
 

 

 

 

 

  Final Report 

Overview 
Reading Partners, a national literacy nonprofit,  engaged Child Trends, a national, nonprofit 

research group,  to learn more about how to improve programming and, ultimately, boost 

learning outcomes for students who struggle with reading. In California reading centers, 

Child Trends evaluated five key areas of Reading Partners programs:  

¶ Dosage: Document the amount of tutoring each student receives. 

/
https://www.childtrends.org/


/mdrc/
https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading_2017/#/nation/achievement?grade=4
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Research Question and Sub-questions 
Our research on student participation rates addresses
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Student Demographics 
Across the 2016–2017 and 2017–2018 program years, California reading centers served 

approximately 7,460 students. As shown in Figure 1, nearly half of these students live in the San 

Francisco Bay Area, followed by Silicon Valley, Los Angeles, and Sacramento. Most students were 

enrolled in first grade, second grade, or third grade. The majority of Reading Partners students 

were identified as a target student6 (93 percent), and nearly 60 percent were identified as English 

Language Learners.  

Figure 1: Demographics of Reading Partners participants (N=7,457) 

 

Upon enrollment in Reading Partners, students take either the Star Early Literacy assessment or 

the Star Reading assessment, depending on their grade level. As noted in Figure 2, when students 

entered the Reading Partners program, only 8 percent were identified as reading at their grade 

level (at or above benchmark).  

                                           

6 Reading Partners defines target students as those in grades K-4 who do not have a cognitive-based Individualized 
Education Program (IEP), who have conversational English-speaking skills, and who are identified as reading below their 
grade level based upon the Star Early Literacy or Star Reading assessments.  

Note: Source: Reading Partners’ administrative data, 2016-2018.  
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A total of 223 students (3 percent) participated in 10 or 

fewer sessions, 1,707 (21 percent) participated in 11 to 20 

sessions, 3,116 (43 percent) participated in 21 to 40 

sessions, and 2,300 participated in more than 41 sessions 

(33 percent).  

Duration 

The duration index measures the total number of months students were enrolled in Reading 

Partners and is an indicator of how long they participated in the program. Each year, students took 

part
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Figure 5: Average number of sessions attended per month (N=7,420

essions essions 
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7.1 months they were enrolled. They attended an average of 6.1 sessions per month while 

enrolled in Reading Partners (just over one session per week).  

Predictors of Program Dosage 
Consistent program participation is essential for fostering growth and development in 
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program attendance than students who were reading at or above grade level. 10
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On average, students whose tutors were 

more experienced in implementing the 

Reading Partners program had 

significantly greater program 

participation.13 Students paired with 

tutors who were new attended 

significantly fewer sessions and remained 

in the program for shorter durations than 

students paired with more seasoned 

tutors (those who were in their second, 
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duration and attended a greater number of sessions.17 One potential explanation for this finding 

may be that students with longer durations and more sessions attended were significantly more 

likely to have more tutors assigned to them throughout the school year.18 In contrast, pacing was 

not significantly associated with the total number of tutors a student had. Having more tutors 

may,
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attendance (as measured by pacing) than students with less positive student-tutor relationships. 


