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Function # 09 - 58616

REMEDTAL PROGRAM IN READING AND MATHEMATICS FOR HOMEBOUND CHILDREN
Abstract of the Prsgram

The Remedial Program in Reading and Mathematics for Homebound Children
gerved 479 Title I children who were provided tutorial instruction within '
their homes from February through June, 1975. Twenty-nine teachers provided
segsions with each child for two or more sessions per week. The children
were two or more years behind in reading and mathematics and were designated
as eligible for homebound instruction due to physical handicaps, hospitaliz-
ation, school phobic responses, and other reasons. The youths who participated
in the program were from Manhattan, Branx, Brooklyn and Queens. About one
third of the youth were from families in which Spanish was the dominant lang~
uage spoken in the home. There were three times as many boys in the program
as girls. The age range was from seven to seventeen.

There were two evaluation objectives. First, to assess the extent
to which children in the program demonstrated Statlstlcally significant
differences in reading and mathematics between real post test scores and
anticipated post test scores. This objective was modified to determine whether
any statistically significant differences in reading and mathematics pre-post
test scores were related to the number of sessions held with students.

The second objective was an analysis of the discrepancy between
the program as described and the actual observations as observed.

The Wide Range Achievement Tests (WRAT) was used on a pre-post
testing basis. The results were analyzed in terms of a one way analysis
of variance to determine if the gain or loss in reading and mathematics
varied by the number of tutorial sessions held. Informal evaluation pro-
cedures included observations and interviews by the evaluator.

- The results of the analysis of the data for 202 youths revealed
that the gain or loss in reading and mathematics did not vary with the
number of tutorial sessions held and was not statistically significant.

The discrepancy analysis revealed that the program did deliver the services
to the youth as described in the program proposal.

group of hcmebnund chlldren wa3 not sufflcient to assure 51gn1f1cant changes
in reading and mathematics. Recommendations for refunding the program in-~
cluded provisions for longer programs with more lead time and more d;agnastlﬁ
and background information available regarding each child prior to program
operation, therefore enabling the teachers to develop various strategies

fer prescriptive teaching.
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I. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The Remedial Pr@éram in Reading and Mathematics for Homebound
Children was designed to serve 500 Title I eligible children who were
taught in their homes, or where the homebound instruction was designated.
The program began in February of 1975 due to the delay in funding. The
program began with an orientation meeting on administrativé matters,
followed by the first two-and-one-half month cycle, and some partici-
pants continued until June 30. The second cycle with another group of
students began April 16, and ended June 30. There were 29 teachers
selected for the program.

The instruction was conducted at the ﬁsual site of the homebound
child. Sessions were conducted in Manhattan, Queens, the Bronx, and -
Brooklyn. The new program was designed to enrich and to supplement
the regular homebound tax levy program. Each teacher was expected to
teach a minimum of eight children per week in homes or at designated
places for the homebound instruction. The concentrated periods occurred
two or more sessions per week for an hour and fifteen minutes each. The
teacher's work day began at 8:40, and lasted until 3 p.m.

Title I eligible pupils were drawn from the four above-named
baroughs.- Théy ranged in age from seven to seventeen years. The
Title I children were selected for ﬁhis program from among those
currently provided regular homebound instruction, Other eriteris
included: teacher's estimate of individual need, and two or more years
below grade level in reéding and mathematics. After a revicw of pupil

records, informal diamnostic procedures, and the standardized individual
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testing done at a previous time, the program participants reported
by the Program Coordinator's Office numbered 479 girls and boys. The
range of characteristics presented by homebound pupils included those
‘who have physical handicaps, and included a rangé of those youth with
recent hospitalization, some who had school phobic response and had
difficulty working ir the regular school environment.

Nearly all of the students were behind in grade level in one or

more subject areas. The assessment by the Wide Range Achievement Test

(WRAT) revealed that many of the youth were behind two or more grades
in math. Many of the youths were two or more grades behind in reading.
In terms of social and langusage background, nearly one third of all
students were from families in which Spanish was the native and dominant
language spoken in the home.

In the program, there was a constant change of visit schedules
as students were sent to hospitals or sent back to school. The fluidity
of this program change made for some diffieult& in scheduling.

The program was limited in focus to reach the youth in remedial
gkills in the copnitive aregs of reading and mathematics. |

Total youth served by the program wers 171 from Brooklyn, 59
from Queens and 114 from Manhattan snd 133 from The Bronx, or a tcﬁal
of 479 students. There were 357 boys and 122 girls in the program.
This indicates that there were three times m re boys than girls in
the program. The ages of the youth ranged from seven to seventeen

years.



IT, EVALUATION OBJECTIVES AND PROCEDURES

The evaluation objectives for the remedial homebound program

were as follows:

First, to assess the extent to which the children who partici=
pated in the homebound remedial program have demonstrated, statistically
significant differences in reasding and math between real posttest
_scores and anticipated pastgést scores.

The second objective was to determine the extent to which the
program in remedial reading and math for homebound children was
actually carried out as described iﬁ the project proposal. This
refers to the discrepancy analysis, the difference between the program
as described and actual operations as observed.

The evaluation Eggééggggi and instruments used in the assessment

of the remedial progrem for homebound children included the following:

To assess the changes in reéding and math the Wide Range Achievement
Test (WRAT) was administéfed on a pre-post test basis, for each cycle-
of the program. The pretests were administered shortly after the
beginning of the cycle and were completed by March 7. The posttests
were completed when youth left the program or on the first and second
weeks in June.

The design stipulated that the results of the WRAT were to be
aﬂalyzed in terms of the correlated t tests indicating differences
between anticipated posttest scores and aetuél posttest scores,

A modification in the evaluation design was made after discussion

with the Office of Educational Evaluation. It was realized that the
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use of the correlated t test was ineppropriate for a number of reasons.
First, the amount of prior schooling could not be accurately determined
for many of the youngsters. Secondly, a comparable ratio could not be
estimated for the time of tlc program in termsvéf months of the school
yvear since this was a tutorial pragrsm for which the number of sessions
with each respective youth varied from ten or less to over forty. It
was decided that one of the ways to assess the objectives for changes
in reading and math would be through the uase of a one analysls of
variance rather than the correlated t test;, and this modification
was approved by the Office of Educational Evaluation. The criterion
variable or dependent variable was the galn or loss in readiﬁg (and
math) for varying numbers of tutorial sessions with the homebound
teaehersiv This is a fixed effect model or mixed-effect model with
some factore fixed and others random. The Scheffe test was used to
analyze the relationship for any F ragi@s found to be significant.
Additional evaluation instruments that were developed in the
progran included:

Evaluation procedures not only included the formal testing with

the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) for the reading and math, but

a series of observations based upon the program's éﬁeratien. This

includéé the recruitment of teachers, the étéff, the ariéﬁtatian and

the preparation of teachers for their visits, the.étaff development

meetings, the review of instructional materials and the staff meetings.
In addition, the Wide Range Achievement Tesi. was administered as

a pre- and posttest. Informal dlagnostic procedures such as informal

9



textbook teste, inventorios of baslce reading skills, and informal
evaluation of reading grade levels were used to pinpoint areas of
weaknesses. The Durell Analysis of Reading Difficulty and the Key
Math Diagnostic Arithmetic Tests were used with those children who
ﬁéeded a more formal diagnosis.
A major technique of assessment was carried out by the evaluator

vigiting during the teaching sesslons in the actual homes in order

to evaluate the scope, the regularity and quality of the delivery

of services by the teachers to the homebound youngers particiggting

in the program.

10 ,




III. FINDINGS
OBJECTIVE 1

To assess the extent to which the children who participated in
the homebound remedial program have demonstrated statistically signifi-
cant differences in reading and math between pretest scores and posttest
scores in terms of the number of sessions.

Students in the homebound program who took WRAT Level I were
separated from those who took Level II. The test score gain or loss was
regarded as the criterion variable and the frequency cf tutorial sessions
was divided into those less than ten, between eleven and twenty, between
twenty-one and thirty, thirty-one and forty, and forty-one and over.

The value of the use of the analysis of variance is to find out whether
the variation in the changes in reading and math scores did so vary in
terms of the number of sessions provided for the youth. Did the math
and reading gain more with more tutoriel sessions? The F ratios for
the one-way analysis of variance for reading for Level I was .887 and .
for Level II was .327; neither were statistically significant.

The F ratio for mathematics for Level I was 1.219 while for
Level II it was .643. 1In neither case were these results statistically
significant,

In summary, in none of the cases was the F ratio high enough to
be significant at the .05 level for the gains in reading and mathematics.

The summary tables to follow show the way the students were

distributed and the results of the analysis of variance.

11



Table 1

Level I Reading

Hunber of Sesslona

0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41 and Over

+  Table 2

One Way Analysis of Variance: Reading--Level I

Source df Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio

Between groups N 248.8506 62.2201 .887
Within groups 135 9h67.6Q09 70.1310
Total 139 9716.5715




ﬂai

Table 3

" Level II Reading

Number of Sessions

© 0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 b1 and over  Total

N . 6 %6 16 6 6 62

Table b
One-Way Analysis of Variance for Reading Level II

Source daf Sum of Squares Mean Squares Ratio

{ 1=

Between groups k 234.5792 58,6448 .327
Within groups 57 102265177 179.4126

Total , : 61 10461 .0969

13



Table 5

LR

Level I FERAE Mathematics

Number of Sessions

0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41 and Over

’ |

o {
Table 6 2
One-Way Analysis of Variance for Mathematics Level I i
, . -

Source dar Sum of Squares - Mean Squs,.res' F Ratio

34.3488 1.29
Within groups 135 3803.0262 28.1706 '

Total 139 3940.4215

Between groups 4 137.3953

14




Table 7

Level II WRAT Mathematics

Number of Sessgions

Table 8

One Way Analysis of Variance for Mathematics Level II

Source ar Sum of Squares Mean Squares F Ratio

Between groups L 33.8003 8.450L B ;514_3
Within groups 57 49,5545 13.1501

Potal 6L 783.3548




The lack of significant results of the analysis of variance

. in terﬁs éf the number of sessions held may be interpreted as follows:
The number-gf visits was not randomly assigned and results are con-
founded. A number of possible alternative reasons for the results

may be stéﬁed; Thexrange of jéﬁfﬁ iﬁ'the program varies ﬁidely in
ability, and their reasons for being in the homebound program. While
théyvall mey be regarded as likely to benéfit from additional homebound
instruction, about 60 percent of the yaﬁ%§ in the program were basically

emotionally disturbed youth; another 30 percent have some type of

percent were in the program for a variety of health impaired reasons.

Thé pragram.ﬁresumgd that all of the youth would be likely to
benefit from the tutorial type of program. There were many signs of
benefits from the program in addition to the final assessment of reading
end math, However, to presume that reading and math scores would show
gains for all these youngsters was expecting too much.

The frequency of ;essi@ns was, apparently, not randomly assigned
to the children. The teachers ééfveé tﬁe y;ﬁth in the program for
various amounts of time or number of sessions due to such considerations
as the following: (1) number of pupils assigned to them at any given
time; (2) the lack of availability of other pupils assigneéd; (3) the
feasib;li%y of conducting Eessicns with given children; (4) other
reasons. Some children were in the Pr@érﬂm for a longer period of time
and recelved more frequent sessions. However, the reéﬁlts did not sup-

port the assumption that more sessions pér se would produce greater gain

16
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in test scores than fewer sessions.

Some of the youngsters did show gaing in reading and mathematics
during the pragrag, but ﬂferall the resulte were not statistically sig-
nificant. To determine how the gain was related to various types of
youth would be beyond the scope of the evaluation. A study of diagnos-
tic data for a small group of the students regarding the types of the
problems and conditions students presented could be undertaken. Further
analyeis of the data could show the importance of the pupil-teacher
tutorial relationship with regard to achievement ii. reading and mathe-
matics. BSuch an analysis is pcssiblé and could show whether various
types of tutorial relationship made a difference in achievement.

Another alternative to be considered is that the overall level of
intellectual functioning of the y@uﬁh in the program was low. They were
behind in grade level in both reading and math. What the students pre-
gented in this program was compounded in avnumbér of ways: low level of
ability, behind grade level in=readiﬁg and mathematics, and a mixture of
vaiiéﬁé types of physical and emotional handicapping éanditians_

These various charécteristics among the youth may call f@f quite
‘different teaching strategies. | |

The technique of analysis of variance may be considered an exten-~
sion of the difference of means tests, but involves Ha?king with
variances rather than means and standard errors. The categories of the
variable, number of sessions, were found to contain within each level of
gession more heterogeneity than would bé expected due to chance. This

means that some of the youth who recelved fewer sesgions may have shown

17 -
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greater gains than did youth who recelved greater number of gessions.
The number of sessiens.alane was not the critical factor., In a word,
the variations in performence are unexplained by the number of sessi@ns
held. ) |

It should be noted that while the more sophisticated analysis did
not show significant differences in the gain by number of sessians;
there were differences between the pre- and posttest mean scores as -

follows in Table g.

Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations for Pre-Post Raw Scores on
WRAT for Mathematics and Reading

Pretest Posttest

Level Subject N M sD M sD

Reading 142 43.3  19.2  148.36 19.6

=

Reading! 62 35.3 15.h4 bk1.09 17.0

H
=

Mathematics 1k2 V 25.h 9.49 29.79 7.69

H

II Mathematics 62 15.38 6.38 19.24 6.71

These results show that there were overall mean gaing between the
pre- and posttests which provide some support for the observations of

staff reported in terms of gains in students.
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OBJECTIVE 2

The program carried out many of the components of the project
proposal. The total number of children served throughout the program
was 474, This was less thén the 500 youth intEﬁiéd in the proposal.
The number of youth served were given more intensive services; there
was a changeover with youth returning to school and others going to the
-hcsgital for treatment. Actual test results were from 202 students.

The goals and purposes of the program were:

1. To provide individualizgd remedial instruction in reading
and/or mathematics according to the needs and strengths of each chili,

2. To praviie preseriptive instruction based on the preferred
learning style and emotlonal and intellectual development of each child.

The target.pcpulaticn consisted of 500 Title I eligible pupilé,
ages seven to seventeen, who were currently reee;ving homebound instructi@nQ

The following activities were proposed to attain these goals:

1. Teaching sessions were held on an iﬁdividual bagis, with
time allotted in the session for instruction in reading and mathematies
according to the child's needs and strengths. Individual goals were
set for each child. Materials and lessons were developed in accordance
with these goals.

o, There was & combination of teacher-made materials and -
commercial materials utilized.

In the program as implemented, the teachers havc provided
individﬁalized remedisl instruction in reading and/or mathematics,

according to the needs and strengths of the children. Prescriptive

19
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instruction, based on the preferred learning style and emotional and

iutellectual development of the child, has been provided. Faﬁr hundred .
seﬁéétyafnur (b7h) Title I eligible pupils who are currently on home-
bound instruction have recelved service from this sup?l%mentéry pragf&m.

Teaching sessions were conducted on an iﬁ&iﬁi&ﬁél'baéié¢ﬁith”fi§é‘”
sllotted in the.session to instruction in reading anﬁ mathemaﬁics
according to the child's needs and strengths. Iniividual long and
ghort “erm objectives were set for each child. Materials and 1eségns .
were developed in accordance with thesalgaaisg A combination of creative
téacher—maée,materials and commercisl materials such as Unifax Math,
Ruth Cheeves Prégfam, Peg=Math, gensanaﬁt and vowel wheelsg'Individual-
ized Cassette Learning Packages, Right to Read Piagram, Hip Readers,
Blsck Americans in History and Crouch Coordinated Cross Number Puzzles
were used in order to mﬂtivété the pupils.

Iﬁdividual eanférénces were held on a régular basis between
parents‘ani teaghérs, guidance counselor and suﬁervisar to keep the
parent infermgd of the child's progress and development, but there
were no group meetings of parents or youth.

The effort to provide prescriptive instruction based upon
preferred learning style was difficult to achieve in this program.

There was a lack of information early in the program regarding the
particular conditions and presenting difficulties of each child.
Ihe psychologists on the staff provided follow-up information as

specific questions were raised by teachers about homebound ehildren.

20 - | .jf



A series of inservice activities were 1neluied a8 specified
in 'the program,

1. Develaping weekly leason plans  pagsed on individusl preaeripa
tions including long Serm ébjeetives (spéeifie);rimmgdiate abdectivés, )
and task analysis in the ﬂugplementary geaching of reading and ms.thématies. .

2. Developing appropriate use gf eq‘uipmnt materials and
supplies to lmplement objectives with fagus on the visual-motor and
perceptual-motor areas of learning. Develaging teaeliing strategies
based on chilciren‘sf étrengthg to remediate learning __d}e;fic;ienéiesa

3. Drganizing and setting up a study area in the home (a:
other designated site) and creating a 1E&.rning environment for
Title I children. |

, Mntivating child:en th:augh advaﬂﬁed prEPEIEtiﬂn of
instrueti@nal materials and high—inte;ﬂst hame praject madels.

S.‘ Establishing struetured rnutines fgr-individuslized
teaching in the home or designatei gite (i e., eansisteney of time
periods and location of study area, mimzing distractions, preparing
léssans and materials for each child, cleaning up and develapimg good
work habits). _

6. Tostering close personal relationships with inddividual
children, | | '

7. Commmicating snd working cooperatively vith regular
‘Bureau for the Eéuc&tien of the Ehyaicéli? Haﬂdieaﬁgeﬂ personnel,

8. Self-evaluating (a model plan for teachers).

21
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9. ’Training in family dynamics and family interventian for
positive parent-teacher relationships in Title I locations.

The evaluator attended most of the orientation and inservice
sessions and discussed.with teachers and the coordinator the items
above, The program was 8o brief and comprehensive .hat there was
only time for introdueing many of these &ctivities anévseek to
reinforce them during field visits. By and large the aeti%ities of
the program as specified in the proposal were carried out in the
actual operation. The attempt to profide cognitive gainé through
preferred learning style for example called for much more precise
information about each child in order to utilize the various materials,
equipment, and supplies. Two youngsters with similar ievels of
intellectual functioning, but with different types of impairment
would require quite different goals as realistic, given their
circumstances, A brain injured child with average intelligence
presents one series of obstacles to learning and the program objectives
to be realistic ought to take that into account. In this’pragfam a

variety of types of youth were provided tutorial sessions in reading

and mathematics without facts readily available concerning the

condition of youth.

22
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Self-Concept and the Relationship with Teachers and Students
A vital component of the homebound program is to establish

positive relationships with the parents. To insure maximum participa-

tion and involvement of the parents the following procedures were

~used: individusl conferences on a regular basis to keep the parent

informed of the child's progress and development, parent meetings i
for orientation, reaction and response tar£hé project, outreach
approaches to assist parents in arranging féfrthe provision éf
necessary cémmunity services.

The evaluator found that the teachers concentrated their
attention upon developing and sustaiﬁing'a,pasitive relationship

with the youth. While we have no hard data, at this time, on how

" the positive relationship contributed to the learning, where there

was . a negative relationship or no relastionship it was,difficult to
expect much learning. To view the reiatianship as vital is important,
but it was only one of the faetaré to éanaiﬂeri The combination of
consideration afvecnsiieratian of type of handigapﬁing céﬁditicn

and development of sound teacher pupil relatianshi? waﬁid aantinﬁe

to be important. At the present stage of analysis, how these may

influence learning with different youth is not clear.

23



IV, SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Findings

There were two objectives for the evaluation of this prograti.
The first objective was to mesess the gxtent to which‘the homebound
children in the remedial progran gaineéain their reading sﬁd mathe-
matics Et a level Statistiéal;y signifiéant_ Since there were
vafi&tians in the number of SEsg%Qns gi#én to each child and the
types of information abcut'éégh limited, an analysisgaf the differences
betﬁeen pre- and posttest score on reading and méth showed that
gain was not related to number of sessions- provided for yauﬁh. A
review of the mean differences between the pre- and posttest did show
that there were gains for some of the children in the program. The
assumption of the program éﬁé€¥the youth would benefit with more
sessions was shown not to fit for all cases, but further analysis
woéli be necessary to determine when additional sessions w@uid raisge
reading and math scores.

The second objective of the evaluation was to determine the
depree that the program carried out therprcjected pléns within the
prcpcsal_ The ﬁa;cf gap was in terms of the number of youth served.
Although less than 500 youth were sgerved, effa?ts were made in the
program to add youth for homebound teaching whenever one of themyauthv
returned to school. The program did carry out the major activitiégi.ﬁ

listed in the proposal. The program was brief.

24



 Conclusions

On the basis of findings no conclusions may be drawn from the
first year of this short-term program. While some of the youth did
show gains in reading and/or in matﬁegaticé the program results did not
show that number of sessions per ehild was relatgd}ta gain in reading
and mathematics,

The program aPeraficns were carried out in line with the program

proposal.

Recommendat ions

. A number DfAsuggestians regarding the program were made during
its operation and discussed with the coordinator. A series of recom-
mendations may be formulated.

1, All personnel agreed that one cycle per semester or two per
school year would make more sense than two cycles per semester program.
The program, hawéver,'calls for adjustments and efforts in order to
ret results. _

2. The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) has some advantages
over other tests, but some limitations as well. It is recommended that

other tests to be considered include the Adaptive Eshavior Scale by the

American Association of Mental Deficiency. This scale has ten domains

éf funetioning bey@n@ the narrow gscope of cognitive functloning per se.
Tt enables the broader considerations of social functioning, those

- visible funcﬁigning behaviors that may tend to stigmatize individuals.

3. It is recommended that the idea of a resource center be

considered rather than & generic kit of instructional materials. This

25



would allow the teachers to select the particular tyﬁes of techniques

and instructional materials deemed appropriate for each ébild. The dis-
advantage with this proposal would be the individual responsibility. of )
the teacher té pick up and return the specific items for a wide range of

fom

~youth.

4, The tutorial program emphasized a one-to-one relationship and
in 60 percent of the cases the youth had some indications of emotional
disturbance. The youth had diffieuléies learning in group situations,
but this prégram sought to aid in learning in a one-to-one, but it did
not take steps to move also into group learning situations of regular
clasgrooms. ihETE were restrictions in the program that Preventédyghe
teachers from field trips, from small group meetings with other youth on
occasional baais. |

5. Another suggestion would be to have the youth attend tutorial
‘sessions while hémebcund and twice monthly attend small group sessions
with other youth at the nearby school. This would be a step paek to the
group settings.

6. The program could be augmented by having parents meetings.
Parents orientation sessions were not held but individual conferences
with parents indieated to the evaluator that at times”pgygnt§ were a
part of the problem for youth being homebound. Some of these é&renﬁs
actually were stigmatizing their children into role conceptions and
negative self images, while other parents were-able to build positive
self concepts for severely handicapped youth. The point here isrthat

parents are an important component in the homebound program.
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7. Another alternative that could be congldered would be the
use of older teenagers and paraprofessionals télaid in a small group
program to help the teachers during the monthly group sessions. Other
programs along this line have been found to augment the professional
roles of the teacher.

8, Finally, it is recommended that a variation of this program
be refunded with provision for more complete infarmatien regafding eaeﬁ
child witﬁ more lead time prior to actual teaehing‘se that teachars may
review the actusl cases and prepare prescriptive teaching plans prior to

visiting homes,
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APPENDIX . A

VI L

Formerly Tabie 30C

. Use Table 28 for norm referenced achievement data not applicable to Table 26, (See "Instructions" Item 5 before

28, Standardized Test Results

In the table below, enter the requested assessment information about the tests used to evaluate the effect-
iveness of majot project conponents/activities in achieving desired objectives, Before conpleting this form,

]

- MIR FORM |

read all footnotes. Attach additional sheets if necessary,

completing this table.)

g

Component
Code

Activ-
ity

Tast
Used
1/

- Form

Level

Pre

fost

Total
N2
E:

Group
3

“Number

Pretest Posttest Data

Tstatistical

Tested

&

L

5

_ Date‘ﬁeanisﬁf Date|Hean SD TeéE_Valug

EEQQIfEfangééf
_'EEEETD&% o
6 o 1. B

T

6081

[}

_|Code
712(2

WRAT

| Post|

I

316

12

13/7

9.2
43,37 /1084 106 F | (887N H

[F=N

6{0181

la

WRAT|

‘6lolgllls

| WRAT

| II

158

62

37 3514 G104L NG F | 27|85 H

WRAT|.

5,410,96/10[208 |2 7F 1,22 | H

7212 I 1316 142 3/7

WRAT

I

722

WRAT

I

II

158

62

37 15.4(6,46/1019,26.7/F | 64378 B

71212

ete,)

4/ Total number of participants included in the pre and
posttest calculations,

score; 7 = other,

23

1/ Identify test used and year of publication (MAT-38; CAT-70,

2/ Total number of participants in the activity. as reported,
3/ Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g.,
grade 3, grade's). Where several grades are combined,
enter the last two digits of t! . component code,

5/ 1= grade equivalent; 2 = percentile rank; 3 = 2 score;
4 = Standard score (publisher's); § = stanine; 6 = raw

5D = Standard Deviation

Test statistics (e.g., t; F; %),
Obtained value Ba Level of Significance
Provide data for the following groups separately
Neglected (code as N), Delinquent (code as D), |
and Handicapped (code as H), Place the in-
dicated code letter in the last column o
signify the subgroup evaluated,



OFFICS OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DATA LOSS PR

. APEIDT B (attach to MR, item #30)  Function # F 0958516,

h&ﬁﬂ&maﬂﬂmummMMMhMmﬁMLmﬂmmﬂmﬁmﬂwmth
in each activity cust be accointed fors The component and activity codes used in completion of item 430
should be used here go that the two tables match, See definitions below table for further ‘nstructions,

L O @] O @ 5) G |
Cozponent, - | Activity | Group| Test [Total|Number | Pavticipants | Reasons why students were not tested, or if
Coce Code |I,D. |Used |N¥ |Tested/| Not Tested/ tested, were not analysed

| Analyzed  Amalyzed Nezber/
S B . Reason

| See attached form
8[1] 3|7 |2 |2 [P/ war | 0] B ma
' 165 [~ |: 202 Tosts dccounts for 362 youth

Rin| 6
Math 6

Lo I ]
=]

: Ll
[ |
-3
T
[

WRAT T [of which 140 were in both cyles)
7. 2 13/14 ¥ ' 65 153 | . 70 i — e i o i i
-, | 40went to hospital

Rdng 6
Math 6

L ]
H‘
P |
-~
T
P

oo | -
LY - i
Jid

1L - _

27 yatuyned to school Without tegti

iu@

Twmar |

rird 60| 811 |5 |7 2 |2 15736 vgs 158 | g —
ath 5 | 2' 2 3) incomplete test results

208 = 280 337taa b:;%f.ta tegt

21 [

(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (é.g., grade 3, grade 9), Where several grades ere cozbined,
' enter the last two diglts of the component code, : '

9
|

5) Nuzber and percent of participants not tested and/or not enalyzed on frend0,
| 20d, Tor each reason specified, provide a separate

m@ﬂmmIhwmmmmmmmﬁwmm%mmmmmumﬁmIﬁmm@mﬁ-
needed to specify and explain data loss, attich additional pages to tpis form,

(6) Specify all reasons why students vere not tested and/or analy

)
) Mucber of participants included fn the pre and posttest ealculations found on ftemd0,.' - - 31
) 1 L
)




APPENDIX B DATA LOSS FORM EXPLANATION

FUNCTION # 09 58616 Remedial Program in Reading and Mathematics
for Homebound Children

, This statement provides the rationale for the discrepancy
between the total youth reported served by the program and the
total completed tests analyzed and reported. .

A total of 202 youth were tested (col#4 on form). The ﬁregram
reported a total of 474 youth served. The evaluation is based upon
completed sets of data received. It appears that youths were enrolled
in two cycles of the program, but were pre-and post tested only once.
Other youth were enrolled in the first cycle only then dropped; others
entered in cycle two; some continued, others dropped. In a program like
this about 20 percent of the youth returned to school without post-
testing, another 30 percent went to the hospital for surgery or other
services; some entered the program too 1ate for testing, other tests
were incomplete and invalid.

: The services provided for the total of 474 varied. There were
160 in some phases of both programs, but 20 dropped. Of the 140 for
both phases there were 20 from the first phase only, and another 62
for the second cycle or phase which i1s a total-of the 202 completed
valid test scores.

In summary:
140 were in both cyclessaccounting for EBD youth
20 were in cycle 1 only
N 62 ;were in cycle 2 only

- 202. total completed sets of responses
Of the 135 others who were served:

40 went to the hospital

27 resutrned to school without testing

30 had incomplete test results

33 entered too late for testing

5 moved
. Thus of the 474 students who were served in the program, there

were 202 who completed both pre and post tests, but .these account for 362
cases in the program for both cycles. The remaining 135 students who were
served who d1d net edmplete the pre and post testing were accounted for
in the description summarized above.




