 

approach would erase the "summer 

learning gap," - as, some researchers 

have named it. In the case of summer 

programs, lack ofdocumented improve­

ment nlay be due to the fact that sum­

. mer scbool is generally less intensive 

and less academic than regular school· . 

ing. Many programs de not insist on 

certified teachers, last for only part of a 

school 'day , and do not extend tHrough­

out the whole summer. Few are con­

nected (0 the regUlar curriculum of 

schooling. Unlike regular schooling 

which typically includes a mix ofmore 

and less able and more and less 

advantaged students, many summer 

programs indude only children who 

have failed during the regular school 

year and/or come from very disadvan­

taged c.ircumstanc~s. When, under these 

circumstances, summer schools don't 

I 

I, 

I 


I 
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" p~·odt.ice great strides in achievement, 

observers may assume they are unsuc­

cessful. Alexander and Entwisle' s re­

search suggests that this assessment 

may be too harsh, given that such stu­

dents would likely have suffered-large 

losses without summer tutoring. There 

is little research which studies student 

achievement separately for poor and 

more aft1uent children in year-round 

schooling. Overall, however, year­

round schools 10 have reported improved 

student pertormance, reduced problem 

behavior and vandalism; and improved 

graduation rates. 

Alexander and Entwisle'S picture 

is both promising and disheartening, 

Schools appear to be more successful 

th~ is generally believed, bur they do 

not prevent learning gaps between more 

and less affluent children from growing 

larger as children move ~ough the 

system. Reforms of school-year pro­

grams are necessary to improve stu­

dents' performance, but just as clear, 

thanks to this study. is the need to 

improve sununer learning opportuni­

ties for less affluent children. While 

current models of summer programs 

and year-round schools may need fur­

ther study, they are clearly the place to 

start. 

Fax:410-516-7590 Mar 15 
The Baltimore headline pen:lins 10 city­
wide test n:sults in reading and math over, 

gnldes one through five. 

2 	 For an oVt.rView of test scores in other 
urban districts Which show similar, 
patterns. see Cooper. Nye. Charlton. 
Lindsay ind Cil'eamouse, 1996. 

3 	 While statistical adjustmentll are often 
\Iscd to partition home iUld school 
influences, theif reliability is limited; 
becausc jn-~hool nnd out-of-5Chool 

influence.. are hopelessly confounded in 

annual dfl.ta. 

4 	 Thi~ (Tlethod was first "ppli~ to under­
standing differences in school perfor­
mance and educational steatification by 
Baxb~Heynes (978). 

5 	 Rtguw.rly promoted children make up 
about 60% or the group studied. : 

6 	 To be eligible to receive subsidized meals, 
family income cannot exceed 159% of the 

f~etally-dett:nnined povcrty le'lei. 

., 	 Test scores COllie mainly from $chOOI 

records, so the 75% of this s..'UIl.plc who 
remained in Baltimore's schools are more 
likely to have cOmplete tcst records and'be 
included in this ul'Ialysis than tho$¢ who 
movcd out of the public school system. 
As can be seen, cast:: coverage drops 
subslalltiaUy from Mt gtade througn fifth. 

Under certain condidoll$, ~ttrition can 
di$tort results; in tbis study, Ilttrition 
would be II. problem if many high­

peIfonning studeDt'.S or all of the more 
affluent students left the study. The 
authors maintain that attrition probably 
did nOl change the pattern of results ' 

because it was not highly selective and 
maioly involved economic standing IU\d 
race/ethnidty. In particular, there is very 
little selection aiong actldemic lines. 
Additionally, when acllievement trends 
are plotted using aU Ilvailable scores 
(......bich maximizes c.,se cO'lerage each 
yeur, but does so by including different 
subsets of thc group ill diff!;['t;nt poinl$), 
the panem of results is much the !lame a.~ 
In Table 1. 

'99 9:14 p, U(/U~ 

8 The authors USed a h.lernrchiclillinear 
technique to model the growth curve of 

lheir sample:. Int.::n:sted readers may 
contact the authors for further information 
Of see Byrd and Raudenbusch. 1992. 

9 	 The;: sample used: In this rosc;arch was 
chosen randomly to be rcpre.~ntative of 
Baltimore's school childr¢n. The authors 
have used fi v¢ years of data on the snme 
chilw'en to document le:l.l11ing trends. 

What this means is that the learning 
pliuems demonstrated by the sample 
children in Alel(ander and Entwisle's 

ruscarch can be gene11lliled with a high 
degree of confidence to the Baltimore 
system as a whole (and likely to othe:;r 
north eastern. urban ~hool districts as 
well). Also noteworthy ill the stati~eal 
growth curve model that baeks up their 
analysis of average test scores. 

10 	Specifically, achievement gaIns are most 
likely when year-round schools offer 
remediation/enrichment during school 
breaks and teach new material during (he 

typical S-6 week "review" periods that 

c~ist io tr:lditional school calendars 
(Ballinger. (987). 

A Bibliography with publication information 
on these sources appears on Pagt: 8. 

7 
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Some Recent Grants by 


ABELL SALUTES: 
Continuedfrom page J 

school uniforms make to his own 
school's character building progl"am'? 

With parent and student support 
and a $25,830 grant from The Abell 
Foundation, school uniforms were in­
ttoduced at Oreenspring Middle in the 
fall of 1997. Although there is some 
leeway, students must wear plain white 
shirts. khaki pants or skirts. Students 
who wear baggy pants and no belt must 
come to the office to get a length of 
string to wear as a belt. Mirrors are 
posted around the school and students' 
are told, "Look in the mirror and take 
responsibility for yourself." 

Whathrul beeu the effect ofmmda­
tory school uniforms in Greenspring 
Middle School? "There is no direct 
cause and effect," Mr. Bundley suys, 
"but my sense is that mandatory uni­
fomls are making a very positive con­
tribution to ouroverall program ofchar­
acterbuilding. Theyarehelping to.make 
possible in OUf school whut I call 'uni­
formity of character.' 

"In 1995 and 1996 our attendance 
was 79 percent; year to dare in 1998 it' 
is 87 percent. School discipline data 
reflects the same positive influence of 
the uniforms. In February 1997 there 
were 705 office referrals [for discipline 
probJems]: a year later there were 266_ 

"Uniforms help give us our unifor­
mity, They identify us to ourselves and 
to our community. Because I believe 
school unifonus have made an impor­
tant difference in the behavior of our 
students and in the spirit of our faculty 
and parent group, Greenspring Midd,le 
will have uniforms as long as I am the 
school principal." 

Abell salutes Mr. Bundley for the 
sensitivity, energy. and adminisu'ative 
skills he brought to bear to make, 
through the use of uniforms, 
Gceenspring Middle a better school. 

The Ab~1I Foundation 

Arts Education In 
Maryland Schools $25,000 
Two grants for general support of astatewide 
partnerstJip dedicated to advancing the cause 
of arts education as a basic component of 
public education. 

Center on Juvenile 
,. Criminal Justice $73,000 
To create a Special Education/Alternative to 
Detention Pilot Program for institutionalized 
delinquentyouth in Baltimore City, whose spe­
cial education needs had been previously un­
diagnosed. 

Charles Village 
Community Foundation $11,693 
To provide surveillance enhancements to the 
Video Patrol Program at the Dallas F. Nicholas 
Sr. Elementary Schoolln an effort to reduce 
drug dealing and crime. 

Harford Road Partnership $150,000 
For the creation and implementation of the 
urban renewal and marketing plans for the 
Harford Road commercial corridor. 

Herring Run 
Walershed Association $3,000 
For support of the Annual Spring Migration 
Walk-a-thon and Festival in Herring Run Park. 

Institutes (or 
Behavior Resourc:es $119,339 
For the purchase of a mobile health services 
vehicle for disbursement of methadone, pri­
mary health services and counseling for heroin 
addicts, 

Maryland Disability 
Law Canter $20,000 
In support of the Citywide Special EdUcation 
Advocacy Projectto provide disabled children 
with appropriate educational services. 

Peabody In.stHute of 
The Johns Hopkins $500,000 
Aten-year grant for scholarships and a longitu­
dinal study to measure the impact of an Intensive 
after-school arts education program on stu­
dents' academiC success for at-risk students. 

Teach ror America $50,000 
Toward recruitment, selection, training and 
sustaining an ongoing support network for 
Teach for America/Baltimore corps members 
placed in Baltimore City Public Schools. 

B.ibllography,' 

Alexander, Karl L., and Doris R. Entwisle. 

1998: "Isolating The School's Contribu· 
tion to Achievements School Year vs 
Summer Gains.' Paperpresented at 1998 
Annual Meeting of the American Asso­
ciation For The Advancement of Sci­
ence, Feb. 12-17, Philadelphia. 

Alexander, Katl L, and Doris R. Entwisle. 
1996.. ·Schools and Children at Risk," 
Pages 67-88 in Family-School links: 
How Do They Arlee! EducatjQnal..Qu.t:; 
~Ed. Alan Booth and Judy Dunn. 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Asso­
ciates. 

Ballinger, C. 1998. "Rethinking the School 
calendar." EQ.w;atjonal Leadershio. V16, 
n4 pp 16·17. 

Byrd, Anthony S" and Stephen W, 
Raudenbush...-1992. Hieraehicall jnear 
Models: Applir.ations and Data,Analvsis 
~. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Coleman, James S., E.n. Campbell. C.J. 
Hobson, James McPartland, A. Mood, 
F.D. Weinreld, and R.L. York. 1966. 
EqualityotEducalion Opportunity. Wash­
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 

Cooper, Harris, Barbara Nye, Kelly Charlton, 
James lindsay, and Scott Greathouse. 
1996. 11le Effects of Summer Vacation 
on Achievement Test Scores: A Narra­
tive and Meta-Analytic Review." Bevillw 
of Educational R~rch 66: 227·68. 

Education Week. 1998. "Quality Counts, '98." 
Education Week January, 

Entwisle. Doris R., and Katl L. Alexander. 
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Baltimore's Poor Children Learn AS.MuchAs Middle~Class 


Children During the School Year, But Fall Behind 

During the Summer, Hopkins Researchers Document. 


ABELL SALUTES: 

Greenspring 
Middle School's 
''Uniformity 
Of Character" 
Program 
School uniforms are 
making a difference 

"School crime has decreased 36 
percent. " 

"Lef)ving class without permission 
is down 47 percent." . 

"There has been all. overall Itn­
provement in the school climate an.d a 
greater focus on po~;itive behavior . .. 

These comments from principals 
in schools aroond the country where 
unifonns have been made mandatory. 
came to the attention of, and intrigued. 
Mr- Audrey Hundley, principal of 
Greenspring Middle School in Balti­
more_ The positive effects of school 
uniforms wherever they had been intro- . 
duced prompted Mr. Bundley to ask: 
What contribution would mandatory 

continued on page S 

If disadvantaged students stayed in school 12 
months, would they progress academically at 
the samerate as.middle-income students? New 
research shows that the likely answer is "Yes." 

"Pupils Lose Ground 
in City Schools: The 
Longer Children Stay 
in the System_ the More 
They Fall Behind." 

. Baltimore Sunl 
N()If~fttb~,. 12, 1997 

Baltimore.schools are not unusual 

among largeAmericancities; typically. 

in urban schools achievement scores of 

low-income students faU farther and 

farther behind national averages the 

longer children attend public school 

(e.g-, Education Week. Special January 

1998 Issue)_ But what is less certa.Ul is 

whether the schools are largely respon­

sitile for these problems. Many factors, 

includingpoveny. meager fundi ng, and 

poor parenting, have been blanled for 

widespread urban failure, yet [here is 

little consensus in either public or aca­

demic debates about which factors are 

most important. 

A recent study of Baltimore City 

school children sheds light on this im­

portant issue. Johns Hopkins Univer­

sity sociologists Karl Alexander and 

Doris Entwisle have been following the . 

progress of790 Baltimore students who 

began fltst grade in 1982. In trying to 

understand how public schools cootrib­

ute (or faj] to contribute) to,srudent 

learning. they have studied standard­

ized test results of these Baltimore chil­

dren. But rather than studying changes 

in testscores from one grade to the next, 

AlexanderandEntwisle have compared 

changes in test scores during the school 

months (September to Jone) to changes· 

cominued on page 2 
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Abstract 
Summer schools serve multiple purposes for students, families, educators, and 

communities. The current need for summer programs is driven by changes in American families 
an:! by calls for an educational system that is competitive globally and embodies higher academic 
stc,ndards. A research synthesis is reported that used both meta-analytic and narrative procedures 
to :mtegrate the results of 93 evaluations of summer school. Results revealed that summ~ 
prugrams focusing on remedial or accelerated learning, or other goals~ositive impact ~n 
the KIlowledge and skills of participants. While all students benefited from summer school, 
stlJdents from middle class homes show larger positive effects then st.ur ...~.t.':> {1I~ r.i!..o:.'Ui'la.IJ.t.a!E,ed 
homes. Remedial programs have huger effects when the program is relatively small and when 
J.n~ltruction is individualized. Remedial programs may have more positive effects on math than on 
reading. Requiring parent mvolvement also appears related to more effective programs. Students 
at all grade level~ benefit from remedial summer school but students in the earliest grades an41n 
secondary school rIlAJ benefit most. These and other findings are examined for their implications 
for future research, public policy, and the implementation of summer programs. Policy makers 
sh:lUld require that summer programs: (a) contain substantial components aimed at teaching math 
and reading and (b) include rigorous evaluations, but also (c) permit local control of curricula 
an:i delivery systems. Funds should be set aside to foster participation in summer programs. 
especially among disadvantaged youth. Program implementers should (a) begin summer program 
phlnning earlier in the year, (b) strive for continuity of staffing and programs across years, (c) use 
su:nmer school in conjunction with summer staff development opportunities. and (d) begin 
integrating summer school experiences with those that occur during the regular school year. 
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