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CUNY Reading Corps
• Tutors: undergraduate and graduate CUNY 

preservice teachers

• Students: 1st-3rd grade striving readers

• Programs: 

• Implementation: 
• Primarily 1-to-1
• 3-5 sessions/week
• 30-45 minutes/session
• In-person and remote
• Formative and summative assessments
• Tutor training + on-going supports
• Consistent tutor throughout
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Virtual tutoring shows potential
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Summer 2023: 6 weeks of daily tutoring

# 1st-3rd Grade Students 607
In-Person (vs. Remote) 45%
Asian 23%
Black 28%
Hispanic 36%
White 10%
English Language Learner 37%
Students with Disabilities 24%
Economically Disadvantaged 83%

# Tutors 139
Female 79%
Asian 36%
Black 16%
Hispanic 27%
White 14%
Ed-Related Major 47%
Avg. Cum. GPA 3.39
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• Literacy Outcomes:
• Star Early Literacy standardized scaled scores
• Acadience Reading standardized composite scores

• Student-Tutor Relationship: (Pianta, 1992)
• Closeness (feelings of affection and open communication)
• Conflict (feelings of negativity and conflict)

• Attendance:
• Number of tutoring sessions

Student outcomes
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Impact instructional format depends on outcome

+0.030 
S.D.

+0.017 S.D.

Literacy Outcomes

+1.831***

Sessions

-0.093 S.D.

+0.396*** S.D.

Relationship

Bar graphs display average outcomes across all sites for students with average pre-test scores and with an average tutor. Differences between in-person and remote additionally 
control for student demographics, differential attrition, and differences between sites by grade.
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+0.220 S.D.
Strong correlation between 
in-person and remote tutor effects

Large differences between tutors, but not by format

+0.017 S.D.

Bar graphs display average outcomes across all sites for students with average pre-test scores. The tutor effects bar graph holds constant the format of instruction (remote). The 
instructional format bar graph holds constant tutor efficacy (average tutor.)Differences in standard deviation units additionally control for student demographics, differential attrition, 
and differences between sites by grade.
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Some tutor characteristics impact literacy outcomes

Acadience Star Number of 
Sessions Conflict Closeness

GPA -0.046
(0.049)

0.103 
(0.080)

0.758 
(0.612)

-0.074 
(0.098)

0.133 
(0.113)

Education-Related 
Major

0.128**
(0.059)

0.156* 
(0.092)

0.952 
(0.753)

-0.084 
(0.123)

0.079 
(0.145)

Bachelor’s Degree 
(vs. Associate’s)

0.059
(0.076)

-0.072 
(0.134)

-0.198 
(0.982)

0.000 
(0.158)

-0.200 
(0.188)

“Science of Reading” effect?

Impact estimates (in S.D. units)
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1. Remote tutoring could be a feasible option

Take-aways

3. Identify, support, retain effective tutors
� Formal training, other characteristics, observations

2. Consider indirect impacts (attendance & relationships) and 
potential downstream effects on literacy

• Materials designed for both modalities
• Site coordinators
• In-school tutoring
• Tutoring in both formats
• High-impact

� But details matter:
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Appendix
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What do effective tutoring programs look like?
Skilled in relationship-building, content, cultural competence
Consistent
Trained, receive on-going coaching, held accountable
Reflective of student population

Supplemental, high-quality, aligned materials
3+ sessions/week
30+ minutes/session
1-3 students/tutor

Embedded in school
Family engagement

Formative and on-going assessment to tailor instruction
Summative assessment to assess program efficacy

Adapted from “Tutoring Quality Standards,” NSSA (2023)
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RQ1: What is the impact of instructional 
modality (in-person versus remote) on 
student outcomes?

Students randomly 
assigned to format

RQ2: How much of the overall variation in 
student outcomes can be attributed to 
differences between tutors?

RQ3: How do effects vary based on tutor 
characteristics, instructional modality, and 
across different outcomes? 

Tutors randomly 
assigned to both 
formats

Access to multiple 
student outcomes 
and administrative 
data

Research questions
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Balance Table



15

Attrition
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Descriptive Statistics
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Pairwise Correlations between Outcomes
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Notes: Data are shown for students in the analytic sample 
who had complete pre-post data for the Star Early 
Literacy assessment (N=426). 

Notes: Data are shown for students in the analytic sample 
who had complete pre-post data for the Acadience 
Reading assessment (N=446). 

Acadience Reading Star Early Literacy
Pre-Post Distribution of Percentile Ranks
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Impact of In-Person over Remote Tutoring
RQ1: What is the impact of instructional modality (in-person versus remote) on 
students’ literacy outcomes, attendance, and tutor-student relationships?
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Tutor-Level Random Effects
RQ2: How much of the overall variation in student outcomes can be attributed to 
differences between tutors?
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Heterogeneity by Tutor Characteristics
RQ3: How do effects vary based on tutor characteristics? 
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Tutor Random Effects for In-Person and Remote
RQ3: How do effects vary based on instructional modality? 
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Correlations of Tutor Effects Between Outcomes
RQ3: How do effects vary across different outcomes? 
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Relationship Survey
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1. It’s hard to improve literacy in a short time
2. We can rule out big differences between the impact of instructional 

modality on literacy outcomes
3. But there may still be indirect impacts (attendance & relationships) that 

impact literacy outcomes downstream
4. The between-tutor variation is large
5. Tutors’ GPAs and degree type do not impact outcomes
6. But being enrolled in an education-related major might matter for literacy 

outcomes 
7. Tutor effects do not vary by instructional modality
8. Tutor effects are not correlated across outcomes

Summary of findings


