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This report contains a brief summary of the

evaluation of the Summer A+-Home Reading Program, which was designed
+o improve the reading skills of low achieving elementary school

children and to involve pafents act
Among the positi

instruction.

ively in their children's reading
ive findings repor+ted for the progranm are"

that parents who participated were generally enthusiastic about the

program and wanted to see it continued, were. satisfied with the
+raining they received, and did not report any major problems in

finding assictance vhen nNecessary. Among the negative findings
reported are: the program had no discernable impact on reading,
achievemert as measured bv stardardized tests, many students were
assian: i materials that were either above or below their current
level of reading achievement, and first grade students were
"overselected" for the program. The major portion of the report
consists of appendixes that contain data gathering forms, tests, and
other materials used in the program evaluation. (FL)
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- FINAL REPORT

Project Title: 1980 Summer At-Home Reading Program

Contact Person: David Welsh, David Doss

Major Positive Findings:

1. The parents who participated in the program were generally very
enthusiastic about it and would like to see it or similar programs
continued.

2. Most participating parents were satisfied with the training they
received from Title I staff.

3. Parents did not 'report any major problems in finding‘assistance*"—"*—*-*-~——~f
when necessary.

Major Findings Requiring ‘Action:

- N . . .
1. At-Home participants did not make larger achievement gains than
their matched controls.

2. The program's participation objective was not met.

3. A large number of participants appeared to be assigned At-Home
session levels which were either above or below their current
level of reading achievement.

4. First-grade students may have been over-selected for participation

in the program, i.e., on the whole, first graders were not as far
behind their peers as were students at other grades.

Program Description:

The At-Home Program is designed to improve the reading skills of
low-achieving elementary school children. Participants receive one

of eight different reading kits (called "sessions') designed to corre-
spond to their current reading ability. Sessions range in difficulty
from prekindergarten to sixth-grade reading levels. Each session con-
sists of 10 lessons which are to be completed at home over a ten-week
period. The lower level sessions (A, A/B, B, C, and D) provide
opportunities for parents to play an active role in their child's
reading instruction; the higher level sessions (X, Y, and Z) allow for
more independent work on the part of the child.

Completed lessons are sent to the At-Home headquarters in Maryland,

where they are corrected by certified teachers and then returned to

the students. Additional materials, designed for enrichment or remedia-
o tion, may be included with the corrected lessons.

o
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All participant$ receive a certificate; those who cornit e all ten
lessons also receive an At-Home T-shirt. A spécial * .-, held
in mid-August, honored those students whose perfor-. .c.- " the
program was outstanding.

The At-Home Program has been used previously durirg . w.ars of

1977, 1978, and 1979. 1In addition, Title I used the = .- ' as an
instructional support component during the 1977-78 scho¢’ . ' T.

Based on consistently strong support for the program fro» ..vticipating
parents, principals, and Title I teachers, a decision was w.i’e to

continue the program during the summer of 1980. The program was _
implemented on the follow1ng Title I elementary tcampuses: Allison,
Brentwood, Browm, Dawson, Norman,.Oak Springs, Pecan Spriiigs, Pleasant
Hill, Ridgetop, Rosedale, Rosewood, .and Sims.

Families with a child eligible for Title I services, and whom the 3
school's Title I or Title I Migrant reading teacher considered likely

to complete the program, were invited to participate. Because approxi-
mately 100 kits were left after those families given the opportunity to
participate actually registered, the program coordinator offered en-
rollment in a second ten-week session to a group of participating
families. This second session was held subsequent to the first, from
August 11 to September 28, 1980, '

///

Evaluation Summary:

The evaluation was conceptualized in the original design- (ORE publica-

tion number 79.54) as focusing on three general issues. The first

issue involved the degree of part1c1pat10n on the part of the involvyed
families, as well as a general description of the way in which participating
families used the program materials. A second general issue centered on

the reading achievement gains of At-Home students relative to a group

of control students. The third general area of interest was whether
achievement gains could be related te¢ certain implementation characteristics.

What follows is a brief summary of the evaluation findings. These findings
have been organized around the major question to which they are relevant.
More complete information about the procedures used to collect and analyze
these data can be found in the technical appendices to this report.

HOW DID PARENTS FEEL ABOUT THE PROGRAM?

;‘“fartieipating parents' feelings about the At-Home Program were assessed

with a questionnaire developed by ORE (see Appendix B). Parents - .
responded to several multiple-choice items which were designed to tap
various aspects of the program itself as well as its administratioa.
Respondents were also invited to write additional comments on the back
of the questionnaire.

Responses to the multiple-choice portion of the questionnaire were quite
consistent. Most parents were satisfied with the parent training they
received, and very few reported any problenms in finding assistance when
necessary.



The majority of the parents thougnht the lesson instructions were easy

' to understand, although levels A, B, and D seemed, to be somewhat harder
“for parents .to understand than the other levels. Most parents reported
that their children enjoyed doing the lessons.

Responses to the open-ended item were also quite positive. That is, most
of the respondents indicated they enjoyed the program and many expressed
a wish for its continuation in the future. Different parents tended to
emphasize different aspects of the program as particularly important

to them. For example, several stated they li%ed the opportunity to
interact with their child and that the experience gave them a better
appreciation of the child's strengths and weaknesses. Several thought
the program was beneficial in terms of maintaining the child's academic
skills during the summer vacation, and many noted that their children
enjoyed working on the lessons. '

However, parents' written comments were not uniformly positive. A few
respondents thought the lessons were toc easy for their child, while

an equal number thought the lessons were too hard. Several parents
wanted to see math lessons in addition to the reading lessons. Two
parents said they were unable to get help when they needed it, and one
wished that the lessons took longer than 15-20 minutes to complete.

One parent was disappointed that her child received the same level the
child worked on last summer. Three parents felt the program started too
early and that it should not start before school ends. ' Four parents
commented on problems they had communicating with program headquarters
in Maryland (e.g., being told that only seven lessons were receivcd when
all ten had been sent).

To summarize, the parents who participated in the program were generally
very enthusiastic about it, many of them expressing a desire for tits
continuation.

HOW CAN WE DESCRIBE PARTICIPATION IN THE PROGRAM?

"Informatior. relevant to this question was derived from two sources. One
source was the Pareant Questionnaire (Appendix B), which included questions
about how the family worked on the lessons. The second source of informa-
tion was the student profiles maintained by At-Home headquarters in Mary-
lani (Appendix C). These profiles included the number of lessons completed
and mistakes made by each participant.

Responses to the Parent Questionnaire indicated that the mother was most
frequently the family member who helped the child. Most parents Teported
that their children did not need a lot of help in completing the lessons,
and most lessons were completed in one day;v It was initially hoped that
information about the way the family worked.on the lessons could be re-
lated to subsequent achievement gains. Unfortunately, the lack of vari-
ability in parents' responses meant that such relationships could not be
meaningfully evaluated.

‘l"?, o



Figure 1 displays the averagé number of completed lessons and the average
number of errors per completed lesson by session level. Aecording to
these data (supplied by program headquarters in Maryland), the total
average number of completed lessons was 7.7. This represents a lesson
completion rate of 77%, somewhat lower than the program's stated partici-
pation objective ("participants will complete 807% of the At-Home lessons'').

Figurell.also suggests that as the difficulty level of the sessions
increases, the number of completed lessons tends to decrease and the
number of errors tends to increase. :

Session Nuspar of Average Number Average NumDer
Lavel Participants of Completed Lessons of Errors®
EN : 48 7.98 .50
A/3 58 V 7.93 W49
3 ’ 74 7.74 .59
¢ 35 7.71 Lo
i D 38 7.24 - 1.04
X 27 8.25 1.37
v 14 5.14 2.383 )
A 3 3.90 1.67

TOTAL 307 7.70 .86

a?ef compleced lesscn.

Figure 1. MEAN NUMBER OF COMPLETED LESSONS AND
ERRORS PER COMPLETED LESSON BY AT-HOME
SESSION LEVEL. First ten-week session,

Another issue of interest with respect to program participation was the
extent to which students were assigned session levels which corresponded
to their reading ability as assessed by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

(ITBS). . :
AT-Home Session Level

Approvriaceness A/3B 3 c =~ 2 X2

a - 3 10 12 22
Too Hard

4 - 3 29 32 - 50

o 15 43 17 13 19
Appropriace

4 23 51 49 34 43

a 49 24 3 12 3
Too Easy ‘

)4 7 34 22 . 3% 7

Figure 2. APPROPRIATENESS OF MATH
BETWEEN SESSION LEVEL AND
ENTERING ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL.
Percents refer to column
percents. ‘o




Figure 2 displays the results of a classification of participants

as appropriately or inappropriately assigned to specific sessior levels
on the basis of spring, 1980, ITBS reading scores. Inspection of this
figure reveals a high proportion uf level A/B participants for whom
that level was apparently too easy, as well as a large number of levels
X-Z participants for whom those levels were apparently too difficult.

To swmmarize, the typical family's participation in the At-Home Program
‘may be broadly described as 2 mother working with her child on a brief
lesson, which is completed «in one sitting and with which the student
seems to need little help. If the student is working on one of the

X-7 levels; he will possibly complete fewer lessons and make more errors
than if he is working on one of the other levels. A student assignéd an -
X-Z level may be working with material which is too difficult; a student
assigned the A/B level is probably working on material with a difficulty
level below her reading ability.

WAS READING ACHIEVEMENT INFLUENCED BY PARTICIPATION IN THE PROGRAM?

This question was of major importance 'in the program evaluation. Con-
sequently, much effort was directed toward selecting a carefully matcaed
group of comparison students, administering and scoring the posttests,
and analyzing the resulting data. The details of this effort are des-
cribed in full in Appendices D and E. '

The Metropolitan Readiness Tests was used as the posttest for kindergarten
participants and controls. Figure 3 shows that there was no measurable
effect of the program at the kindergarten level. Figures 4 through 6

show the results of the analyses for grades 1-6 which tested for equal

gains between At-Home and control students on the Word Analysis, Vocabulary,
.and Reading Comprehension subscales of the ITBS. These figures reveal

no significant effect of At-Home participation in terms of ITBS grade
equivalent scores.

Additional analyses, wnich looked for program effects in terms of specific
skills rather than overall grade equivalents, also yielded negative re-
sults. - Moreover, achievement gains were not related to the number of
lessons completed, even when the effects of an additional ten lessons

were evaluated. Nor did students who had participated in the program in’
previous years make larger gains than those participating for the first
time.

One interesting observation drawn from Figures 4-6 is that the program's
first graders had, on all three tests, average achievement levels
virtually identical to the achievement levels of the second graders. This
.suggests that the first graders may have been "over-selected'" for program
participation. That is, they may have been enrolled in the program less
selectively than the other students.

To swnmmarize, the program apparently had no discernible impact on reading
achievement as measured by standardized test scores.
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Mean Raw Score Equal Slopes Equal Gaing
Measures N  Pretest® Posttest  df 1§ p df Fop
Auditory Skills
At-Home % 388 17,42

. , | 1,46 <1 .81 145 < B4
Control 2 38.50 17.42

Visual Skills

At-Home C% o 3,88 15.83
L4 L0 3L LE A b
Control 24 3850 17,46

Language Arts Skills

e At-Home 24 37,88 10,67 , b
: 1,45 < .3
Control 2 38,50 10,75

Prereading Composite

At~Home . 2 37.88 44,46 | :
1,44 <1 J3LES a0 .92
Control 2 38.50 45,63 '

aPretest {s total raw score on the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (Spring, 1980, administration).
The amount of varlance accounted for by the two models was virtually identical, Therefore,
this test could not be meaningfully evaluated.

Figure 3. COMPARISON OF GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND COMTROL STUDENTS ON MRT MEASURES.




Mean Grade Equiv. Equal Slop=s Equal Gainsg

Groups N Pretast Posttest df F P df F P
Grade 1
- Act-Home . 42 1.71 1.96 .
e 1,80 <1 .53 1,81 1.84 ' .18
- Control 42 1.79 1.82
Crade 2
At-Home 21 1.70 1.75
: 1,38 <l .80 1,39 1.05 .31
Control 21 1.85 2.02

Figure 4. COMPARISON RY GRADE OF WORD ANALYSIS GAINS MADE BY
AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS. Ten-week participants only,.

Mean Grade Equiv. Equal Slopes Equal Gains

Groups N Pretest Posttest .df P P df F P
Grade 1
At-Home 41 1.68 1.99 .
1,78 <1 .70 1,79 <1 .69
Control 41 ) 1.60 1.89 :
Grade 2
At-Home 21 1.50 1.75
1,38 1.65 .20 1,39 <1 JGh
Control 21 1.58 2.00
Grade 3
At-Home 14 2.58 2.71
1,24 1.07 .31 1,25 3.02 .09
Control 14 2:55 3.08
Grade 4
Ac~Home 17 3.64 3.64
1,30 1.67 .20 1,31 3.21 .08
Control 17 3.70 4,05
Grade 5
At-Home 21 4,48 4.83
: 1,38 <1 .60 1,39 <1 .37
Control 21 4,43 4.99 :

Figure 5. COMPARISON BY GRADE OF VOCABULARY GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME
AND CONTROL STUDENTS. Ten-week participants only.

Q .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Mean Grade Equiv.

Equal Slopes
: —

" el Gains

Groups N Pretest Posttest _ _df 5 p df ko p
rade 1 '
At-tlowe 40 1.52 1.95 ‘<
1,76 2.96 .09 1,77 23,01 P .08
Countrol 40 1.67 1.88 ’
rade 2
Acl—'uume 21 1.78 2.00 .
, 1,38 1.95 .17 1,39 <1 .18
Control 2] 1.73 1.93
i
rade, 3
*At-llome 14 2.81 2.73
' 1,24 <1 .64 1,25 5.02 .03
WControl 14 2.79 3.16
rud/x.- 4 .
At-dome 12 3.49 3.86
1,30 2.65 .11 1,31 <] .87
Control 17 3.51 3.85 R
rade 5
CAt-tome 21 4.31 4.46 a
1,39 <1 .90
Control 21 4.52 4.59

Ihe amount of varfance accounted for by the two models was virtually identical. Therefore,
this test could not be meaningfully evaluated.

Figure 6.

COMPARISON BY GRADE OF READING COMPREHENSION GAINS MADE BY

AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS. Ten-week participants only.



Discussion and Recommendations:

\.. ORE has done outcome evaluations of Title I and Migrant summer school
programs for several years. The results have consistently failed to
yield evidence of an impact of these programs on achievement scores.
Moreover., these programs have been much more extensive in 'scope and
duration than the At-Home Reading: Program. For example, a summer
school might meet all morning five days a week for six weeks and provide
about 90 hours of instruction. Therefore, the failure of the present
evaluagion to detectghchievément effects in a program providing 10-20
hours of instruction is not surprising.. ‘

PR
"

However, the’failure of the progrgm.to meet its achievement objective
should not overshadow the high degree of enthusiasm on the part of
participating families. Most of the parents seemed genuinely excited
_about having an opportunity to become actively involved in their children's
:;schQQling, and many appeared rgceptive to future efforts along these

. lines. .. =@

: The recent work by Irving Lazar and Richard Darlington (Lazar and
Darlington, 1978) may have some .relevance to this evaluation. Lazar and
‘Darlington did a follow-up study of former participants in preschool

- education programs. They found that the programs had a positive long-

“ ‘term impact on the students when compared with nonparticipants.
Interestingly enough, however, they found that the impact was not related
to such-program characteristics ‘as the child's age upon entry into the
program, the lengthof the program (in months or hours per year), the
degree of parental participation, or a number of other variables. In
a presentation. in Austin, Lazar suggested that somehow the effects the
programs had on parents may have been the factor responsible for the
positive outcomes. The parents may have become more involved in the
education of their children than they would have otherwise. There is
some evidence from the study that they had higher expectations for their
children than did the parents of nonparticipants.

In readingfthe-written comments added by the parents of At-Home partici-
pants, it seems that many parents probably liked the program because

a. it gave them the school's permission to work with their
» children, and
b. it provided them with specific activities to do with them.

‘It is possible that as a result of participation in the program, At-—Home
parents may feel freer and more confident about monitoring the educational
- progress of their children. Such changes in parental attitude could have
a long-range payoff for the program. In order to test that possibility,
1980 At-Home participants and|contgols will be followed through the
1980-81 and 1981-82 school years to see if such long-term benefits can

be found. o [ \

Based on the findings presented in this report, the following recommenda-
tions are made:




~—._® If reading achievement gains are an expected outcome of
" .this program, .the number of lessons per week should be
increased. However, five lessons a week for 12 weeks
would only provide 60 hours of instruction. This amount \
" might not be sufficient to improve achievement.

e Future programs of this nature should closely examine’
-~ the way in which participants are given materials of
varying difficulty levels, in order to produce a
- closer match between those materials and participants

abilities.

o

e Parents seem to enjoy this kind of involvement in their
children's education and may be ‘responsive to more /
extensive efforts along these lines (e.g., increasing/
the length and/or number of lessons).

e It might be desirable to incorporate the use of
parental involvement activities such as the At-Home
Reading Program into the regular school curriculum
(e.g., structured homework assignments designed to

involve the student's parents).

e Future evaluatibns of this type of program should
include, if possible, outcome measures other than
strictly academic ones (e.g., degree and type of
parental involvement in the school during and

following program participation)

/ Reference

/
i

Lazar, I and Darlington R. B. Summary:

Lasting effects after preschéol.

Denver: Education Commission of the states, 1978.
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1980 Summer At-Home Reading Program
Appendix A

AT-HOME OBSERVATION FORM
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Instrument Description: At-Home Observation Form

Brief description of the instrument:

A three-page form used to guide home observations. The form lists variables
to watch for during the observation, questions to ask the parent(s)
following the observation, and contains spaces for describing the room

' arrangement, sequence of events, etc.

To whom was the instrument administered?

Teachers at several of the project schools suggested names of families who
would be willing to allow an observer into their homes. Phone contacts
resulted in five families who agreed to the observations. '

How many times was the instrument administered?

Six times (one”family had two children observed).

When was the instrument administered?

June 19, 20, 27, and July 1, 1980.

Who administered the instrument?

An observer hired by ORE specifically for this purpose.

&

What training did the administrator have?

General training in observation practices.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Were there problems with the instrument or the adminstration that might
affect the validity of the results?

The families who were willing to allow observations may not have been
representative of the entire group of participating families.

:
i

Who developed the\instrument?:

v

’ ‘
An evaluation intern, with the consultative assistance of the Title I
Migrant evaluator. |

What reliability and validity data are available for the instrument?

None. ' /

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No. ‘
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AT-EOME OBSERVATION FORM

Purpose

The At-Home Observation. Form provided- infermation used in the development
of the Parent Questionmaire. As such, it was not directly related to

any decision or evaluation questions. It was hoped that observations

of parents working with their children at home would result in the
isolation of several dimensions which could differentiate familes

in terms of how they used the At-Home materials. The form is repro-
duced in Attachment A-1.

Procedure
The Title I reading teachers at ‘several of the participating schools
were asked to suggest families who might be willing to allow an observer
into their homes while the" family conducted an At-Home lesson. Working
from this list, the observer contacted families by phone and arranged
appointments.

Prior to the observations, the families were told to simply conduct
the lesson as they normally would. Following the lesson, the observer
asked them the questions found on page three of the form. After each
observation, the observer returned to ORE, where she was debriefed by
several members of the evaluation staff.

Results

Six observations (in five different families) were conducted. Three of

the observations were of mothers working with daughters; one involved a

mother and son; two involved older sisters helping younger sisters.

One observation was a level X lesson; three were  level D lessons; two

were level B lessons. , ) , -

For the most\part,‘the parents seemed to have little trouble using the

materials, although orie mother did .say that sometimes she wished the - . ‘
instructions accompanying the lessons were easier to understand. This

mother reported going to a neighbor to get clarification:on one set of
instructions. Most of the children moved through their lessons quite

rapidly and with little apparent difficulty, although one child did seem

to have some trouble using a dictionary. :

There was some variability 1u terms of the amount of Darental involvement ‘\\
in the lesson. In f7ct, oné mother simply helped her child get the N

materials ready, and then left the room for the duration of the lesson.
This was the same child who had trouble using the dictionary (the child
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\
was working on level X). This mother was the only one to give a ‘
negative evaluation of the program, claiming that she was surprised
by the fact that it was a correspondence course and also stating
tihat she could not seé the usefulness of the lessons themselves.
However, the observer felt that these comments were largely a function
of this mother's general negative attitude (e.g., the mother also '
criticized desegregation, Title I regulations, her child's motivational
level, etc.). : ) : .

 With the one exception described above, the mothers were uniformly
positive about the program. One stated that the time spent working with
her daughter was a special time for them both. Several indicated an
interest in additional lecsons, and one felt that the program had made

a definite improvement in her daughter's reading ability. Two mothers
felt the lessons may have been a little top easy for their daughters
(one of these tried to get a higher level for her daughter, but was told
by the teacher she contacted that/it was too late to change). Two
parents commented on the slowness with which they received corrected
lessons from Maryland. -

v,'_,. o —t
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AT-HOHB OBSERVATION
PAMILY: DATE:
CHILD'S HAMB: LESSON STARTED:
CHILD'S BIRTHDATE: LESSON ENDED:
CHILD'S LAST GRADE: LESSON NUMBER:
[ .

L Describe the general setting o which che lesson vas couducted.
Include the nuzber of paople preuent the 1 pga {n vhich the
losson wvas held, which pacent(s) helped, a y distractions or

\ faterruptions, etc,

Il Drav o dfagran represencing the relative positions of all the
peaple 1n the roon (including yourself).

FAMILY: observation == page 2

lT, While vacching the leagon, try to kesp {n nind the folloving questions,
and try to anaver each one. \

1
i

#, What vas the general pace of the lesson (slov, faat, nodarace!)
b, Did the parents seenm to have any trouble using tha natérials?

' !
LMHMMMWmuMMummthMhmM

d. Did the parents seem conftdent or hesitant fa working vith materdale?

¢, Did che lesson seem zoo eusy, too dlfflcult, or about right for the
child's ability?

£, Did tho parents discuss the lesson vith the child or sove through 1
vith little diecusaton?

g+ To what extent was the parent active of pasaive during tha lssson?

b, To vhat extent did the parents praise andfor criticize their
child's effores!

‘

IV, Describe the genoral saquenca of events durlng the lesuon, Includl
any additional obalrvationu ot covared ahove,

=

o *9De

(2 39, .
T—V 3Iva2Wys>2¥313V




FAMILY: ~ observation - page 3

l\.

V. After the lesson is complated, tell the psrent{s) you are lnterested
in what they think of the program so far, Point out chat Cheir answars
vill be kepr confidential. In che course of an informal conversation,
try to find out their opinions on the 'following subjects.

(Note: ro keap this as casual as possible, wait to record responses
until you are out ia the car) ] .

!
a, How and why did chey become involved in tha program?

b. How often do they usually have a lesson ﬂurins the week?
¢. Do they review material between actual lessons?

+

. Do they feel their child is on the ripnt level (1.0., do they think
the materials are too hard or too eduy)?

-8

e. Do they know who to call 1f they have any problems?

L

g. What things about the program do they especially like?

h. What things about tha_progfan would they change if they could?

Record any additional comments made by the parent(s) or child. -

bt
A

. Would they be interested in additional lessons after they'va finished thesa?

T9°08
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Instrument Description: At-Home Parent Questionnaire
= —

Brief description of the instrument:

The questionnaire is a one-page form containing statements about various
aspects of the At-Home Reading Program. Parents indicate the statements
with which they agree by filling in the appropriate circles. The question-
naire is generated by computer and contains the child's name in several

of the statements.

To whom was the instrument administered?

The questionnaire was mailed to the parents of those students who had
been verified by the At-Home Office in Maryland as active participants.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once. A reminder was sent to pérents who had failed to respond to the
first mailing.

When was the instrument administered?

The first mailing took place on July‘23, The reminder was mailed on August 7;

Who administered the instrument?

Not applicable. i

What training did the administrator’have?

Not applicable.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might

affect the validity of the results?

Parents who returned the questionnaire may not be representative of the
entire group, although.the high return rate (71.%) argues against this.

Who developed the instrument?

-

. ¢
An evaluation intern, working under the supervision of the Title I and
Title I Migrant evaluators.

What reliability and validity data are available for the instrument?

None,

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.

1y N
~
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AT-HOME PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Purpose

The Parent Questionnaire was designed to provide data on several aspects
of At-Home participation. This information served as a description, in
very general terms, of how participating parents and children used the .
At-Home materials. In addition, the following evaluation question was
explored: :

Evaluation Question 1-6: Was there any relationship between
the way in which participating families used the program
materials and subsequent achievement gains?

The Parent Questionnaire was also used to assess the parents' feelings about
the program, and thereby provide information relevant to the following
evaluation question:

Evaluation Question 1-8: Did participating parents judge the
program to be of any benefit?

-Attachment B-1 displays the Parent Questionnaire.

Procedure
Using input from the project director and several Title I reading super-
visors, as well as information gathered from the home" observations (see -
_ Appendix A in this report), a list of potential questions was generated.
From this initial list, the Title I evaluator,” the Title I Migrant evaluator,
and the At-Home evaluation intern selected those questions which appeared
most important. Because keeping the questionnaire as short as, possible
was a high priority, questions reflecting similar program dimensions (e.g.,
AISD's administration of the program) were condensed into single items.
Thus, parents could/ﬁark more than one response to most of the items.

Once the final format was determined, a computer generated the actual
questionnaires. Each questionnaire contained the child’'s full name at the
top, and the child's first name throughout the body of the questionnaire.
. Parents received one questionnaire for each of their children who participated
in the program. =
An accompanying letter (see Attachment_B—l) was duplicated on AISD stafionery.
- In keeping with the "personalized" style of the questionnaire itself, each
- ... cover lettefiwas'hand-signed in blue ink. The questionnaires, along with
‘cover letters and stamped, self-addressed return envelopes, were mailed on
July 23, 1980. Questionnaires were sent only to those families whose children
had been verified as active participants by the At-Home headquarters in
Maryland. One memo was mailed for each child in the program; therefore
families with more than one participant received multiple questionnaires.

B-3
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A reminder letter (see Attachment B-2) was prerared for those parents
who had not responded to the initial mailing. This letter was sent
on August 7. Of the 309 questionnaires sent, 218 were returned (a
return rate of 7i%).

Results

Responses to Multiple-Choice Items

Figures B-1 to B-11 display the number of respondents who endorsed the.
various response alternatives. As noted above, parents completed one
questionnaire for each of their children who participated in the pro-
gram, and several families had more than one child in the program.
Therefore, ''number of respondents" refers to the number of questionnaires
received and not the number of families surveyed. The actual output
(from Program FREQUENCIES of the SPSS package) is included as Attachment
B-4. -

Inspection of these figures reveals a large degree of consistency in
parents' responses. For example, most were satisfied with the parent
training and felt the lesson instructions were easy to understand.

Most felt their children enjoyed the lessons and did not need a lot of
help doing them. The mother was usually the child's principal helper,
and most families completed lessons in one:sitting. Only four of 218
respondents reported they had trouble getting help from District person-
nel when they needed it, and only 57 reported they had trouble getting
co''rected lessons back from Maryland.

It was initially hoped that the parent qdéstionnaire would supply in-
formation relevant to the following evaluation question:

. i .
Evaluation Question 1-6: Was there any relationship between the way
in which part%cipating families used the program materials and subsecquent
achievement gains?

Unfortunately, the lack of variability in questionnaire responses meant
that this question could not be meaningfully enswered.

However, the relationship between certain questionnaire responses and
both At-Home session level and grade level were analyzed. Figures B-12
to B-17 display the results of these analyses. Because the four Early
Childhood participants were not included, the total sample size for these
analyses is smaller than the sample in Figures B-1 to B-11l. 1Inspection
of the chi-square values reveals that parental understanding of lesson
instructions (Figure B-12) and the expression of a desire for more lessons
(Figure B-16) were both significantly related to At—-Home session level.
More specifically, levels A, B, and D seem to be harder for parents to
understand than the other levels; levels A and D elicit fewer expressions
of a desire for more lessons than the other levels. Grade level was not
significantly related to questionnaire responses.

B-4
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Responses to Open-Ended Item

The final item on the parent questionnaire invited respondents to ''write

any other comments about -the At-Home program" on the back of the question-
naire. Of the 218 returned questionnaires, nearly half (102) had additional
comments written on the back. These comments are listed (exactly as they
appeared) in Attachment B-3. These responses are directly relevant to the(
following evaluation question: /

Evaluation Question 1-8: Did participating parents judge the program tO//
be of any benefit? : /

Inspection of these comments reveals the majority to be very positive.
That 1is, most of the respondents indicated they enjoyed the program

and many expressed a wish for its continuation in the future. Different
parents tended to emphasize different aspects of the program as particu-
larly important to them. For.example, several stated they liked the
opportunity to interact with their child and that the experience gave
them a better appreciation of the child's strengths and weaknesses.
Several thought the program was beneficial in terms of .maintaining the: -
child's academic skills during the summer vacation, and many noted that
their children enjoyed working on the lessons.

However, parents' written comments were not uniformly positive. A few
respondents thought the lessons were too easy for their -child; while

an equal number thought the lessons were too hard. Several parents
wanted to see math lessons in addition to the reading lessons. Two
pare?ts said they were unable to get . help when they needed it, and one
wished that the lessons took longer than 15-20 minutes to complete.

One parent was disappointed that her child received the same level the
child worked on last summer. Three parents felt the program started too
early and that it should not start before school ends. Four parents
commented on problems they had communicating with program headquarters
in Maryland (e.g., being told that only seven lessons were received when
all ten had been sent).

In sum, most parents judged the program to be beneficial, although several
had specific suggestions tor improving it.

B-5
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# of Respondents % of Respondents
Questionnaire Item Endorsing Item Endorsing Item

I think the iqst%uctions were easy
‘to understand. 155

71.1
Sometimes the ‘instructions were hard i
to understand. - _ ' 38 17.4
(Both responses). , 16 7.3
(No response). ' : 9 4,1

Figure ﬁﬁl. UNDERSTANDING OF LESSON INSTRUCTIONS.

' # of Respondents % of Respondents
Questionnaire Item Endorsing Item Endorsing Item

We had problems getting our corrected
lessons back from Maryland. 11 -5.0

(No response). 2ia 95.0

Figure B-2. INTERACTION WITH PROGRAM HEADQUARTERS.

# of Respondents 7% of Respondents

Questionnai:e Item Endorsing Item EndorsiqgﬁItem
I wish there were more than ten
lessons. 56 25.7
(No response). 162 74.3

7

Figure B-3. DESIRE FOR MORE LESSONS.
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##f of Respondents % of -Respondents
Questionnaire Item Endorsing Item Endorsing Item’

I was satisfied with the parent

training. 171 78.4
I was not satisfied with the

parent training. . b4 1.8
I did not get any parent training. 24 11.0
(Got no training and satisfied with

training). . 6 2.8

- - /’ '
(No tesponse). ' ' 12 5.5

Figure B-4. FEELINGS ABOUT PARENT TRAINING.

# of Respondents 7% of Respondents
Questionnaire Item Endorsing Item Endorging Item

I was able to get help when I needed

it. | 67 30.7
I was not able to get help when I

needed it. ; 4 1.8
" (No response). ' 147 T 67.4

Figure B-5, AVAILABILITY OF HELP FOR PARENTS.

# of Respondents % of Respondents

Questionnaire Item Endorsing Item Endorsing Iten

I was told my child might be held
back... ' 6 2.8

(No response). 212 97.2

Figure B-6. NUMBER OF PARENTS PRESSURED T JOIN.
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: # of Respondents % of Respondénts
Questionnaire Item Endc  ng Ttem Endorsing Item

We usually did each lesson in one

day. : 161 73.9

We usually worked on one lesson

several times during the week. 23 10.6

(Both responses). 8 3.7

(No response). - 26 11.9

Figure B~7.. FAMILY WORK STYLE,

A # of Respondents % of Respondents
Questionnaire Item Endorsing Item Endorsing Item

Child needed a lot of help with the

lessons. 27 , 12.4
Child did not need a lot of help . |

with the lessons. 140 64.2
(Both responses). | 4 1.8
(No responses). 47 21.7

Figure B-8. AMOUNT OF PARENTAL ASSISTANCE NEEDED BY CHILD.

-~

! # of Respondents 7% of Responsents

Questionnaire Item Endgorsing Item Endersing Item
Child liked doing the lessons. 173 79.4
Child did not like doing the
lessons. 14 6.4
(Both responses). , 6 2.8
(No response). 25 11.5

Figure B~9. CHILD'S ENJOYMENT OF LESSONS.

ERIC e
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# of Respondents
Questionnaire Item Endorsing Item

% of Respondents
Endorsing Item

"Who usually helped child with the

lessonsg?"
 Mother _ 133
(Mother plus someone else). (48)
» Father : 12
(Father plus someone else). . (18)
Sibling A
(Sibling plus someone else). (24)
Other : 14
(Other plus someone else). (10)
No One C : 3
(No one plus someone else). (7N

Figure B-J70, FAMILY MEMBER WHO ASSISTED CHILD.

# of Respondents
Questionnaire Item \ Endorsing item

% of Respondents
Bndorsing item

"Has child been in the program before?"
Yes. ' 40

No. 178

' 18.3

" 81.7

Figure B-11. NUMBER OF REPEAT PARTICIPANTS.



SESSION LEVEL

Questionnaire Response A AR 3B ( D ¥-Z

Thought the instructions vere hard n 100 8 19 4 9 3

to understand, or both hard and easy - % (32) (19) (42) (13) (1) (11)
to understand.

Thought the instructions were easy n oA 3% 2 2 W0 %
‘to understand, (68) (81) (58) (87) (69) (89)

38

X2 = 14,05, p < ,05

r

‘Figure B-12. UNDERSTANDING OF INSTRUCTIONS BY SESSION LEVEL. Percents. refer to
column percents.

~ 1979-80 GRADE LEVEL

Questionnaire Resnonse - X 1 2 3 4 5

Thaught the instructions were hard n 9 | 18 9 9 4 4

to understand, or both hard and easy o1y (29 (29 (30) (an (14)
to understand. ' ‘

Thought the instructions were easy n 20 - 4 2 21 0 25

to understand. Z (69) (71) (71) (70) (83) (86)

K= 442, p> .10

 Figure B-13. UNDERSTANDING OF INSTRUCTIONS BY GRADE LEVEL. Percents refer to
colunn percents,

Va



\
| | SESSION LEVEL
Questionnaire Response A A/B B C D X-Z
Child did not 1like doing the - n . 3 1 2 1 3 4
lessons. ' Z  (10) (2.5 . (5) 4y (@12 @Q7)
Child liked doing the n 27 40 35 26 22 20
lgssons. % (90) (97.5) (95) (96) (88) (83)
X2 = 6.13, p > .10
Figure B-14. CHILD'S ENJOYMENT OF LESSONS BY SESSION LEVEL. Percents refer to
i column percents. .
1979-80 GRADE LEVEL
Questionnaire Response K 1 2 -3 4 5
Child did not like doing the ' n 3 1 2 2 4 2
lessons. ’ % (11) (2) ¢ (8) (18) (8)
Child liked doing the n 25 56 26 " 23 18 22
lessons.’ % (89) (98) (93) (92) (82) (92)

X% = 6.69, p > .10

Figure B-15, CHILD'S ENJOYMENT OF LESSONS BY GRADE LEVEL. Percents refer to
: column percents. -



SESSION LEVEL

Questionnaire Response A A/B B C D X-Z
[ wish there were more than ten n 4 15 16 11 2 7
lessons. % (13) (34) . (32) (35) ) (24)
o Response. n 27 29 34 - 20 27 22
%z (87) (66) (68) (65) (93) = (76)
(2 = 12,28, p < .05
Figure B-16. DESIRE FOR MORE LESSONS BY SESSION LEVEL. Percents refer to
column percents,
1979-80 GRADE LEVEL
Questionnaire Response K 1 2 3 4 )
I wish there were more than ten. n 3 20 11 - 6 9 6
lessons.: % (10) (31) (31) (20) (36) (20)
No Response. n 26 44 © 25 24 16 24
% (90) (69) (69) (80) - (64)7 7 (80) .-

X2 = 7,47, p » .10

Figure B-17. DESIRE FOR MORE LESSONS BY GRADE LEVEL. Percents refer to
column percents.
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(Page 1 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

CIMCY OF RISRAMCH ANO TVALUANON

July 23, 1980

Cear At-Home Parent.

{ hopa you have snjoyed warking with the At.dome Program this
summer. | helieve that parents wno actively sarticipata in such A
_grogrem show 2n interest fn aducation which is an important part of
thair children's succass in school.

My job is to svaluats this summr’s At-doms Program. [ will help
the At-dome staff decide what is good ibout tne 2rugram, 2ano alsq wnat
pares could e improved. in order ta do this, [ need sOur help.

7lease take 3 Few minutes ta inSwer the anclosed cuestionnaire,
1 know you prodanly filled out another one sari‘er wnich you mailed
to Maryland. Howaver, this susstionnaira wiil he sent dirscsly o
= at the Office of esearch and Evaluation. Your answers will not
56 seen 3y anyone excagt me. Of course, oW you inswer will nOT affecs ,
anather your cnild joes 0 The banouet or jats 2 Teshire. -

Sinca many families nave more than aone child carticipating in the
orogram, [ have given vou ong questionnaire for each cnild you have in
the program this summer. You #4111 find your child's name in the
directions for the questionnaire.

. Your inswers ire very important to me. Since you have warked with
the program Tor savera] wesks. you kngw much mora about it than [ do.
[f you have any questions, please call me. My shone numaer is $53-1227.
-~ With your helg, the At-dome Progrim #1711 S0 aven Setzar in the yedrs 2neac,

Jave Walsh, At-Home Intarn

2.5. for your canventence, i nave inCluded 2 stamped, self-addressed
"envelope you can use to raturn the quastionnaire.

6100 GUADALUPE. AUSTIN, TEXAS 74732 S12 /7 438227

O

EMC _ B-13 A
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Attachment B-1
(Pdge 2 of 2)
AUSTIN [NOEDSNOBNT SCHOOL GISTRICT
CFRIC2 CP RESBAACH ANO EVALUATICN
AT=HOME QUESTIONNAIRE
NIRECTIONS: READ SACH QUESTION CARSRULLY. YOU CAN MARX “ORE THAN ONE

ANSWER FOR ZACH QUESTIOM. THESEZ QUESTIONS ARE 48QUT YOUu
ANO PAIRICX ’

aEmweacy THAT vy £y WARK VORS TURN ONG ANSYE3 €03 SACH TUESTION.

1. THINK 1B0UT THE LESSONS YOU ANC 24IR1CX _ WORKED QN THLS SUMMER.

THEN REAQ THE STATEMENTS 3ELOW. ' [F YQU AGARSE WITH 1 STATEMENT, FILL
tN THE CIRCLE IN FRONT OF IT. . . .

‘0t THINK THE INSTRUCTIONS WERE SASY TO UNDERSTANG.

0 SOMETINES THE INSTRUCTIONS WERE HARQ TQ UNQERSTANO.
0 WE HAQ PROBLZMS GETTING OUR CORRECTED LESSONS AACK FROM MARYLANO.
O I WISH THERE WERE MQRE THAN TEN LESSCONS.

THINX ABOUT THE wAY THE ATenOME PROGRAM 1S IUN 3Y THE AUSTIN SCHOGCL
DISTRICT. THEN REAQ THE STATEMENTS SELCW. [F YOU AGREZ WITH A
STATZMENT, FILL IN THE CIRCLE [N FRONT GF I[T.

I WAS SATISEIED WITH THE PARENT TRAINING.

1 WAS NOT STATISRIZD WITH THE 94RENT TRAINING
! OID NQT GZT ANY PAREBNT TRAINING. ‘
T WAS A8LB TO GET HELP WHEN | NEEDED [T.

¢

¢

4

WAS NOT 28LE TO GET HELP WHEN [ NESDEQ [T.
WAS TOLO 240X MIGHT 38 HELD 3ACX [ SCHQOL [F WE OID NOT
OIN THE ATewOME 9RQGRAMe

THINK ABOUT THE WAY YOU NG 24IR1fx _ __ WORKED ON THE LESSONS THIS
SUMMER, THEN REAQ THE STATEMENTS BELDH. [F A STATEBMENT IS TRUE, FILL
IN THE CIRCLE [N FRONT OF IT. .

WE USUALLY GI0 EACH LESSON [N ONE OAY.
WE USUALLY WORKED OM. ONB LESSOM SEVERAL TIMES OURING THE WEEK,
2479re¥ _ MESDED A LOT OF HELP WITH THE LESSONS.
PATRICK __~ O1D NQT NEED A LOT QF MELP WITH THE LESSONS.
2arerex . LIXSD GOING THE LESSONS.
9473 1C . 010 YAQT LIXE J0ING THE LESSONS.

%HQ USUALLY HELPED ’_LE.LL_ 4ITH THE LZ3SONS?

Q PRATHER 9 MATHER 0 SISTER OR BRQTHER 0 GQTHER

HAS 24TRICX - IESN [N THE AT=-QME PROGRAM 3EFURE?
Qo YSS 9 Ng

QN THE 3ACX OF THIS JUESTIONNAIRE, 9LEASE WRITE iNY QTHER CO‘!NENTS i8gur
THE ATewQME PROGRAM.

B-14 'T
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

TPRCE GF RISIARCH ANO EVALUANON
: ’
) . W -

Cesr At-rome Parent,

Augusc 7, 1980

A Taw waaks ago [ sant you a questionnaire about the At-Home
Program. 3ecausa [ hava not yet recaived your reply, [ am sandiqg
you this reminder lettar anc one questionnairs for each chiid you
have in the program. / : .

Your answers ars very important to me. Seciuse you have worked
with tha program all summer, you know much mors atout it than [ do.
Your answers will nelp me decida what !s good about the program, and
also what parts could be made better.

?leass take a few minutes t0 £111 out this questicnnaire, and
then return it in the s ed, seif-addrassed snvelope. [f you have
any quastions, call me at 581227, Renmemper that your inswers will
not te saen Dy anyona except me,-and will not affect whether your eniig

gats 2 T-shirt or goes to the banquet.

(ncinly. /"
e{}m weady ’

Oave Welsh, Svaluation I[ntarn -,

?.5. If you have already smt"niyour quastionnaire, please ignore
shis lectar. / .

Taas for your bhelp !

4100 GUADALUPE, ATSTIN, TEXAS 78752 $12 /- 4581227

O
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Attachment B-3
(Page 1 of 12)

VERBATIM COMMENTS FROM AT-HOME PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

The following written comments from parents were:reproduced just as
they were written so that their meaning and impact would not be

unintentionally altered. Readers may judge for themselves the accuracy
of the conclusions contained in the text of this appendix.




Attachment B-3

80.61 (Page 2 of 12)

1. It is a nice program to have. I wish they keep them going.

2. I do think the At-Home Program is very helpful and effective; however,
we feel to add more lessons would be a mistake. A child with learning
difficulties needs periods of 'freedom' (summer wvacation) from
responsibilities and learning pressures just as children who learm
easier do.

In particular case he enjoyed most of the At-Home Program
and entered in to it with a great deal of enthusiasm, although I -
feel it would have been better if we could have waited until a week
.or two after school closed before beginning the extra work.

I realize that children with learning difficulties need extra help

and must work harder but I feel that this should be handled with the
least amount of pressure because in a child with learning difficulties
pressure produces frustration.

As a whole we gained a great deal from the program and would like to
participate again and would reccommend it highly to others.

3. enjoyed the lessons very much. She looked forward to doing
‘them each week. And I think they will help her in the coming year.

"Thank you for giving me more of a chance to help our daughter at home.
4, She enjoyed it and thought it was easy.

5. I enjoyed working with —a—. in the "At-Home Program.'" I think this
helped him to keep up his skills. However I feel the program should
be started the week after .was out of school and lasted every week
during the summer. The lessons were rathee easy for and only took about
30 minutes. :

I'm glad to see the schools trying to coordinate a program with the
parents. I feel that the children will be closer to their parents and
in turn the parents will know a little bit about the learnming habits
.of their child.

Thanks for allowing and I to take part in this "At-Home: Program.”
I hope the program continues next year.

6. They love the lessons and wanted to do all of them at one time.
Hope you have them next summer. ’

7. I was only disappointed when a couple of times and I had trouble
understanding some of the "extra" work he was sent. I didn't think
there was sufficieant instructions for that work. When I wrote a note
to the instructor in Maryland about the problems that we cid not
understand -- we never heard from her about it. Otherwise, I think

and I really benefitted from chis program and wish we continue

it next year.

Q . B-17
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Attachment B-3
(Page 3 of 12)

8. My child and I enjoyed working in this program. has been in
the program for 3 years and she looks forward to it every summer.
My younger daughter says she would also like to take part in

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17,

18.

the program. I hope the at home program continues to be a suscess.
And lasts for many more years. 1'm looking forward to our secession.

I think the at-home-program is great. I enjoyed it very much and so
did . I only wished that my son could have taken this lesson
this summer. He likes working with the lesson too. He had it year
before last “but not this year. I really do think that these lesson
really helps. So keep up the good work.

We had a lot of fun with the lessons, and . We feel we could do
more lessons and will be interested in more At home programs.” The

only proplems we had were gitting the lessons mailed on time (we had a
very busy summer). Thank you Mr. Welsh, and we hope to do more programs
in the future.

Both and I enjoyed the program very much, beacuse 1 could
spend time helping her, and she was very happy when she got the
lessons back. if I would had known about this program before 1
would have enrcll her last year. 1 hope that they yill continu=
this program again.

will be going to Brentwood again next year and L have learned
that Brentwood will not be in the At-Home Program next year.
I am really disappointed. thoroughly enjoyed the lessons &
looked forward to doing them each week. There was one lesson - #5
that gave a great deal of trouble. I fz2lt it was much too
hard for him. None of the other lessons gave him much trouble at
all. I do wish could be in this program next year.

enjoyed the first two lessons. After that he did not like
the program because he didn't want to take the time to read and
answer the questions. Otherwise, I think this is a helpful program
for the kids. Py
I think it was very interested for her and me because I learned a lot
fromw it also. Hope this program will continue not only for during
the summer, but also for school time.

i injoy the at home Program this summer injoy to very mﬁrch
Thank to the at home Program. -

I felt the program was fine, and could have been a little bit harder
with more reading stories in it. The math part was a surprize, although
it was great it realy help a lot more. '

Good project to get parents involved with working with their children
on school work. Shows child that parent thinks school work is
important. )

and the family went on vacation three weeks ago. She did not
resume the program when we returned. So, she did not complete the
At-Home Program.

B-18
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Artachment B-3

© 80.61 (Page 4 of 12)

I think learned a lot of new words or the meanings of siuple
everyday words that i Thought she knew. I am very pleased because

is ONE of my girls who really needed this kind of program.

‘She was very slow in school two years ago, but now she did very well

at Pleasant Hill in 79-80.

I would like to say is that T enjoyed this program very much. I wish
they have-this program again. .

For the most part it was a good experience working together. T learned
strengths and weaknesses -- and sometimes it was frustrating for

both of us.

The only suggestion for improving the program would be to start it later
in the summer (rather than in May while school is still going on) and
have 1t continue further into the summer -- hopefulry up to August.
This way we were still getting through school in May, having extra
lessons, and now it's the middle of July and the summer program is
over. It would be bemeficial, I think, to have'a continuum built so
that when school starts, the 'rustiraess' is not.. there. I'm sure this
is a major objective of the At-Home Program, but the timing seems to
negate, at least in part, this objective. ‘

The rewards, though, of the banquet and T-shirt have been a real incen=-
tive for . He's been working on the lessons for his own sake, but
knowing there's a reward at the end has really helped.

This program helped keep up the study habits he had already
learned in first grade and I feel he's that much more prepared to
start 2nd grade. It couid have been longer & he | could have
handled more difficult work.

Thank you for the program. Please continue it.

enjoy the program very much and she really looked forward to

doing each lesson, in fact, some weeks she wanted to do two lesson

at a time. The ouly trouble she had was toward the end of the program
she had a little trouble undarstanding the test and it cause her to
make nore mistakes.

has enjoyed this program and locks forward to getting his

tests back in the mail. The only lesson hez had any trouble with

at all .sas Assignment 7A--upper and lower ~:sse letters. We worked on
it a little longer than the rest and T wil' be reviewing him on that
before n¢xt school year.

I'm pirased with this' program.

I, , motker of , really enjoyed

the At-Home Program. I enjoyed working with my daughter very much.
‘1o program even helped me a little, it was fun and educational.

I found out my daughter knew more than I expected. We hope the -

rrogram continues.

B-~19 ~
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26.

is only six I have to read the instructions and explain the
qdestions. . .

I like these At-Home lession they are working well with my two four (4)
year cld twin daughter which will be £ive (5) August 22, and will be
intering Norman this school year. They alsc enjoy the lessions. i

. 27. Both of my girl's enjoyed the program but they would finish their
lesson in one hour & then they were anxious to deo another lesson.
They felt one lesson a week was too little. They didn't like waiting
so long for another one. this'is the only complaint they had.

28. We enjoy the program. It help me with._..___ . he is a bright child -
I can help him now. .

29, Seems like the first two lessons were returned immediately and then
took awhile for the others to come back.

30. It would be good if we could have a program during the school year.
is weak in Math so the lessons she received on Math were
a great help. Sometimes the instructions to the Math was confusing.
We both enjoyed the experience and would like to see 1t continued.

P.S. We would like for ... to continue in the program so
that we can help her witi hor weakness. I try to help her with
reading and her dad helps some with Math. We also work with the
teacher during the year to keep up with her progress.

31. This program seems like a great idea for the children who have a hard
time learning their reading lessoms in school. It would be a shame
if they had to lose all they had gained just'because of summer break.

seems to have beem put in a little'higher level than he had
been in at school. Iustead of repeating the same things he had
already learned in the school year, he was learniv.z new things
toward the end of the program. This didn't create a problem (1f 1t
had 1 wopldlve~gdtten in touch with the representative here). The:
__ondy problem was my lack of ability to explain the instructions to
e him. After going over them a few times, we both "saw the light"
and were 0off and running.

Thank you for your program.

32. The program can really help the childred learn. The only problem
I had with was finding the vight time for her to do the lesson.
Because sometimes she was to busy playing and didn't feel like
working out her lesson. I think that in the morning was the good
time for her to work her lesson.

33, 1. In___  case I wish there were more than 10 lessons (1if done
in summer) as she needs the extra help.
2. We never needed help, so Pcan't say for sure, but I imagine it
would hav e been there.
3. ____ 1iked the lessons fine, and got through them quickly.
It was the rhymes she had trouble with.

Q ‘ - .B-20
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34, _____ had to be told to do the lessons, beacuse when she

would receive the corrections she would put the letter in the

folder and sometimes wouldn't tell me that the corrections had

come during the week, so I would put her right to do the lessons. //
35. Lesson with vowel/syllables Instruction with clap hands and mark
X on paper was OK. When page four had this sawe note plus nod
head and mark circle word, . would get confused with shert
attention spand.

Did not get Lesson Seven back. Lost in ma&l.

Had a person to contact in case we needed hi 1p.

The b~ginning lessons were not as hard for_ . More time
had to be spend on each lesson as we progressed. When we finished
the Tenth lesson, ___ ___was disappointed there were no more

lessons to do.
I enjoyed working with . It gave me an idea of the possible
problems which might be occuring or where additional help is needed.
Thank you for letting us participate.

36. It's a pretty good program and we enjoyed it. Thank you.

37. It’'s a very good Program.

38. Some of the lesson was so simple wantad more to do. The extra
lesson that they sent wasn't that interesting.

39. I would have liked more extra work. -

40. The only comment I like to make is that this is a wonderful program
for both the child and the parents, it also helps the parents find
out what his child needs to work on a little bit more on.

41. tries very hard. She dose most of lesson on her own.

She is a hard worker. But just dosent pay attention or read
directions very well. This causes____ to ask question. She is a
very slow learner. But she tries very hard. Reading I'snt one of
her favorite hobbies.

___1is very good at understanding. With a little help. She also
likes to read.

dose good work. She catches on very quickly. She likes to read.

is doing fine with the At Homeprogram She just needs someone
to explain it to her. She dose the rest.

42. I like the at-Home program.

ERIC -z
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43.

L4,

45,

46.

57,

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

I think that all parents could join the at-home program and that
they would really enioy working with their children. Also it will
help them remember some of the things that they have learned in
school. So that they will not forget what they lezrn in school.

Was satisfied with the program.

and I enjoyed working together, I think this will be a great
help to her going into fourth grade.

and I did like the at home program. keeps asking me ahout
the T-shirt. I think thats what he was really working for.

I had several questions about the program. I called the number given

in the training program but my calls were not returned. I called
several times.

We both enjoyed working together on the lessons. Sometimes, _ __ ___ _.
could not understand the instructions, but when I repeated them to
her, they were easier for her, I think the at-Home-Program is just
wonderful. I know my child has kept up with her reading all summer

" by working with the program.

I liked the lessons. 1t was an experience, but I had trouble with
thea myself, and I just did not have that much time to it down with
her and my other daughter since I have two other smaller children at
home.

Other than that the program seems very helpful.

I enjoied helping or working with her when ever I had the chance but
it was kind of hard to understand. It was kind of hard to find the
time for the lessons I have four kids and its kind .of hard to give
one child your individual time. . -

Other than that the program is very helpful.

I myself as a parent really in trully injoy working with my kids if
time permit. But we both enjoyed it. And hope very much that the
same program will be available to his baby brother and thank you
again for the program.

We were pleased and happy to participate. The money part was the
hardest for .. The rest was fairly easy for her.

_____ didnt 1like the extry work. When he had to draw he didnt wont to
do it, because he sead he couldnt draw that good. Most of the work
had at the answer vight their, but he would guess at the question.

The program was great it improved his reading a great deal.

' B-22
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S4, 0 sometimes dont understand her lessons. But alfre a while
she come to a understanding But we haye to help our child. We are
prout of . and . we let help our children with Home

Program.' hope lot of mother help. /ﬁope to keep up the good work.
‘P.S. sometime I late because my husband is Ill.

(other child)

We injoying with together cause love to read and I love to
teach my son.to read, I just Yove this "home program,’' my son and
I have a understanding on the program. Let keep up the good work.

55. 1 thinkfthe‘at home program is ok and beside______ like to study.
But gog behind on the program cause we when on vacation. Sometime
I understand the work and I had trouble with it. Thank you.

/

. and I liked the at home program very much. In the first few
lessons she needed more help, toward the end she was able to work
alone, asking only a few questions. With one exception the math.
Anita had to get her sister's help with the math.

56.

The at home program helps to keep the mind alert during the summer.
Thanks.

57. This Program is a very good one for the children it keeps them
interested in school. and it is even better when you make it a
game at home when you get them to study.

58. We were pleased and happy to participate. The money part was the
hardest for . The rest was fairly easy for her.

59. I think the at-Home program is a help to a child which is slow in
school and need some extra attention. It help the parent under-
stand the probobling the teachers has at school with her child.
It help the child spend sometime with her parent which, helps she
maynot get to do if this wasn't a part of her summer activitys.

60. The only real problem I has was remembering to send her homework
on the same day each week. Otherwise than that every thing went
alright. Thank you very much.

61. I would like to see more of at Home Programs for children, also the
program could include some math & Spelling. This age child 1is just -
begining to learn math. These lessons have helped keep the child
aware of what she learmed in the school year. o

62. I thank you should have some math such as they have in the grade
level they are in, I find that Math & reading is usualy the weak
point, in most of our young people today. Working with young adults
in my line of work my waitress can't add or muply, to get the state
tax on the guest checks.

63. I had a little trouble finding items that they needed and helping
be cerative in some areas, It was my fault that the lessons
where not received to you on time.

B-23
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64. (same parent as # 63)

had trouble with some of the wcrk (the math mostly). Sometimes
I could not make her understand what I wanted her to do. It was my
fault that the lessons where late to you. Also Alice was ¥sick

most of this summer.

65. ___ and I really enjoyed doing the Home Program. Joanna has
. really improve in her reading. " ' '

66. We are not finished with lessons because we were out of town for
three weeks.

67. Will the program be extended? We have not completed it,

68. We really enjoyed helping Andrea work with the at home prog.
We got to learn things out of it also. it was fun.

69. Sorry that I have taken so long in returning this. The At-Home-
Program ask that we set aside 1 hour. It does not take
that long to do the lesson. I sometimes wish that they took
a little longer than 15 to 20 minutes.

70. The lessons were pretty easy for __;______and I wish they had been
a little more challenging. She did as many a week as I let her.
so we had them finished before the mail in days'.

I feel with that the lessons could have been alittle more

challenging also. I was glad for the math sheets returned with
the\}essons. ‘

71. is very active in summer progfams that he had to be remined
of dhe\lession. Maybe there where l or 2 instruction he did'n
- . understand.

N\
~

I like the ‘At Home programs to have a little more math involve
in it. It keep his mine open and he will not forget what he learn.

72. Thank you very mﬁch for the at-Home program, Ace learned a lot
and hopfully he will be able to keep up in school this fall.

73. —_ and I really enjoyed doing the At-Home-Program. I hope it
will be something we can look forward to every summer.

P.S. Sorry this is so late but we just arrived from vacation and
it was in our stack of mail

74, I think 10 lessons were plenty, but I would like to have seen materials
to extend the lessons. For eaxmple, in some exercises we circled

the words that could call correctly.” However, there were no
suggestions or supplemental activities for teaching the words she
didn't know.

In other lessons _______ was asked to give a title to a story or

summarize a main idea. She really was unable to do this without
assistance. I would like to have had some suggestions on teaching her
to do this without virtually just giving her the answers.

Q ' In general, the program was well written and simple to use.
: B~24 '
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75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

Attachment B-3
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and I both enjoyed the program, we are usually working or
doing some kind of lesson or something together with my grandson
since all the other children have grownup, it was a nice experience
but it wasn't new for us, because we usually include our children
in all of our activities especially in the summer because we are
all at home for the summer and we spend as mush time as we can
just doing things together. We both enjoyed it.

It would be helpful to have a booklet besides the test paper.

I think the program is a very good idea (especially when school is
out and these young children are still geared toward developing their
minds). _______ looked forward to working on these lessons and I
could tell it was very self satisfying for him to show his mother
how smart he was. He required very little help after explaining

the questions and sometimes, knew what to do with practically no
explanantion at all.

Unfortunately, some problems developed at home that interferred
with _ finishing the lessons, but on the whole, I think it
was very beneficial.

Last year did really great on the at-Home-Lessons. It was
my impression that each year (according to age and grade) that

the program would be modified. So, he was given the same lessons
as last year. If this is the case, I would strongly suggest that
some changes be made. Otherwise, I find no other faults.

I enjoyed the At-Home Program. It let me know how________ answer
her questions in her school class and how she thinks about her
work. I would like more Prog. 'ms like this. The programs helps
me to be able to study along with her and enioy it. I was awazed
at her understanding of her lessons.

My only regret was that I was having too many problems at home that
I wasn't able to continue the lessons with my children. Perhaps
I'1l have a chance again another year in being able to help my
children study.

The lessons were far too easy for____ . When the math sheet
arrived rebelled against the lessons entirely. She is

and has been in the past over whelmed by the amount of math problems
on an entire page.

has continued working with a reading tutor from St. Edward's
University through out the summer at a third grade level. Therefore
I did not force this program on her since it was below the level
she is successful in already.

The three lessons she did complete took maybe 5 minutes a piece
and did not warrant my help in any way.

I think the At-Home Program is very good. Being summer, they are
always doing this and that, going here and there. We might of done
that was required of the program. But it was very good, He

liked doing it. -
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90.
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92.

93.

-Both
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I sent in all ten lessons and wzz told that they had only received
seven.

This summer I was away training for my job. I didn't have anyone to
take the time with ____  -and her lesson. She was with her grand-
parents and they are a little to old to help her with the lesson.

and I completed all ten lessons but did not get to send them in
because I had to leave town due to illness in the family.  So we did
not get to send them all in by the deadline but I hope they will
have it next summer she sure like it.

1. does like to work with the at home program if he understand
what he is suppose to do.

2. I think fail the third grade last semester because lack of
communication between him and his room teacher. Course I know
with 30 students in one room, the teacher can't spent to much
time with one student. But with plain English and a little
pacious, can make the 3rd grade this year. '

I wish there had been more math lessons.

By the end of July, . was beginning to become disinterested
in taking time to do the lesson with so many other summer activities.

I feel the extra work sent at intervals wasn't necessary. After
all, the children go to school for 9 months and don't want to spend
most of the summer dealing with school work especially a six yr old.
She hasenjoyed it & benefited a lot from enrichment and enlightment
of course.

I enjoyed giving the lesson to , and realy enjoyed doing
on her own. said the lesson were pretty esle--if yall have

it again she'd like something little harded--something that she'll
read and think more about it--before answering. this was a good
ideal of At Home Program. I hope__ __ will keep on, on the program.
We both realy enjoyed. Sorry for not mailing this sooner.

In the beginﬁing was enjoying the lessons and later the
lesson got a little complex and he seemed to stop enjoying them,

and I enjoy the program I learn lots from the lesson just

much as did we love it Thank you much
and I did not complete the program -- I was taking care of my

father who was terminally ill.

and I did not complete the lessons during the summer due to
some family problems which occurred. The program is very good, but

did have difficulty understanding much of it, possibly it was
too advanced for her. I don't remember her having come across much
of it in her homework and it was difficult for me to explain clearly
on her level, since I'm not a teacher, myself. I'm sure next year
will be better for her since she has now been exposed to some of it.
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99.
100.
101.
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Both and I enjoyed working with the At Home Program. I think it
should have been offered many years before. It's the ideal thing to
keep the mine in function during the summer months.

- enjoyed very much doing his lesson. he was very pleased when
his lessons came back to see what he had scored.

_was not able to finish the program. She went to spend % the
summer with her grandmother and she cannot read. I was very pleased
with the program (the few. lessons we did together) Thank you for all

your. cooperation. : \\\\

I feel that the child should have been able to send in more than one.
lesson a week. A working parent's schedule may not allow 1 lesson per
week. Sometimes we had more time than others and would have been able
to do more than one lesson and send it in. Otherwise I think the
lessons were fine and I enjoyed doing them.

lessons were slow in being returned. As a result of this factor
- lost interest in the program.

I was not satisfied with parent training. I feel the kits should have
been explained more fully. As a working mother I found I had no means
of reaching anyone at the Ed. Office during the time I wanted to ask
questions.

Perhaps this program may have been of benefit to some children--
didn't appear to improve. '

__was then placed in a one to one remedial reading class for the
rest of the summer. There has been an improvement.

—— !+ will not go to Ridgetop next ycar. We have move to ====-
she will go to Jane Landford. I don't know if they will have this
program. I didn't know we were going to move

We really enjoyed working with the At Ho.ieProgram I think that was
very helpful for me and the chbildren.

Although the lessons were very easy to .. I found that if were not
finished, it was due on me.

I think - enjoyed the work. It didn't last long, but it
helps a lots. '
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1980 Summer At-—Home Reading Program
Appendix C

AT-HOME STUDENT PROFILES
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Instrument Description: Ac-Home Student Profiles

3rief descripcion of Ehe inscrumentC:

A form used to record informacion about each participant's completed lessons, number
of errors per lesson, date of lesson completion, etc.

To whom was the inscrument administcered?

‘Profilas were maincained for each Act~Home parcicipanc.

How nany times was the insctrument adminictzared?

As often as lessons were received by Ac-Home headquarters.

“hen was the inscrument administered?

Student profile information was collected unzil Augusc 8, 1980, (for scudents
parcicipacing in the firsc 10-week session); and uncil October 22, 1980, (for
students participating in the second l0-week session).

Where was the inscrument adminiscered?

At-Home headquarters in Balctimore, Maryland.

Who. administered the instrument?

At-Home staff.

what training did the adminiscrators have?

Administrators were all public school teachers. The nature of any specific training
they may have been given 18 unknown.

Was the Inscrument administared under standardized condicions?

Not applicable.

Were chere problems with the instrument or the administration that might
affect the validicy of cthe data?

Data were collected by program scaff. However, therea is no reason to balieve that
the informacion is inaccurate or incomplece.

Who developed the inscrument?

At-Home headquarcters in Baltimore, Maryland.

What reliabilicy and validicy daca are available on the inscrument?
Not applicable.

Are there norm data available for interpreting the resulcs?

No.

O

ERIC | 2
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AT-HOME STUDENT PROFILES

Purpose

Information contained in the student profiles was used to answer the
--following evaluation questions and information needs:

Evaluation Question 1-1: Were the objectives of the
At-Home Program met? :

Evaluation Question 1—2{ Were the number of lessons
completed and/or the percentage of items correct
positively related to subsequent achievement gains?

Evaluatioﬁ\Question 1-3: Was the amount of extra work
completed by participants positively related to sub-
sequent achisvement gains? ~

Evaluation Question l-7: Were the session levels used
by participants approprilately matched to their entering
ability levels?

Information Need 1: How many students participéted in
the 1980 Summer At-Home Program by grade, sex, and
ethnicity?

Information Need 3: Did the program meet its participation
objective?

Procedure

Data Collection

As each participant's lessons were received by At-Home headquarters in
Maryland, information about those lessons was recorded on the form re-
produced in Attachment C-1. This form was developed by the At-Home
staff, and includes spaces for information about the date the lesson
(or "session") was raceived, the number of errors in the lesson, other
materials which were returnéd along with the lesson, and materials
which were sent back to the participant.

Each participant's profile was then sent to AISD's Office of Research
and Evaluation, where the information was summarized and analyzed.

Data Analysis

Participation objective:
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Simple summary statistics (frequencies, means, variances) were calculated
in order to provide information relevant to these questicns. Number of
lessons completed and number of errors per lesscn were summarized using
Program CONDESCRIPTIVE of the SPSS package. Number of errors per completed
lesson. was calculated for each participant by dividing the total number

of errors by the number of completed lessons. The results are presented
in Attachment C-2. '

Mumber of Lessons and Achievement Gains:

~ All participants who had both pre- and posttest ITBES scores were grouped

according to number of lessons completed (0-2, 3-4, 5-6, 7-8, 9-10).

In order to compare gains made by participants in these -groups, analyses
equivalent to the slopes and intercepts tests In the analysis of co-
variance were done using program REGRAN of the EDSTAT package. The three
linear models used are described below.

Model 1: Y = aOU + alX(l) + aZX(z) + a3x(3) + aax(“) + aSX(S) +
a x(®) 4 a,x7) 4 agx® 4 x4 g x10) 4 g
Model 2: Y = agU + a);x 1) 4 a, %%+ a7y ayx®) 4
alSX(g) + 316;(10) + E
Model 3: Y = agU + a17X(ll) + E
Thevvectors'used to‘define the models were as follows:
Y was posttest ITBS réading tetal grade equivalent.
U was the unit vector.
X(l) was pretest ITBS reading total grade equivalent if the student

completed i-2 lessons;- 0, otherwise.

X(z) was pretest ITBS reading total grade equivaleﬁt'if the student
completed 3~4 lessons; 0, otherwise. : ’

X(3) was pretest ITBS reading total érade equivalent if the student
completed 5-6 lessong; G, otherwise.

X(A) ‘was pretest ITBS reading total grade equivalent if the student
completed 7-8 lessons, 0, otherwise.

5) .
X( -was pretest ITBS reading total grade equivalent if the student
completed 9-10 lessons; 0, otherwise. :

X(6) was 1 if che student completed 1-2 lessons; 0, otherwise.
7 : X

X( ) was 1 if the student cpmpleted 3-4 lessons; 0, otherwise.
8

X( ) was 1 1f the student completed 5-6 lessons; 0, otherwise,

-t
. [N e
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(9)

X was 1 if the student completed 7-8 lessons; 0, otherwise.

(10)
X

(1) . ,
X was pretest ITBS reading total grade equivalent.

was 1 if the student completed 9-10 les%ons, 0, otherwise.

The output for these analyses is included in Attachments C-3 and C-4.
Appropriateneés of Session Levels

The At-Home session level on which each participant worked was classified

. in one of three ways. The level was either "too hard," "toc easy," or

"appropriate."” This classification was derived as follows. Participants
were first grouped by session level. Then their spring, 19€C, ITBS

reading total grade equivalents were examined. If the first digit of the
grade equivalent corresponded to the designated difficulty level of

the session level, the level was classified as "appropriate.’ If the

first digit of the ITBS total reading grade equivalent (pretest) was higher
than the session’s difficulty level, the level was classified as "too easy."
1f the first digit of the grade equivalent was below the. session'’s difficulty
level, the session was classified as "too hard." The difficulty level of
the various sessions was determined by the program's developers (see
Attachment C-5). Level A was not included in these analyses because the

_ bulk of the participants at this level were kindergarten students in the

spring of 1980, and‘therefore had no ITES scores.

Results

Figures C-1 and C-2 summarize the student profile information for the first
ten-week session with respect to number of lessons completed and number of
errors per completed lesson. Figure C-3 contains the same information for
the second ten-week session. Inspection of Figures C-1 and C-2 suggests
that participants at Levels X, Y, and Z made more errors than participants
at the lower levels. Level Y, and Z participants completed fewer lessons
than the other participants.

Evaluation Question 1-1 (also Infcrmation Need 3): Did the program meet
its participation objective?

The participation objective was worded as follows:

On the average, participants in the Title I swmmer school
At-Home program will complete 80% of the At-Home lessons.

Inspection of Figure C-1 reveals that this objective was not met. On the
average, participants in the regular 10-week At-Home program completed 77%
of the At-Home lessons.

Evaluation Question 1-2: Were the number of lessons completed positively
related to subsequent achievement gains?




80.61

Figure C-4 displays the results of the analysis comparing gains by number
of lessons completed. Gains in ITBS reading total grade equivalznt were
not significantly different according to the number of lessons completed
by participants. Thus, there appears to. be no relationship between
number of completed lessons and achievement gains.

Evaluation Question 1-3: Was the amount of extra work coﬁpleted by partici-
pants positively related tc subsequent achievement gains?

At the time the evaluation design was written, it was anticipated that the
student profiles would contain information on the amount nf extra work
completed by participants. However, only information on the amount of
extra work sent to participants was collected by At-Home headquarters.

Since students were not required to complete and return the extra work they
reéceived, this question could not be answered.

Evaluation Question 1-7: Were the session levels used by participants
appropriately matched to their entering ability levels?

Figure C-5 shows the number of participants whose session levels were
appropriately and inappropriately matched to their entering ability levels.
Level A/B has a very high proportion of students for whom this level is too
easy, Levels X, Y, and Z have a high proportion cf students for whom these
levels are too hard. Thus, the answer to this question depends to some
extent on the particular session level under consideration. The highest
and lowest sessions are less appropriately matched to entering ability
levels than the middle sessions. Overall, 144 participants were in-
appropriately matched; 107 were appropriately matched.

A relatively consistent picture emerges when these data are compared to the
data on lessons completed (Figure C-1) and number of errors (Figure C-2).

That is, participants at the upper session levels (X-Z) appear to be working
on levels which are too difficult for them, making more errors, and completing
fewer lessons. This information suggests that local personnel may need to '
examine more closely the way in which participants are assigned session
levels. :

Information Need 1: How many students participated in the 1980 summer
At-Home Program by grade, sex, and ethnicity?

The list of students verfied by program headquarters as active At—Home
participants was matched to the HEW file maintained by AISD in order to
produce a listing by grade, sex, and ethnicity. This listing is shown

in Figure C-6. There were 96 Black participants (44 males and 52 females);
139 Hispanic participants (57 males and 82 females); and 94 other ethnicities
(52 males and 42 females).

The total number of students in this list (N = 333) is slightly larger than
the number of students for whom student profile data were received
(N = 307).
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~Segsion _ Number of

Level Participants Mean Variance -
A 48 7.98 5.55

A/B 68 | 7.93 6.58
B : 74 7.74 6.93
C 35 : 7.71 7.33
D 38 : 7.24 8.83 -
X | 27 8.26 5.51
Y 14 6.14 5.52
yA ‘3 5.00 12.00

Total 307 7.70 6.87

Figure C-1. AVERAGE NUMBER OF LESSONS COMPLETED. TFirst ten-week session.

N
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Session Number of

. Level Participants " Mean- Variance
A 48 } .50 .36
A/B 68 49 .37
B 74 .59 .42
c 35 1.04 .92
D - 38 . 1.04 .98
X 27 1.57 1.81
Y 14 2.83 2.12
z 3 1.67 ~ 2.58

Total 307 ‘ .86 L 1.02

Figure C-2. AVERAGE NUMBER OF ERRORS PER COMPLETED LESSON. First ten-week
session.
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# of Lessons ## of Exrors per

) Completed - Completed. Lesson
Mean 8.05 1.43
Variance 5.02 3.02

Figure C-3. STUDENT PROFILE INFORMATION FOR SECOND TEN-WEEK SESSION (N = 38).

’
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Mean Grade Bquiv, Equal Slopes Equal Gains
Group N DPretest Posttest Cain df T df Foop
Completed 1-2 Lessons R 3?08 WA
Completed 3-4 Lessons 2 2,85 3.02 ;17 :
4,129 <107 4133 < 90

Completed 5-6 Lessons 17 2% 2,51 Al :
Completed 7-8 Lessons 21 L3 2,62 .29

Completed 9-10 Lessons 69 2,5 2,81 21

Figure C-4, READING TOTAL GAINS BY NUMBER OF LESSONS COMPLETED,
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AT-Home Session Level

Appropriateness A/B B C D X-2

n - - 10 12 22
Too Hard i

A - 2 29 32 50

n 15 = 43 17 13 19

Appropriate

% 23 61 49 .34 43

n 49 24 8 13 3
Too Easy :

% 77 34 22 34 7

Figure C-5. APPROPRIATENESS OF MATCH BETWEEL
SESSION LEVEL AsTD ENTERING ABILITY
"LEVEL. Percents refer to <.,lumn
percents.

c-11
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/
/
o/
Male / Female
Grade Black Hispanic Other /Black Hispanic Other
Early
Childhood - - - 4 - -
Kindergarten 9 9 10 6 7 7
1 12 22 15 17 21 16
2 7 11 5 6 17 3
3 4 7 5 8 15 7
4 7 5 5 JEER i N
/,/4 ,,,,, T
5 5 3 12 6 — 12 6
TOTAL * 44 57 .52 52 82 42
Figure C-6. NUMBER OF AT-HOME PARTICIPANTS BY GRADE, SEX, AND

ETHNICITY. Four participants did not have ethnicity
or sex data on file.
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INDIVIDUALIZED STUDENT-PARENT SKILL PROFILE
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OF LESSONS CO LETED —-- ITBS READING
' GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES.
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G330 AT=HJME PPCGRAM «w= DISTIIBUTIIN fF

Attachment C-3
(Page 2 of 12)

SCGRES 3Y MNUMBER CF LESSONS =m 1 T2

\

FRECUENCY DISTEIBUTION SOR VARIARLE # 2 (POSTTEST

_BELATIVE  ADJUSTED _ THMULATLVE

T ARSOLUTE FREQ FRED FUED) )
COOE FREQ (PCT.) (PCT.) {2CT.)
1.22 1. 25.5 . 23.0 25,5 -
2010 1. 2!:.0 _Zio__:\ =C'03
(/
2.73 l. 2543 5.9 75,9,
!

6,30 l. 25.0 25,0  100.n =
. TOTAL % a 220.0  _ _102.2 . _ - -
VALID CASES= 4
MISSING CASES= 3
MEA“= 3.C750 VAR TANC == 5.7325
STD. DEV=  _ 2.236F _ _ ST). Z3R=  1.1133
MAX T M= 502000 T AU = 1.2070
R A E= ~£.1325 '

C"Zl ( ‘:
~a

RESUENCY DISTRIBUTION FCR VARIABLE ¥ 1 (PRETEST oy T T
) _____RELATIVE ADJIUSTED  CUMULATIVE | _ e
ARSPOLUTE FPED FREQ FREN
CCDE FRER (3CT.) (PCT.) (PCT.)
1.20 1. 25.5 25.5 25.5 T T
, _ 1/ :L
- 1.“0/ 1". 2'_"00 25.3 530.0 - |
7 ?
2.79 l. 2543 254D 75.5 L g
/ -~
5,00 1. 25.0 25.0 100.0 - ‘ )
_foTAL s, 130,35 163.9 -l 5
/ ; Y
ALTD £ASES= 4 \ v
ISSING CASES= 0 :
. | [
EAN= 2.8509 VAR IANCE= 4.3167
TD. DEV= 2.1947 STJ. SRR= 1.0573
AX U= 5.5002 119 1U= 1.3500
ANG E:= 5.7000
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1685 AT=HQYE PKRCGRAM wm DJISTRIZUTICY CF SCORESS AY MNuU™3e2 CF LESSTHS == 2 7° 2

P e e et ¢ = e+ mmmm o = e e ————— e ——— i —————————e —— e -

FRENJEMCY DISTRIBUTICMN FOR VARIARLE 4 1 (2PRETEST )

el .. .. . . RELATIVE ADJUSTED _CUMULATIVE.. .. . .. e o
AR UTE Fr =9 FRER FRFEYS
2 {(2C7.1) {PCT.) (277T.)

m V)
30
m

~oNe

[PRNT SN

(o3}
~

.
n

a.

J
I

.60 P e,

1.75 i. 4,5 4.5 27.3

2.00 2. 3.1 9.1  36.4 - I
2430 e P 9ol .. _AF.5_ . i}

2.40 l. 4.5 4.5 53.C

o 3edC o 2e Sl Sal T2, S U S

4.70____ S et Hen 3L .5 R S,
.20 1. 4.5 4.5 32.9

535 1. 4.5 4.5 93.5

_______,_‘;.ZQ S le e ____/t_-g 1790.79 _
ToTAL . -2, 107.9 109.9

VALID CASFS= 22 o

MISSING CASES= 5

Means 3. ases T T TTUNARIANCE= 2 3%es T

STH. JEV= 1.5137 STY. =@9= 7.13233

MACTAUM=  £.2200 . AINI“UM=  9.5000 o

RANGTZ= H. AN

l;E{I(;‘ c-22

IToxt Provided by ERI
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1937 AT=HOHE OROGZAY == DISTRIAUTION-CE

FREQUENCY DISTOI3UTICN €0R VARIARLE ¢ 2

SCORES 2y NUABE~

(5ESTTEST

Attachment C-

3

(Page 4 of 12)

OF LESSCrs

)

-

)
<
v

I

o RELAT.IVE ADJUSTED  CUMULATIVE
APSILUTE . F23Q EREQ FRED
ofplal= FREQD (oCT.) (20T, ) (PCT.)
1.20 1. 4.5 a3 T T als
S 445 _%e5 é.l e .
1.io 2. 9.1 9.1 13.2
.86 L. 4.5 4.5 22.7 T T
1.S0 i 4.5 4.5 27;3 o
2.10 . 9.1 3al 26,4
T 2.20 l. 4.5 4.5 40.9
2.40 z. 12,6 13.6 54.5
2.70 1. a5 4.5 56.1
T2 l. 445 4.5 532 .6
2.50 1. 4,5 4.5 £3.2
260 2. 7.1 3.1 77.3
4,30 1. 4.5 4.5 31.3 .
_4.a0 1, 4,5 4.5 36.4 \
S.10 1. 4.5 4.5 a0.3
5.20 . “.5 P 35.5
7,00 l. 445 4,5 120.9 .
ToTAL /zz. 139.0 133.9
VELID “ASFs= 22 T T
MISSI'G CASES= ’ 4
Means T T3EZa7 T T TTTTTwARIANCE= | z.2izz T T
STY. DEV= . l.4o74 ST). ZR3= 3.3171
MAXIAy#A=_ _ 7.0000  VMINI#yM=  1.2200 e e ..

RANGE= 6., 703C

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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1630 ATSHCME DR0GRAM == DISTRIRUTION CF SCORES Y NUMAEP 7F LIS3ON3 == 5 "R 6

FREQUENCY DISTXI8UTICN FOR VARIAZLE # 1 (PREZTEST )
B .. RELATIVE ADJUSTZ)  CUMULATIVE -
A3SCLLTE FRED FREN FRzq
ccos cR Iy (PCT.) (°CT.) {2CT.)
TT1.C0 2. T i1.3 T 11.3° 11.8
1.2 2. 11.8 11.3 23,5
1.2¢ l. 5.9 5.6 29.4
1.4 7 Ty T I . T T 1.3 41.2 T T T
1.4C Y. 5.9 B &7l L R
1.70 l. 5.9 5.3 ° 52.¢
2020 1. TTUET§T T TTT5,8 7T TTREL® - T
.00 2. tt.3  11.3 _79.6 ) e
T.10 1. 5.9 ) 74,8 /
5.70 :. Tor1TeT T 11.3 a3,z - -
4,60 1. 5.9 5.9 Q4.1
4.60 ls ¢ 3.9 3.9 171.9
TOTAL 17. 170,27 "~ 7"109.9 ° R T -
VALTY CASES= 17 .
MISSING CASESS o
MEAN= 242330 VARTANCE= 1.7109 Shau
ST2. DEV= 1.3C77 STO'y EXR= 243172 ' T
MAXT 9yM= 4.50CAH WINTUM= 1.0090
RANGI= 449550

C-24
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1625 ATw=kC4E PZ0GRAA e= DISTRIBUTION OF SCO2ES 3Y MU

Attachment C-3
(Page 6 of 12)

C-25

43ER OF LESSCUS m= 3 L7 5
ERTYUENCY DISTRTTUTION FOK VARTRZLT T 7 (POITTEST ] — B
QELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUJLATIVE
T TTUAGEALUTE TUTEITY T T OFRETT T T Ek=Er 0 T T - m
nIoE g2 (2CT.) (PCT.) (PCT.)
yrAgTTT T T 575 509 TR T ST
1.19 1. 5.9 5.9 11.7
1.29 1. 5.9 2.7 17.6 7
1,30~ — S TTTI T T TILLYTTTTTT OTLLR T TTTSLA T - T e
1.60 2. 11.3 11.3 41.2
1.""'-) lo 5!9 ;’.O 4‘701
S TTOCTT T IS T TSN 5T s A -
2.25 1. 3.9 3.9 38,3
3.73 l. 5,9 5,2 ARG LT
3,85 Ty, T TSGR T T s e
2,60 1. 523/// 5.9 7445
4,20 -. 114732 11.2 32,2
“I‘ .—ZIAO B - --I [ ] r) [ ] 9 .) [ ] 0 “)z". 1
4.70 '_1. 5.9 5.9 130.3 e
T‘?TAL 17. 1‘1—.’00 ].C0.0 .
/
— — //
VALTD CASTR= 177~ -
MI5S1iHG CASES= c
. / L . _
: ME&HE”f”“?;s‘:‘“"'“““' VAS [ENCES B \
$TJ. NEv= 1.24322 $TH, £00= 2.2254
MAYT MY 4,750 MIN M= 9.27300
T S
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1525 ATe=kCAF 233GRAYM ee JISTXI3UTICY OF SCCRES BY NUMBER TF L

M
(%)
w
o]
”
]
1

FRIJUENCY OT5T: I130TICN FOR VARTABLZ # 1 (PRET=CT )

RILATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ARSCLUTE Fec’ D) FREY
o ~TOF FYED (2CT.) (>CT.) )
00 . 7 3.7 3.7
1.10 l. 3.7 3.7 7.4
1.20 2, 11.1 11.1 13.5
TTTIED 1. 3.7 2.7 22.2
1.56 2. 7.4 7.4 25.6 g
1.@5 2. 7.4 7.4 37.9
TG 1. 7.7 3.7 Ao.T
_1.89 2. 7.4 A 1
1.30 2. 11.1 11.1 59.3
7.0 z. T4 7% 55.7 -
_2.50 3. 11.1 11.1 7.2 .
2.13 L. 3.7 3.7 81.5
TRV s STYTT==—%7 " §5.2
3.50 1. 3.7 2.7 88.9 L
4,73 1. 2.7 ' 3.7 32.6
5463 1. 3.7° 2,7 96.3 Tt T T T
5.6 1. 3.7 %7 100.0 e
TCTAL 274 100.0 100.0

VALID CASES= 27

MISSING CASES= C
HEAW?“**—213?9E““—ﬂm—w_"—VK?TANCEé———_TT§930

STD. DEV= 1.4CG3 STD. ERR= 0.2712

MaxI'U= 5.,33530 MINT VM= 1.0200

RANGE=" €.3048 B

C-26
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80.61

1637 AT=HOME OOCORAN == DISTRIAUTICN OF SCCRES AY NUMBF® OF LESSCNS ==~ 7 C° 3
FREUETEY DTSTET5UTION FOR VARTABLE 7 2 (POSTTEST o )
S ... _RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE e
ABSELUTE 7 FREQ TTEREY T FREQ
COOE FZEN (PCT.) (PCT.) (PCT.)
RS D o RS I TR A Iy ¢ 3.7' T
mjmb_ﬁ__& . 7.4 k;7m - e
1.70 2. 7.4 T.4 1445
1.30 Tral T T T T ""14‘;“8;—'—_3'373‘ Tt/ e o o T
CLeS0re BT BT 3T I
2.10 3. 1.1 11.1 48,3
2720 T T 2T U T KT LG 53 E - o
2.20 2o Tes Teh 820 S
2.40 2. 7.4 Tat 70.4
2.90 l. 2.7 2.7 7401 -
2.90 1. 2.7 3.7 77.8 -
2,10 2. 7.4 Tt 5.2
3.90 l. 7T, 8256 T -
5;30 1. 2.7 3.7 92.6
5.10 1. 3.7 3.7 96,3
6.70 1. 2.7 3.7 1060
rotaL 270 100.0 1000
VALID CASES= 27
MISSING CASES= ~ © R

'MEAN=

STD. DEV=

MAXTMUM= A,

RANGE=

2.6222
1.3715

VARI ANCE=
STD. ERR=

1.8310
0.2639

70C0 T T TTHMINTMUM=T TTILIN00T

L C=27 (..,
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1S4 ATw=H4E 22G52AM == DISTRIBUYTION CF SCORES BY NUM3IFR OF LESSUNS ~= G 3R 19

FREQUENCY 2ISTRIBUTICH FCRLVARIABté 41 (PRETEST T )
. PELATIVE ADJUSTZD  CUMULATIVE
1352 0TE €375 FREN FRET
TonE FRE) (2CT.) (90T.) (PCT.)
BT I 2.0 2.9 Z.9 T -
_92.30 1. 1.4 _l.4 4.3 ‘ )
.90 2. 2,9 2.9 7.2
R S To I I .2~ A 3.7 T
__l.10 3. 4.3 443 13.0 B o
1.22 e 2,9 2.9 13.3
.30 . 573 5.5 cl.7 ‘“ i
1.49 2. 2.9 2.9 24.6 e
1.7 3. v 3 443 29.0
TT1.70 . 4.3 4.3 333
_l.20 4. 5.8 5.3 39.1
1.30 % 5.3 543 4a 0
BN oTe) B 4 4.3 43.3 T
2429 2, 4.3 4.2 53,6
2.20 2 4.7 4.3 52,0

‘ B C-28
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?u?O 10 1‘1’ 1-':l> 55-:
- L e \
’.qr} 1- 1’ l., 66.7 )
_____ 2.00 2. 2.9 2.9 S, 6
2,50 4. .3 5.8 75,64
2766 ATV LT T T T e 75.8 - T T
.99 LR 2.9 2.9 73.7
4,00 z. 2.5 2.9 32.¢
4.20 2 T T TS 2.7 7 Tegg T T T T
4.30 3. 2.9 2.9 33,4
':?.:‘)." ?o ?-Q L 2-9 91-3
4,77 2, 4o 3 4,7 98 .7 \\\
5,13 1. 1ot oy 1.4 97.1
.50 1. leb 1.6 03,54
el dn I, I 103.0 T
T2TAL o pS. _ 199.9 _100.0 e
VALID nAS/#5= A
MISS005 CASES= 0
ME- .: 2.5405 VAT TANCE= 1.2921
5T). NDEV=  1.27%4 _ STD. ERR= 0.1656
MACT 1S JAGES T T INTI M =TT 505558 - T
G0

' C-29
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1595 AT~HCME PPCGRAM == DISTPIBUTION OF SCORES 3Y NUMBER 0OF LESSCMS == & OX 1c

FRENUZNEY "OISTHIRUTTEN FOR VARIASUE 4 2 (POSTTEST S N
o RELATIVE ADJUSTEY CUMDLATIVE L
AESTTUTE FYED FREQ e
cooE FREN (5CT.) (PCT.) (PCT.)
pPSeTy T, — 1.7 T.% 1.4
1.00 1. 1.4 1.4 2.9
1.19 2. 2.9 2.9 5.8
0 —=. 5.3 Z.3 10.1
1.20 1. 1.4 1.4 11.6
1,40 2. 2.9 2.9 14.5
[T50 P ' Zo3 %33 3.7
1.60 4. 5.3 5.3 24.5
1.3 4. =.2 5.3 0.4
750 . 573 573 T5.7
1.90 2. 2.5 mg.é” 19,1 ) ~
2.00 1. 1.4 le4 49 o A
- To R Ze 3.7 3.7 9T - :
C2ewl 3. 4.3 403 536 e
2.50 2. Z.9 2.9 56.53
R Tt ST R PE A P BOTeTT T -
2.50 1. 1.4 1.4 62.3 %
€30
[
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/
3.00 l. l.% 1.4 63.8
271057 2. TR T 2% 86.7 "
3.20 i 2. 2.5 2.9 67 .4 N
2,460 2. 2.9 2.9 72.5
2.60 =P 4.3 4.3 T5,R
4.00 1. 1.4 l.4 7843 )
4.10 1. 1.4 1.4 76,7
TTTT4L40 I. 1.4 1.4 RI.Z
.50 1. 1.4 l.4 32.6 i
4.70 2. 2.9 2.9 33.3
4,235 1. 1.6 L4 37.7
4.20 1. 1.4 1ot 83.4
5.00 1. 1.6 1.4 39,6
5210 2. 7.9 7.9 32.3
o 5e40 1. o L. o lea 342 — R
5. A0 1. 1.4 1.4 Q5.7
— et T TRLT T TTELe T T LS T 38,56
_7.30le 1.6 los o 100.0 S
TATAL 45, 1°0.0 172.0
VALTO CASSSE " “en” ~ T T o T ST s T
MISSIHMG CASES= 2 )
MEANET T 2.2114 VAP TANCE=S f”'gziﬁVET:f”"”j““‘“' o T T
§T). NTV= 1,£73¢ STY., ZRR= | D2.178n0 )
MACTHUN s 7.3070 YINMIMUM= 2 ).2200
R AN E’:’""""""‘].l.(‘;‘)o""" o Tmms smrT oo TR T - ST s e
C'.'.31 n;.:
v oo
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Variable Description
1 Was posttest ITBS readlng total grade
equivalent.
2 Was pretest ITBS reading total grade
equivalent.
3 Was pretest ITBS reading total grade

equivalent if the student completed 1-2
lessons; U, otherwise.

4 Was pretest ITBS reading total grade
equivalent if the student completed 3-4
lessons; 0, otherwise.

5 Was pretest ITBS reading total grade
equivalent 'if the student completed 5-6
lessons, 0, otherwise,

6 Was,pretest ITﬁS reading total grade
equivalent if the student completed 7-8
lesson; 0, otherwise.

7 Was pretest ITBS reading total grade
equivalent if the student completed 9-10
lessons; 0, otherwise.

8 Was 1 if the student completed 1-2 lessons;
0, otherwise.

9 Was 1 if the student completed 3-4 lessons;
O, otherwise.

10 Was 1 if the student completed 5~ 6 lessons;
0, otherwise.

¢
§ r————

11 Was 1 if the student completed 7-8 lessons;
0, otherwise.

12 Was 1 if the student c0mpleted 9-10 lessons;
0, otherw1se.'

c-32

f;."‘)
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ALL BUACEY =~ AT HCME PROGRAM 12730 w== ¥ LESSCM VS ACHTEV, == RCARTHG TATAL 5.°

‘PAR&WETERS

CCl "rT= 5= I
CCL é=1C = 125
CCL 1ll=15 = E
CCL 1¢=20 =~ 72 ~
CCL 21=25 = 1
/
Q ) ' C-33 f




PREESEnREE|ATION AYAE YT,

g b 7 8 0 1n
Gl 0.4575 - Ly 0.02AR 0, 15RY 0.1
5 A 1 Y
CEASCT LA LI5S LIRS 0,006
. , e = g g
093 0Tz 428 0,035 0,011 <0.0102
WO G R D% 00397 0,000 <0.007
Tag.0650 7 TG, 0584 S0.1120 0,827 -‘0.061‘! =0, 0512
Chl2le -0, 0568 =0,2986  =0.0649 0,371 <0.1%08
L0 M IBT D256 0,055 D305 0,17
BTN AT A W Y '“-6'."6765_‘~W‘f§""‘?b‘;'l‘%§9’
AL L0 00 D3 A2
A 0005 L8 LD AN 06
LIt 1 e T A1t s L
0,17 =0.1579 _ =0,2954  «0,0643 _ =0.161% 1,000
<0510 0.1 02486 =0.0045  «2.2129 <) 1813

NEAS 1 2. s 4
‘ ;_?‘(g/. 2,’\7?'!. 0,120 04518
HEAS 1l 12 \
04%2 0,494
Sinma i 2 \ i 4
1LidRS 1.401%' C0.5753 LTS
SIS 1 12 |
Cawid 0,500
R MIRIX l 2 ) 4
| 10000 0,969 \ 01530 02477
! 0,968 1,060) \ 00609 0,20
3 0,149 0,1607 "7 1.00nd © -0.0534°
4 01T Q2L D05 L0y
S 0.0m3 0,077 |04 0,121
oo 0722 ""U.lfil')'""\‘-0.0584"""-'6.151&'{"
’ 04230 - 04104 W0 LZY - =0.2086
0 LR 00N (0828 =006
¢TI0 ';"%P;Obrﬂ' 0,070
LR ST X UL
1 S0 RS 00000 0,18
‘ , \
\
|
\l
i, \"
v, |

T9 08

(¢ 30 € =338eg)
ausWYDEIIAY

=D

e
UJ
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2
U L

2

4

0.30832

=0.2746

«J.2194%

T 0040556

v

MCOEL 1 M1 CR

PRIJICTORS’

R 0.9481

PO

-.1823

“_-9.3705
1.0600 =) ,4375

«0.4375

ITERION = ]
?-12 - -t ————— - —_——
RSQ = $.3989

1
H

I PETA

<<

2 0.2874
4 J.7673
5TTTTO0L58272
5 DeT7057
7 1.11%9,
g TTewH.g201 077
9 =0,Nzk1
10 ~Q.0237
11 77T 0.6
12 -0, 0854
REG. CCNST. =

C.?753
G.G237

TTToVees0 T T T

C.9264
1.2130
“C.17&377
-0.10324
“C.172¢
T
=0.2480
. Cl4eEST

C-35

T =0.1415 7

I S o o0 B
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TMEOEL T2 WS TTCRITERTCN =7 17

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 3=12

R = 2.5474 T RS =—'5—.~-_}9-..?5--_--—_.

5 [TERATICNS.

v RETA 3 .
2 0.9487 _ 0.91€5
3  =0.0042 (=0.0371
9  «0.C221  =3.0873
10 =0.0163 =0.0720
11 0.0052 0.0153
12 oH 6.0
RE5. CCNST. = 0.3290

MCDFEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P= 2 PSQ = 0.3%47
R = C.9465 R = C.2547 1 [T=PATIONS.
v QETA 3
2 0.5469 0.9747
REG. CCNST. = C.2137
FeTFST 1 “GCDEL 1 VS 40DEL 2
RSQ FULL = 9.2937 CODEL L
RSY SEDUCED = 0.3575 MCDEL T
DIFFS?ENCE = 0.C01%
DFM_= 4. OFC = 129. F=RATIO =  2.442 2 = 0.77%0
FeTEST 2 M2DEL 2 YS 422EL 3 o
RSY FULL = 2.397% MODEL 2 T )
RSY PEDNCFD = 0.2247 MIDEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 2.28C” o
OFN = 4. T OF3 = 132, Fe2aTI7 = 730753 79 = 0,373+
Cc-36
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AT - HOME - PROGRAM
THE READING.SEMINAR
OBJECTIVES ANb SEQUENCING OF READING SKILLS

Session A .......... Reading Level-Pre k-k........ . .page 1
Session A/B ........ Reading Level- K -B} .......... page &4
Session B .......... Readgng Level- 11-12 .......... page 7
Session C ..........Reading Level- 21-2? .......... page 11
Session D .......... Reading Level- 31-32 ........... page 16
Session X .......... Reading Level- 41-42 ........... page ~
Session ¥ .......... Reading Level- 51-52 ........... page 23
Session Z .......... Reading Level- 61-62 ........... page 26
Cc-37




80.61

1980 Summer At-Home Reading Program
Appendix D

METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS

o vih

2@ S




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"80.61

tr ess T

RS

Instrument Description: Metropolitan Readin ests.

3rief descristion of the instrument:

Eight tests that measure the skills needed in beginning reading and mathematics.
These tasts can be grouped into the following skills ateas: auditory, visual,
language, and quantitative. The Pre-Reading . ~mposite contains a total of 73 items.

Tc whom was the instrument administex: .

All first-grade students.

How manv times was the instrument adminiscered’

Once.

when was the instrument administered?
September 8-12, 1980.

Make-up tests were administered the following week.

Where was the instrument adminiscered?
In the classroom.

Wwho administered the instrument?

The classroom teacher.

what training did the administrators have?

Wricten instructions from ORE were provided to the counselor and principal. Any
teacher inservice training that occurred was the responsibilicy of the counselor
or principal on each campus.

Was the lnstrument administered under standardized conditions?

Standardized instructions were distributed. Individual variacions in adminigtration
procedures may have occurred.

were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might
acfect the validity of the data?

No known problems.

Who developed the instrumenc?

The 1933 version was developed by Dr. Gertrude H. Hildrecth; cthe 1976 version was
written by Joanne R. Jurss and Mary E. McGauvran.

what reliabilicy and validicy data are available on the instrumenc?

Reliabilicy and validity data are available in the Teacher's Manual, Part II on
pp. 26-25. This includes Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 and a split-half correlation
between scores on the MRT and the MAT and the Stanford Tests.

Are there norm data available for incerprecing the results?
The standardizing sample of 18,002 for the fall, 1974 was  chosen to represent a
variety of geographic regions, community sizes, and socio-economic levels, from 17
ichool districts. Mcre detailed informarion can be found on pp. 21-24 of the Teacher's §
- Are .
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METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS

Purpose

Scores from the reading skills areas of the MRT were used as a posttest
measure for At-Home participants who were in kindergarten during the
1979-80 school year. These scores provided information relevant to the
following evaluation questions: '

Evaluation Question 1-1: Were the objectives of the At-Home
Program met?

Information Need 2: Did the program meet its achievement
objective?

Procedure

Data Collectioh

The MRT was administered as part of the regular Systemwide Testing Program.
A complete description of the procedures involved in_this administration

can be found in the Final Technical Report: Systemwide Evaluation (O.R.E.
Publication No. 80.39). The pretest measure for all MRT analyses was the
spring, 1980, administration of the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts. A
complete description of the procedures involved in the administration of
this test can be found in the Final Jechnical Report: Systemwide Evaluation

(0.R.E. Publication No. 79.14).

A description of the procedures used for selecting control students can be
found in Attachment D-1. Only matched pairs with both pre- and posttest
scores were included in the analyses.

Data Analysis

The pretest-posttest gains of both program and control students were com-
pared using raw scores. The following linear models were used:

Model 1: ¥ = agU + a; X3 + apx®) + a3x®) 4 g
Model 2: Y = a,U + asx(z) + aéx(s) +E
Model 3: Y = (2) + E

a7U + 38X

The vaectors used to define the models are as follows:

Y is posttest raw score.
U is the unit vector.

. (2)

X is pretest raw score.
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(3)

X is pretest if the student was an At-Home participant;

0 otherwise.
< (4)

5)

is pretest if the studemt was a control; O otherwise.
X( is 1 if the student was an At-Home participant;
0 if control.

Models 1 snd 2 were compared which gave a result which was the equivalent
of the test for equal slopes in the analysis of covariance. Models 2

and 3 were then compared to test for equal gains. All analyses were

done ou the AISD computer using the EDSTAT statistical package. Program
REGRAN was used for the comparisons of the linear models.

Results

Did the program meet its achievement objective?

Figure D-1 shows the results of the analysis. Inspection of this figure
reveals that the achievement objective was not met at this grade level.
That is, the At-Home students who were in kindergarten in 1979-80 did not
make bigger achievement gains than their controls. Actual results are
included as attachments to this appendix.
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Mean Raw Score Equal Slopes Equal Cains

Measures N Pretest” Posttest  df F D df Iy
Auditory Skills

At-Home : 2 37.88 17.42
LAk <1 N 81 1,45 <l LBk
Control | 24 J8.50 17,42

Visual Skills

At-Home 24 37.88  15.83
g 1,46 1,07 31 1,45 <1 .65
: Control 2% 38.50 17.46

Language Arts Skills

At-Home | 26 37,88 10.67
L 4 .35
Control 38500 10,75

Prereading Composite
At-Home b 37,88 hh.46

L < 3 LE < .9
Control 24 3850 45.63

!

a . : .
Pretest is total raw score on the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts (Spring, 1980, administration).
The amount of variance accounted for by the two models was virtually identical, Therefore,

- this test could not be meaningfully evaluated,

Figure D-1. COMPARISON OF GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS ON MRT MEASURES.
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Attachment

Sgurca: Ac-fome rarticipants

(Suxzmer, 1980)

Action Taken/Daecisicns

Marcn on school, grade, sex, ethnicity, achievement (i.e., IT3S Reading Tor.)

Use grade equivalents for grades l, 2; percentiles for zrades 3, 4, 5

zZ zrade equivalents are not identical, hold other variables and take

closest irade aquivalent (must be within 4.9 zonchs)

two grade equivalents are equally close, choose randomly .

f no zrade equivalent macch can be found within 4.0 noncns, change sex

the previous step does not produce a match, hold for discussion

Follow above scteps for grades 3-5

Choose percencilé matches which maintain the 4.0 month rule (chis will vary

from lev3l %o level - consult appropriate rtest manuals)

For K students, use 3oehm raw total scores

Macch wicthin 3 points (adoprt previous strategies)

1f no 3oebm match can be found, change sex

If chis does not produce a match, hold for discussion

3-14-30 If above sctaps do not produce a match, change ethniciey

1.0

D-6




80.61 Attachment D-2
(Page 1 of 9)

Comparison of Gains by At-Home Participants and Control Students.

.-~ Variable Description
1 Fall, 1980, MRT subtest raw score. (specific score

varies from analysis to analysis).
2 Spring, 1980, Boehm total raw score.

3 Spring, 1980, Boehm total raw score if
At-Home participant; 0, otherwise.

4 Spring, 1980, Boehm total raw score if
contrel; O, otherwise.

5 1 if At-Home participant; O, if control.

O ‘ 1 \-A ,\’:

D-7
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£%% (UTPUT FRCY PRCGRAM REGRAN #xx

GRXIDOCS T == AT HUTE PRUGRAN L2730 == 1U WX vS CONTPIL

PARAYMETERS

CTC 15 5 = 5

CCL 6=1C = 43

CcL '1=15 = 2

CO—==~20= ran S S
= 1

CCL L _=25

INTEPCORPELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS

Attachment D-2

(Page 2 of 9)

=S YTSUAT SKITES™

16.6453 38.1375 18.9375 19.2500 9.5355
SIGHMAS 1 2 3 4 5
6.4469 5.,1343 15.27438 19.5943 5.5300
R MATRIX 1 2 3 “ 5
1 1.0000 ' 0.3419 «0.9609 0.1495 -0.1260
-2 0 3G I = 0000 ——— 0 070460, 1927~ =0.0509
3 -0.0609 0.0704 1 1.9000 ~0.9652 0.9R 25
4 0.1495 0.1927  =0.9652 1.0000f  =0.9324
- 5 =0, 12560 =T, 0609 9825 '_-(T;"?‘:T‘Z#““"-“t': CC’OQ -
{ )
{ L
, ]
MGDEL 1 M1 C2ITERION = 1°° !
PREUILIUR D = =5 - —"!""-' -
R = 0.3356 RSQ = 0.1487 152 ITERATICNS.
\' BI=E 'Y 3 T T T
2 1.7817 0.5959
4 0.8206 3.2700
5 =1, 08673 =13.761 5 i
REG. CONST. = 7.04%41
D-8 b 3
./ -~ —




80.61 Attachment D-2
(Page 3 of 9)

MCDOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P = 2 RSQ = Q.1l69°

PRI T O 1230

R = 0.3578  RSQ = 0.1230 2 ITEZRATICNS.
v 3ETA 8
2 0.3355 ~ 044212

5  =0.105% SI.2617
REG. CONST. = 1.2414

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1

PRZIJICTORS = 2= 2
P= 2 RSQ = 0.1169

R J.3419 RSAQ = 0.1169 . 1 TTERATIONS.

7 3CI1 QX 3
2 0.2419 0.4293
REG. CONST. = 0.2523

F=-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

TRST U = I #O0EC 170 T T T T
RS REDUCED = 0.12835 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0207 :
OF = 1% OF0 = ¥4, FaR AT ="""130Tr P =""030Ttr—~ "~
F=TEST < OS2 VS 0 DELT X - T T e
RSY FULL = 2.1280 MODEL 2
RS? 2E95UCED = J.116¢% © MODEL 3
TUTFEERENCE = 9.0l T T T s e e
DEN = 1. DFD3 = 45, F=RATIO = 0.573 P = 0.4592
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~.,

e

«#% GUTPUT F2CM PROGRAY REGRAN =xx «
g
WROE T == AT HCMS PRCGRAN - TZ78T “w="10 WEEK VS CONTROL™ == "LANGUAGE ARTS® SKILLS

ARAMETERS
3L 1= 8
L 6=1C
L 11=15
LT16=20"
L 21=25
ITECCURPELATION AMNALYSIS.

1 Il Wouon

‘; ’
‘ANS , 1 2 3 ' 4 5
| 105792 38.1875 13.9375 19.2560 5.5500
GMAS 1 2 3 4 5
2.6653 5.1343 19.2748 19.594 0.3029
MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.5362 0.1553 =0.0123 0.0340
g g = ST YO0 0T T 0. 0704 091927 T 0., 0409
3 0.1552 0.0704 1.0000 ~0.9652 7.5825
4 -0.0123 0.1927 | =0.9652 1.0200 -0.9324
i U O0RGT =0U.Jb09 — 0.9325 =0 T3zE Iy usis]
DEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1
TEIH..I'er = S0 -
= 2 RSY = 3.024l
= 4 RSY = C.3Cla | y
= 0.5490 RSQ = 0.3014/ 2 ITERATIONS.
\Y 2o lA =2
3 2.0993 0.2904
4 2.0145 0.2740
> Ueu C.U "

D-10 10y
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MCDEL -2 ™2

.Attachment D-2
(Page 5 of 9)

PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 72 RSQ = C.2975
P = 5 w5 = U.2U10

R = 0.5492 RSO = 0.3016 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA : B
2 0.5434 C.2821
5 O.T191 U.b6346

REC. CCNST. =

~C.1109

MCDEL 3 M3

CRITERION = 1

PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSN = 0.2875
R = 0.5362 RSQ = 6.2875 1 TTERATIONS.
g EETA" — e e e e e - ce e
2. N.5262 0.2783
REG. CCMNST. = 0.3500

F=T=ST 1 B
RSQ FULL =
RSQ REDUCED =
DIFFERENCE =
DFN™= "T. 7T
[LF263 1Y

ONEL 2 VS “CDEL 2

N.2016 MODEL 2
2.2875 MODEL 2
GeCl4l
TOFTTET 45,7 TFePATIN = 7 0.9I00 P = N.3473
1
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% QUTPUT FRCM PRC3RAM REGRAN

Attachment D-2
(Page 6 of 9)

\

A e e
A

GRADE I ==AT HOMT PROGRAM 12730 ==

PARAMETERS

iO ¢1EEK‘“VS‘Tﬁ?Nﬁ#ﬁBt‘*ﬁFﬁKUDI‘ﬁﬁ?T“Sj?fthTT

ccL 1= 5=
CCL 610
CCL 11=15

CCUléwzC
CCL 21=25

INTEPCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS

1 2 3 4 5
17.4167 38,1375 18.9375 19.25C0 0.5C20
SIG™AS 1 2 3 4 5
7.1783 5.1343 19.2748 19.5G432 2.52460
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 04293 7.0522 0.0637 0.0200
- 4 S PEac i 1= 0000 PR Aras t oot 0 PUD 1 00 aann Ut Bt e R0 1 bl
3 D0.0523 0.0704 1.0000 «0.9652 n.c325
4 0.0637 N.1927 ~0,9652 1.0000 «J.9324
g e eee e, QOAG 0 7 =0.0609 ©  0.9325 ° =0.98247°  1.5307
- — e o e e - - !
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1 f
R = 0.4413 RSQ = 0.1947 63 ITERATIONS.
-V TR TA @ -
3 1.5960 0.5544
4 17472 N.6401 :
S TGRT4S3 T T2 0864 T T T ST o e e |
REG. CONST. =  =7.2055 '

D-12 1; N '
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MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSQ = 3.1630 :
P §—— RS =0T TI3T o
R = 0.4401F RSO = 3.1937 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 3
2 0.4410 0.6166
e T L R P 2 B3 S
REG. CONST. = =6.3209
MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTOIRS = 2= 2
P= 2 RSQ = 0.1930
R = 0.4393 RS2 = 0.1930 1 ITERATIONS.
V BETA H -
2 0.4392 0.6143
REG. CONST. =  =£.0410

F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = T.19%7 MUODEL 1

RSQ PEDUCEN = 0.1927 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 9.CC10

DFq = I. JFIT = 4% FeRATIO =~ U.05% P=",.8123

F=TEST 2 qO0JEL £ VS ACDEC 3 T s

RSQ FULL = 71927 MODEL 2

RSQ RPEDUCED = 0.1G30 YODEL 3

"OTFFERENCE = 0.0007 ‘ - — o

DFN = 1. DFD =  45. F=RATIO = 0.040 P = N.3265
I p-13 1550
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xxx QUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM REGRAN **=

GRADES I == AT HCI L PRCOGRAAT 1I73U == PROGRAM VS CONTROU STUDINTS "= TO0 WEEKXK

PARAMETERS

CCoL 1 5 =" "= 57T T T
CCL  6=10 = 4
CCL 1ll=15 =

C CT_"_‘I'B“E?T_)"’":‘_’ T T Ty T e N
CCL 21=25 = 1

WD ]

INTEPCOREELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS - 1 2 3 4 5
45,0417 38,1875 @3.9375 19.253¢C 2.5220
CSIGMAS 1 2 2 4 5
L 12.0255 51343 19.2743 193943 9.3990
ROMATRIX 1 2 3 4 ‘ 5
1 1.CN00 0.5211 0.03205 0.1066 -0.044R(
T 0521t 133300 ToTTOE rIeT <070609
3 0.0305 0.270% 1.0009 =0.0452 0.98258
4 2.1066 0.1927 -1.96&52 1.2099 ~0.9324
5 =703 =0.0/0TF J.B;ib =0 9324 35307

MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERIAN = 1
—o e TR = 2= 5 : : T T
R = 0.5232 R30 = 0.2737 90 ITERATIONS.

\ STTA T

2 20675 1.3972

4 1.8R44 1.2527

5 =022 T =s5.77tl -
G. COMST. = = 6430

D-14 1.0
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MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERICN =

1

Attachment D=2
(Page 9 of 9)

PREDICTORS = 2 5

- 2 Sa
P = 2 RSQ = 0.2715
pP—="—"3 RS = 0277

RSQ = 0.2717

\

R = 0.5212 2 ITERATICMS.
v BETA 3 kS
2 0.52032 13199 “
2 ~Jeulol -JedH Lo D
REG. CCNST. = «5.1904 N\

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

P = 2 RSQ = 0.2715

R = 0.5211 RSQ = C.2715 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA o)
2 0.5211 1.3219

REG. CCNST. = =5.4%86

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RST FULL = Tzl
RSQ FECUCEC = J2.2717
DIFFZREMCE = C.CC21

OETETTC T TR TE 44T T

\

ACUEL I
MGDEL 2

CFSTEST 2 MODEL Z VI VODED'3 T

RSQ FULL = 0.2717 MODEL 2
RSO OEDYCED = G.2715 MGDEL 3
TDTIFFEVYETNILED = el UUL
DFN = 1. JFD = 45, F=RATID =  0.011
p-15 1.:
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1980 Summer At-Home Reading Program
Appendix E

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS, 1978 EDITION, FORM 7




Inscrument Description: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, 1978 Edition, Form -7  (ITBS)

L3

80.61 3rief description of the instrument: .
Lavals 7 and 8 ware given to grades 1 and 2 respectively to measure Skills in the
areas of Word Aralysis, Vocabulary, and Reading Comprehension. ITBS levels 9-12
were administered to grades 3-5 to measure skills in the areas of Vocabulary and
| Reading Comprehension. Students in grades 3-5 were given the same level as they
B were given for the spring, 1980 administration.
To whom was the instrument administered?
M All che 1980 Ac-Home participants,-and their matched controls.
How manv times was the instrument administered?
i Twice. Once as a pretest and again as a posttest.
When was the instrument administered? .
The pretest was administered April 15, 16, and 17, 19080. The posttest was administered §
W Ccthe week of October 6-10 and 13-17, 1980. All tests were administered in the -
morning. )
Where was the instrument administerad? '
In the schools where thz participag:s and their controls were enrolled.
i
Who administered the inscrument? ’ .
Most 3f the tests were administered by classroom teachers or counselors. Omn six
campuses posttests were administered by ORE personnel.
What training did the adminiscrators have?
All examiners received written instructions from ORE, including a checklist of !
procedures and a copy of the test manual.
N
Was the instrument adminiscered under standardized conditions?
; Standardized instructions were distributed. Individual variations in administration
: procedures may have occurred.
R
Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that aighe
atfect the validicy of che data?
No known problems.
Who develooed the instrument?
The University of Iowa. The ITBS is published by the Riverside Publishing Company
(Houghton Mifflin Company).
‘What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?
Reliabilicy and'validity are discussed in the publisher's technical summary.
Are there norm data available for interpreting the resulcts?
Norm data are available in the Teacher's Guide.
\‘l " ' E-Z 4 B

ERIC - 10

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

i Purpose
. |
The ITBS was used to provide!information relevant to the following decision
questicns and information needs.
Evaluation Question l—l:ﬁ Were the objectives of the
At-Home Program met? ‘ :

!

Evaluation Question 1-2:° Were the number of lessons completed

l

positively related to subsequent achievement gains?

Evaluation Question 1—3:& Was the amount of extra work completed
by participants positively related tod subsequent achievement
gains?

Evaluation Question 1-4: Did students who participated in the
program in previous years make larger average gains in reading
achievement than students participating for the first time?

Evaluation Question 1-5: Did younger participants make larger
average gains in reading achievement than older participants?
Evaluatjon Question 1-6: Was there any relationship between the
way: in which participating families used the program materials
and subsequent achievement gains?

Evaluation Question 1-7: Were the session levels used by partici-
pants appropriately matched to their entering ability levels?

Information Need 2: Did the program meet its achievement objective?

In addition, ITBS data were used to compare the achievement gains of -those
students who participated in the second ten-week At-Home session to the
gains of their matched controls. '

Evaluation Questidns 1-2 and 1-7 are discussed in Appendix C of this report.
Evaluation Question 1-3 could not be answered due to reasons discussed in
Appendix C. Evaluation Question 1-6 could not be answered because of the

lack of variability in responses to the Parent Questionnaire (see Appendix
B).

Procedure

Data Collection

The pretest measure for all the analyses described in this appendix was the
spring, 1980 administration of the ITBS. A complete description of the
procedures involved in this administration can be found in the Final
Technical Report: Systemwide Evaluation (0.R.E. Publication No. 79.14).

E-3 l 4
- &
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The following procedures were used in administering the ITBS as a posttest
measure.

During the summer of 1980, a control student was selected for each At-Home
participant. A description of the procedures used for selecting control
students can be found in Attachment E-1. In order to verify that the
At-Home and control students were actually in attendance at the schools
indicated by district records, a tentative list of students to be tested
was sent to each of the involved schools. The memo accompanying this
list is reproduced in Attachment E-2. After the corrected lists were re-
turned, new control students were selected to replace those controls

whom the schools indicated were not in attendance on their campus. If

an At-Home student was not in attendance, the appropriate control student
was removed from the list of students to te tested.

The final lists of students to be tested, along with test materials and
instructions, were sent to the schools on September 29. The directions
and tester checklist for ITBS Levels 7 and 8 are reproduced in Attachment
E-3; the same materials for ITBS Levels 9-11 are reproduced in Attachment
E-4. Note that each student was posttested with the same ITBS level as
they received for the pretest. Preslugged answer sheets were used for
Level 9-11. '

In responding to the initial tentative lists of students to be tested,
personnel at several of the schools indicated that they did not have the
resources to administer the tests themselves. Therefore, it was dec1ded
to offer assistance with test administration to those non-Title I campuses
without a counselor. The two memos accompanying the test materials (one
for those schools to whom assistance was not offered and another for those
to whom assistance was offered) are reproduced in Attachment E-2.

Testing was conducted durlng the week of October 6-10 by staff selected

by the affected schools. Those tests which were administered by O.R.E.
persorinel (i.e., the evaluation intern and two doctoral students in
educational psychology hired specifically for this purpose) were conducted
during the weeks of October 6-10 and October 13-17. These tests were
administered at Brentwood, Lee, Pecan Springs, Winn, Wooldridge, and
Dawson. After completion of the testing, a thank-you memo (reproduced in
Attachment E-2) was sent to each of the involved schools.

Data Analysis

ITBS Levels 9-11 were scanned directly from the preslugged answer sheets.
However, Levels 7 and 8 had to first be transcribed onto coding sheets
from which cards were punched. Only matched pairs of students with both
pre- and posttest scores were included in the analyses. In addition, a
few tests for certain students at Levels 7 and 8 were excluded from the
analyses because visual inspection of the coding sheets indicated that
these tests had either not been attempted or had been improperly marked.
At Level 7, five Reading, two Vocabulary, and two Word Analysis tests
were excluded; at Level 8, one Reading test was excluded.

Comparing achievement gains of At-Home participants and controls:

B
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In order to compare gains made by At-Home participants and their matched
controls, analyses equivalent to the slopes and intercepts tests in the
analysis of covariance were performed using Program REGRAN of the EDSTAT
package. The following linear models were used:

3 - (3) ) (5)
Model 1: Y = aOU + alX + a2X + a3X + E
Model 2: Y =a U + a X(z) + a X(S) + E
4 5 6
Model 3: Y = a7U + asx(z) + E

The vectors used to define the models were as follows:

Y is the posttest score.

U is the unit vector.

X(z) is pretest score.

X(3) is pretest if the student was an At-Home participant; 0, otherwise.
(4) . o .

X is pretest if the student was a control; 0, otherwise.

X(S) is 1 if the student was an At-Home participant; 0, otherwise.

Models 1 and 2 were compared which gave a result which was the equivalent
of the test for equal slopes; models 2 and 3 were then compared to test

for equal gains. Grade equivalent scores were used in the Word Analysis,
Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, and Reading Total analyses; raw scores

were used for all the skills analyses. Actual results are ircluded as
Attachments E-5 through E-15.

In’ addition, a similar analysis was performed to compare the gains of the
20-week participants and their matched controls. The linear models used
for this analysis were identical to those described above, the vectors
used to define the models were as follows:

Y is the posttest reading total grade equivalent.

U is the unit vector.

(2)

X is pretest reading total grade equivalent.

(3)

X is pretest reading total grade equivalent if the student
was a 20-week participant; 0, otherwise. ’
X(A) is pretest reading total grade equivalent if the student
was a control; 0, otherwise.

5 :

X( ) is 1 if the student was a 20-week participant; 0, otherwise.
The actual results are included as’AttaChment E-16.

Previous At-Home participation and achievement gains:

ERIC TS
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In order to compare gains made by students participating in the program
for the first time and those who participated in the program in previous
years, analyses equivalent to the slopes and intercepts tests in the
analysis of covariance were performed using Program REGRAN of the EDSTAT
package. The following linear models were used:

4 (5)
Model 1: Y = aOU + alX(3) + aZXF ) + a3X + E
Model 2: Y = a,U + X(Z) + X(S) +
Mode : = a, a5 ag E
(2)

Model 3: Y + a7U + a8X + E
The vectors used to define the models were as follows:

Y is the posttest reading total grade equivalent.

U is the unit vector.

(2)

X is pretest reading total grade equivalent.
3 . . .
X( ) is pretest reading total grade equivalent if the student was
a new participant; 0, otherwise.
4) . . .
X is pretest reading total grade equivalent if the student was
a repeating participant; 0, otherwise. ‘

(5)

X is 1 if the student was a repeating participant; 0, otherwise.

Students were identified as new or repeating participants on the basis
of responses to item 5 on the Parent Questionnaire (see Appendix B in
this report). Only students with both pre- and posttest scores were
included in the analysis, which was conducted across grades. The actual
results are included as Attachment E-17.

Participant age and achievement gains:

In order to determine whether younger participants made larger average
gains than older participants, the mean grade equivalent gains for Reading
Total (Grades 1-5) and Word Analysis (Grades 1, 2) were calculated. Only
10-week participants with both pre- and posttest scores were included in
these calculations, the results of which are included in Attachments E-18
and E-19.

Students were then classified, by grade, as "high-gainers" (i.e., those
whose gain score was above the mean gain score) or 'low-gainers" (i.e.,
those whose gain score was below the mean gain score). Two chi-square
analyses were then performed (one for Reading Total and one for Word
Analysis) to test the significance of the relationship between grade
level and the high-gain vs. low-gain dichotomy. Program CHICHI of the

EDSTAT package was used for the analyses. The actual results are included
in Attachments E-18 and E-19.

1o
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Results

Evaluation Question 1-1 (also Information Need 2): Did the program
meet its achievement objective?

The achievement objective was worded as follows:

Participants in the Title I summer school At-Home Program
will demonstrate a significantly greater inerease in reading
achievement than a matehed-group of nomparticipants from
Title I eligible campuses where the At-Home summer program
was carried out. '

Figures E-1 through E-3 shows the mean pre- and posttest grade equivalents
for the Word Analysis, Vocabulary, and Reading Comprehension tests,

broken down by grade and group (i.e., 10-week participant or control
student). The significance of the mean gain for each group by grade

has been evaluated by correlated t-tests. Inspection of'Figures E-1

to E-3 reveals 13 of the 24 t-tests to be significant at the .05 level.
Five of 13 significant gains are found in the At-Home group; eight are
found in the control group. It's interesting to note the close simlarity
of pre- and posttest scores for grades 1 and 2. This suggest that less
stringent criteria may have been used in selecting first-grade participants
than was the case for older participants, resulting in a relatively hlgher
‘level of achievement among first-grade participants. '

Figures E-4 through E-6 show the results of the tests for equal géins in Word
Analysis, Vocabulary, and Reading Comprehension scores. Inspection of

these figures reveals that, at the .05 level of significance, there is

only one significant difference in the achievement gains of the At-Home
participants compared to their controls. This difference is found in
Reading Comprehension scores at the third grade (Figure E-6). However,

this difference actually favors the control students, meaning that the
control third graders achieved a larger average gain in reading comprehen-
sion than did the third-grade At-Home participants.

The overall test scores were then broken down into the specific skills
measured by each test. Since the number of items measuring a given skill
varied acc~rding to the ITBS level, these analyses were conducted by

test level rather than grade level. Figures E-7 to E-11 show the results
of the skill analyses. Inspection of these figures shows that only three
of the 36 tests for equal gains were significant beyond the .05 level.

In each case (Level 8: Verbs; Level 9: Modifiers and Connectors; Level
9: Facts), larger gains were achieved by the control students.

Flnally, the Reading Total scores of the 20-week At-Home participants
were compared to the scores of their matched controls. Figure E-12 dis-
plays the results of this analysis. There was no significant difference
in the achievement gains of these two groups.

Altogether 101 slope and intercepts tests were conducted. Five of those
were 51gn1ficant (1 slope test and 5 intercept tests), at the .05 level
of 51gn1f1cance.
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The number of significant findings exactly mirrors the results to be
expected with samples from identical populations; i.e., five percent
of the tests were significant at the .05 level. The results provide
no evidence for any positive or negative impact of the At-Home Pro-
gram. on student achievement. :

In summary, the achievement objective of the At-Home Program was not met.
That is, At—Home participants did nct demonstrate gains in reading achieve-

ment beyond those of their matched controls.

Evaluation Question 1-4% Did students who participated in the program

in previous years make larger gains in reading achievement than students
participating for the first -time?

Figure E~13 displays the results of this analysis, which indicates that
students who participated in the program in previous years did not
make larger gains in reading achievement than students participating
for the, first time.

Evaluation Question 1-5: Did younger participants make larger average

gains in reading achievement than older participants?

Figures E-14 and E-15 display the results of the chi-square analyses
which tested the degree of relationship between the "high-gain" and "low-
gain" classification and grade level. Figure E-14 shows the results for
the Word Analysis scores; Figure E-15 shows the results for the Reading
Total scores. In neither case was participant age (i.e,, grade level)
significantly related to the type of achievement gain they made.



Group

Mean Grade Equivalent

Posttest

Pretest Gain N t df P

Grade 1
At-Home 1.71 1.96 0.25 42 2.23 41 .03
Control 1.79 1.82 0.03 42 .35 41 .73
\

Grade 2
At-Home 1.70 1.76 0.06 21 .38 20 .71
Control 1.85 2.02 0.17 21 1.01 20 .33

Figure E-1. COMPARISON OF PRE- AND POSTTEST WORD ANALYSIS SCORES RY GRADE FOR AT-HOME

AND CONTROL STUDENTS.

Ten-week participants only.



Mean Grade Equivalent

roup ' Pretest Posttest Cain N t df P
rade 1
At-Home 1.68 1.99 0.31 41 4.62 40 .000
Control 1.60 1.89 0.29 41 3.64 40 .001
rade 2
At-Home 1.50 1.75 0.25 ) 21 1.42 20 .17
Control 1.58 2.00 0.42 21 3.67 20 .002
rade 3
At-Home 2.58 2.71 0.13 14 .76 13 47
Control - 2.55 3.08 . 0.53 14 4.06 13 .00z
méde 4'
At-Home 3.64 3.64 0.00 17 ;%04 16 .97
Control 3.70 4.05 0.35 17 2@71 16 .01
A
srade 5 ‘\\
At-Home 4,48 4,83 0.35 21 2.74 - 20 .01
Control 4,43 4,99 0.56 21 3.27 20 .00¢

Figure E~-2., COMPARISON OF PRE- AND POSTTEST VOCABULARY SCORES BY GRADE FOR AT-HOME
AND CONTROL STUDENTS. Ten-week participants only.
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Mean Grade Equivalent

Group Pretest Posttest Gain N t Gf P
Grade 1

At-Home 1.52 1.95 0.43 40 4.91 39 .0001

Control 1.67 1.88 0.21 40 2.94 39 .006
LGrade 2

At-Home 1.78 2.00 0.22 21 2.35 20 .03

Control 1.73 1.93 0.20 . 21 1.77 20 .09
Grade 3

At-Home 2.81 2.73 -0.08 14 .53 13 .61

Control 2.79 © . 3.16 0.35 - 14 2.78 13 .01
‘Grade 4

At-Home 3.49 3,86 0.37 17 1.83 16 .08

Control 3,51 3. 85 0.34 17 2.83 16 .01
Grade 5

At-Home 43 4,46 0.15 21 .69 20 .50

Control 4,52 4.59 0.07 S21 .34 20 .73

Figure E-3. COMPARISON OF PRE- AND POSTTEST READING COMPREHENSION SCORES BY GRADE
FOR AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS. Ten-week participants only.

\
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Mean Grade Equiv. Equal Slopes Equal Gains

Groups N  Pretest Posttest df F P df F p
}rade 1
At-Home 42 1.71 1.96
1,80 <1 .53 1,81 1.84 .1€
Control 42 1.79 1.82
srade 2
At-Home 21 1.70 1.76
1,38 <1 .80 1,39 1.05 . 3]
Control 21 1.85 2.02

Figure E-4. COMPARISON BY GRADE OF WORD ANALYSIS GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS.
Ten-week participants only.
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Mean Grade Equiv.

Equal Slopes

Equal Gains

Groups N Pretest Posttest - df F p df F P
srade 1
At-Home 41 1.68 1.99
1,78 <1 ¢70 1,79 <1 .6¢
Control 41 1.60 1.89
jrade 2
At~Home 21 1.50 1.75
1,38 1.65 .20 1,39 <1 .4¢
Control 21 1.58 2.00
srade 3
At-Home 14 2.58 2.71
1,24 1.07 .31 1,25 3.02 .0¢
Control 14 2.55 3.08
3rade 4
At—-Home 17 3.64 3.64
1,30 1.67 .20 1,31 3.21 . 0¢
Control 17 3.70 4.05
Grade 5
At-Home 21 4.48 4.83 ‘
. 1,38 <1l .60 1,39 <1 .3,
Control 21 4.43 4.99
Figure E-5. COMPARISON BY GRADE OF VOCABULARY GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS.

Ten-week participants only.
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Mean Grade Equiv. Equal Slopes Equal Gains

Groups N Pretest Posttest df F p df F P
rade 1
At—Home 40 1.52 1.95 ,
. : 1,76 2.96 .09 1,77 3.01 .09
Control ‘ 40 1.67 1.88
rade 2
At-Home 21 . 1.78 2.00 .
1,38 1.95 17 1,39 <1 .78
Control 21 1.73 1.93
rade 3
At—-Home 14 2.81 2.73
1,24 <1 .64 1,25 5.02 .03
Control 14 2.79 3.16
rade 4
At-Home 17 3.49 - 3.86
1,30 2.65 11 1,31 <1l .87
Control 17 3.51 3.85
rade 5
At-Home 21 4.31 4.46 a
1,39 <1 .9(C
Control 21 4.52 4.59

The amount of variance accounted for by the two models was virtually identical. Therefore,
this test could not be meaningfully evaluated.

'fgure E-6. COMPARISON BY GRADE OF READING COMPREHENSION GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL
STUDENTS. Ten-week participants only. 1.“)
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Word Analysis

) Vocabularw

Mean Raw Score

Fqual Slopes

Fqual Calns

Skill N Pretest  Posttest  df f 7 df ; )
Silent Letters
At-Home 42 1.43 1,64
L0 2,06 15 1,6l <] A5
Control Y 1,50 1,50
Substitutions
At=tome . 15.90 17.21
1,80 1.2 .26 1,81 <] 3
Control % 16,48 17.02
Sounds
At-Home 42 10,79 11,10
1,80 <l Sy LA <} .65
Control 42 [1.24 12.02
Rhynes
At-Home 42 h.b2 4,90
1{80 <1 65 1,81 < b
Control 42 4.9 4.50
Nouns .~
At-Home 1y 5.95 6,49 |
1,78« 09 17 <] .92
Control 41 4,78 6,41
Verbs
At-Home 41 5,24 5.41
1,78« .96 1,19 4 60
Cantral I 5 1§ £ 17

| ' 1.;/£



Lﬁ?difiers and Connectors

At-Home 41 2.90 3.46 .
1,78 <1 J6 1,19 <] .69
Control 41 2,06 3,92
- Tnfersnces *
;
u At-Home 40 18,30 - 22,70 A
g '\\ 1,77 2.% .11
y Control 50 18.88 21.45 .
% . .
8 Facts
o)
i At-Home 40 14,25 17.50
g 1,76« 9 L7 L9 b
§ Control 40 15,83 17,20
Generalization
At-Hone 40 1,10 1,53 .
1,76 <] B8 L7 <1 .36

Contro. 40 1,23 1,38

a
The amount of variance accounted for by the two models was virtually identical, Therefore, this
test could not be meaningfully evaluaced.

Figure [-7, COMPARISON BY SKILL AREA OF RAW SCORE GAINS MADE kY AT-1IOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS,
1TBS Level 7,

Th
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_ Meam Raw Scove Equal Slopes lqual Caing
Skill | N Pretest  Posttest  Jf Foop }
‘gllent Letters
At~Home 20 1,75 1.90
a : L3 L0 .30 1,37 uy
4 Control 20 1,90 2,50
T
9 Substitutions
v
A At-Home 20 3,95 4,00
. L <1 8 Ly
Control 20 4,15 4.90
Sounds
At~llome 20 13.10 13.20
1,3 <] A3 LY <J
Control 20 13,90 14.05
Nouns
At-Hume 20 2.90 3.20
L6 217 .15 1,36 {]
t Control 20 3,45 3,80
ﬂ
Al Verbs
q
U
g At-Home 20 3,40 3,50
| 1,36 <] ) A O V R L
Control i 2.95 4,45
T
o Modifiers and Comnectors
Q M-tone 20 2,00 L9, b
L% 6% .0

Cantral n T P



Reading Comprehension

inferences

At-Home 20 14,40 16.60 1
' 1.37 <] 03
Control 20 14.80) 16,10
Facts
At-Home 2 IFNL 13,45

Control | 0 1L 12,95

QinerulEzatlon

AL -tloma 20 1,65 1.80
| L L5 LY a4 LN
Control 20 L.05 1.9 :

tl . ' . ' : m ‘
The amount of variance accounted for by the two models was virtually identical, Therefore,
this test could not be meaningfully evaluated,

b, - VI . ,
flie test for equal siopes was significant, indicating an interaction which precluded a
meaningful test of equal gains.

Figure £-8, COMPARTSON BY SKILL ARCA OF RAl SCORE GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS,
ITBS Level 8,

¥
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Mean Raw Score

| Equal Slopes }

Al Gafns

Skill N Pretest Posttest  df F- p af P »
Verbs
At-Home 18 3.28 3.61 .
. 1,32 d S 103 2,060 16
Control 18 3,50 4,67
Ll
o1 Youns
5
0
a At-Home 18 278 2.9
§ 1,32 d 831,33 Las .23
Control 18 2.83 3,56
L_&odifiers and Connectors
At-Home 18 4,83 4,78
1,32 d g1, 539 .03
Control 18 4.78 6,39
Generalization
g
2 At-Home 18 .67 3,28
g L3 a4 0 133 4 A
2 Control 16 2.5 372
"
& Inferences
3
0 At-Home 18 4,11 4,17
& 1,32 4 8 1,3 Leh .2
o Control 18 450 5,06
M
Facts
T he-lone B 92 14 o
: 1,2 Lo 18 L3 §.60 ..006
Control 18 8,50 10,22

Figure E-9, COMPARTSON BY SKILL AREA OF RAW SCORE CAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS.
ITBS Level 9.

voJ
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Mean Raw Score Equal Slopes Equal Gaing

Skill N Pretest Posttest  df Fop df F D
Verbs
At-Home 11 b, 36 6,64
1,18 <4 87 L1 < 88
i Control 11 6.09 6.55 :
1
? Nouns
Na|
m N
of  Atbme 11 58 5.5 |
> L8 % L9 a4 .83
Control 1 518 5.36
Modifiers and Connectors

At-Home 11 7.45 8.43
1,18« 86 1,19 <1 g2
Control 11 1.4 8.82
— 1
Generalization
s
-a At-Home n & 5.18
5 1,18 g8 1,19 L7000 .2
£ Control 1 400 3.73
N
% Inferences
5
0 At-Hone 11 427 5,45
g | 1,18 <] 400 1,19 2,65 12
g ContrQl 11 5.64 4,45
% D
| Facts
At-fome 11 1018 9.9
' _ 1,16 295 .10 1,19 < .60
Control 11 10.00 10,55

© _ Figure E-10, COMPARISON BY SKILL AREA OF RAW SCORE GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS.
ITBS Level 10,

T9 08
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‘Mean Raw Score

Equal Slopes

Equal Gains

Skill N Pretest Posttest df F P . df F P
Verbs
At-Home 12 6.33 7.33
a 1,21 a 45
. Control 12 6.08 7.92
e
g Nouns
e
J At-Home 12 4.92 5.67
> 1,20 3.65 .07 1,21 <1 .90
Control 12 4.92 5.58
Modifiers and Connectors
— At-Home 12 6.42 7.58
1,20 <1 .68 1,21 1.23 .28
. Control 12 6.92 8.83 ’
Generalization
g
0
o At-Home 12 6.50 7.17
5 1,20 <1 .39 1,21 <1 .91
= Control 12 7.33 7.92
Al
ﬁ Inferences
U
g At-lome 12 6.42 7.17
pa 1,20 1.22 .28 1,21 <1 .63
0 Control 12 5,67 6.00
I~
Facts
At-Home 12 1.17 8.00
1,20 <1 .96 1,21 <1 .93
Control 12 7.83 8.58
a
The amount of variance accounted for by the two models was virtually identical. Therefore,

this test could not be meaniagfully evaluated.
COMPARISON BY SKILL AREA OF RAW SCORE GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS.

ITBS Level 1l.

Figure E~11.
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‘Mean Grade Equiv, Equal Slopes

Equal Gains

Group N  Pretest  Posttest df F D

df F P

20-week participants 36 2,12 2,43

Controls % 2,16 2,54

L 4 L5

Figure E-12, COMPARISON OF/ﬁﬁkDING TOTAL GAINS MADE BY AT-HOME AND CONTROL STUDENTS, 20-week

participants,

Mean Grade Equiv, Equal Slopes

Equal Gains

Group N  Pretest  Posttest df F P

df F !

New Participants 161 239 2.67
1,166 <1 .6l

Repeat Participants 29 2,36 2,59

LI 4 68

Pigure E-13, COMPARISON OF READING TOTAL GAINS MADE BY NEW AND REPEATING PARTICIPANTS.

T9 08
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1979-80 Grade Level

Classification 1 2

High-Gain n 36 14
% (50) (38)

Low—Gain n 36 23
% (50) (62)

2
X =1.01, with 1 df, p = .32

Figure E-14. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GAINS IN
WORD ANALYSIS SCORES AND GRADE
LEVEL. Ten-week participants
only; percents refer to column

percents.
1979-80 Grade Level
Classification 1 2 3 4 5
High-Gain n 44 19 8 12 15

% (61) (51) (33) (46) (58)

Low—Gain n 28 18 16 14 11
% (39) (49) (67) (54) (42)

2
X = 6.39, with 4 df, p = .17
Figure E-15. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN GAINS IN READING TOTAL

| SCORES AND GRADE LEVEL. Ten-week participants
\only; percents refer to column percents.
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80.61 Attachment

SOCUMENTATICH FCRM

Ac-dome Participants

(Summer, 1980;

Acxion Taken/Dacisicns

Match on school, grade, sex, ethnicicty, acnievement (i.e., ITBS Reading Totc.)

Usa grade equivalents for gradas 1, 2; percencilas for grades 3, 4, 3

> gzrade aquivalencs are not identical, hoid other variables and cake

closest grade equivalent (musc de wichin 4.9 xonths)

.

two grada equivalents are aqually close, choose randomly

no grade equivalent match can be found within 4.0 zonchs, change sex

the pravious scep does not produce a macch, hold for di{scussion

Follow above steps for grades 3-5

Choose percentile matches which maintain the 4.0 month rule (this will vary

from leve. to level — consult appyrovpciate test manuals)

7=18-80 For X students, use Boehm raw total scores

Macch within 3 points (adopt previous strategies)

If no Boehm match can be found, change sex

chis does not produce a macch, hold for discussion

3~14-30 above steps do not produce a match, change echnicity

E-22 1 s
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80.61 At tachment E-2
*(Page 1 of 4)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISIRICT
O0ffice of Research and Evaluation

September 12, 1980

TO: Principals Addressed

FROM: David Welsh, Evaluation Intern

SUBJECT: Posctesting for Suzmer At-Home Program Evaluation

is part of the evaluaticn of the 1980 At-Home Reading Program, the parti-
cipants and a matched control group will be tested with portiouns of the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. This testing will require approximately 80
minutes, and will be conducted by staff you select for this purpose.
Testing will be conducted during the week of October 6-10.

The attached page contains the tentative list of students to be tested on

your campus. At the top of the page are directions for checking the

accuracy of the lfst. Please returp the corrected 1list to me at ORE by

Friday, September .9. Tha final list of students to be tested, along with
instructions and testing materials, will be sent to your sciiool on Saptember 29.

If vou have any questions, feel free to call me or David Doss at 458-1228.
Thanks for your assistance.

DWidw
ENC: tentative list of students to ba tested

ASPROVED: t:i:> a—;iz ﬁ&- .E::>°-_—

Title I Evaluator

« N |
APPROVED: Jé%?%{ﬁ/‘ ;f;b<>Z¥£;§Z% g

Director, Office of Rasearch ayd Evaluation

-

APPROVED: 5
’ Director of Elementary Education

Principals Addressad:

o E-23 |«
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,
s



80.61 Attachment E-2
(Page 2 qf 4)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Rasearch and Evaluation

Septenmber 29, 1980

T0: Principal Addressed
FROM: David Welsh, Evaluacion Intern

SUBJECT: Posttesting for 1980 Summer aAt-Home Reading Program
Attached to ‘this mewo is the final list of students to be cested in
your school during the week of October 6-10. Yext to aach student's
name and identification numper is the ITBS level with which tha student
should be tesced. .

Also accompanying this memo are the ctest materials and instructions

for each laevel of the ITBS. Note that Lavels 7 and 8 are given orally,

and therefore will require sSeparate admisistrations. Levels 9, 10,

and 11 may be given together in a single adminisctracion. Zach adminiscra-
tion will require approximacaly 30 minutes. Should vou hava any

quastions about the testing procedures, or if vou need additional matarials,
call me or David Doss at 458-1228.

All rest materials and answer books/sheets should be returned no later
than October 17 via school mail to:

David Welsh

Office of Research and Evaluation

Administratfon Bldg., Box 79 .o
Thank you for your assistancae.

Approved: -ba ‘p 74 be’\"-—’ .

Ticla I Evaluator

Approved: /fz 44 M A

Director of Office of Basearch and EZvaluation

Approved: p,./ \2/#7//2/ %ﬁ/%f/

Director of Elementary Education

DW:lfs

Q g-24 1 .2
ERIC _
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80.61 Attachment E-2
(Page 3 of 4)

YR EEUTIEER T T WAL

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Offica of Research and»Evaluation ™~ i

September 22, 1280

TO: Principal Addressed
TRCM: David Walsh, Evaluation Intarn
SUBJECT: Posttasctiag for 1980 [ummer Ac-ilome Peading Program

Attached to this memo 1s the final list of students to be tested in vour
school during the week of October 9-10. Next o 2ach student's name

and identification number is the ITBS level with which the student
should ba testad. Levels 7 and 3 are Ziven orally, and thereforve will
require :eparate administrations. Lavels 9, 10, and Ll may be given
together in a single administracion.

Since yours is a non-Titcle [ campus, and our records indicate 7ou

do nct have a counselor fn your school, wWe can aake arrangements to
provide a tescer should you need one. 1£ vou have the resources to
do the testing vourself, I will send vou the l1ecessary materials and
directions. At any rate, I will call on <Wednesday, Oczober 1 to
discuss this furcher with you.

Approved: \ of-‘"g ‘Ll \‘By—-—-——‘

Title:I Evaluator

Approved: 7:4‘4‘ /&Zé« Ay

Director of Office of Resedrch and Evaluation
e
Approved: i) LA~

Director of Elemeutary Education i7

DW:1fs

Q » E-25 .
[ERJ!: l ;(} .
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80.61 Attachment E-2
(Page 4 of 4)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

October 27, 1980
T0: Principal A%Sressad

D
TROM: David Welsh, Evaluation Intern

SUBJECT: Posttasting for Summaer At-idome Reading Program

T would like to take this opportunicy to thank you for your assistance
with the posttesting phase of the At-Home Program evaluation. Your
cooparation was essentizl for the success of tha evaluation afforts,
and I assure you that your help was not taken for granted.

Yo one likes t¢ see instructional time lost to testing, but a cercaia
arount of testing 13 necessary if we are to emhanca the affactiveness

and accountability of our educational programs. If you have any comments
or questions about the evaluation, please feal free to call me OT

David Doss at 458-1228. [ will send vou a summary of the test results
after they have been analyzed.

Thanks again for youz help.

APPROVED: :Da.-—-ﬂ 4 i p—

Ticle I Evaluator

APPROVED: M/M_ L se

Director, Office of ReSearch and Evaluation

APPROVED: (%Q ﬁ, %Zzzz/ﬂo
Director, Elanentary Educaciyﬁﬂ

Principals Addressed: E. R. Hinojosa Zstelle 3rooks
Grant Simpson Jorge Rodriguez
Waldon Wicker L. C. Jones
Charles Latterell 7era Hemingway
John Combs Sandy Leibick
Mary Stinson Malon Allen
Jose Saenz Johnson Hildebrand
Marshall Hampton Billy Moore
Wayne Rider Diane Crowe
Maria Sandoval A. D, Ball
Sheila Anderson Rolind Johnson
Doris Panosh Cliff Barton
Xay Beyer Johnson Hildebrand

' E-26
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Attachment E-3
(Page 1 of 5)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Ofiice of Research and Evaluation

DIRECTIONS FOR ADMINISTERING THE ITBS
LiVELS 7 AND 8 (VOCABULARY, WORD ANALYSIS, and READING TESTS)

Today we are going to rake part of
the lowa Tests of 3asic Skills. Ie

is impe~rtanr that you dc your besc

on these  .-.3. Otherwise, they will
not really show Low well you cam read.
wa 4ill use thesa ccores to nelp make
Aurein's 3chools Decter:.

Tt will take :s0ut an hour %o finish
these tagt3. we «will rake a short
break when wa are half chrough.
3afore wa begin, I'd like to zive you
some hines for test-taking.

e The first and most important
rule of test-raking is co listen
carefully to all the dierccions
and follow them exactly.

e [ cannot answer -questions about
tasc exercises. 3ut if you have
any questions about the directions,
raise your hand and wait for me
to call oo you.

It is important for you to be quiet
+hile we read the directions and
when wa are taking the tests.

If you finish working early, you
can check bacl aver your answers
just on the part we are taking.

3UT PLEASE BE QUIET. 1If you are
noisy, ycu might diswurb class-
zatas who are ¢till working.

On each of the test axercises,

70u are to mark the answer you
think is best. <Tou are not
expected to know all of the
answers, so don't guess apour whicn
answer 1s correct unless 70u Xnow
cthat cne or two of the choices

just aren't right.

Does anyone have any questions?

{Fause jon questions)

L am going to pass out the Zest
booklats now. Leave vour booklet
on your desk until I crell you what
to do nexc.

JPass ul doorfats)

These booklers will “e scorad by a
computer. 3ecause a couputer will score
them, you must be very careful in che
way you treat your booklets and im the
way you mark your answers. If you are
not careful, the computer might not

give you the correct gcore on your

cest. Some of the things you nsed

%0 remember are:

eDon't fold vour booklat.
Laave it flat on your desk.

e Don't mark on your booklet except
to mark your answers.

e Use a nurber 2 pencil to mark
your answers.

o When vou £111 in che ovals to
mark your answers, be sure chat
you make a heavy, dark mark that
f4111s che ovzl, but doesn't go
outside it. Don't waste time
oaking very neat marks, just
make veiy black marks.

e Mark only one answar for each
question. If you change your
mind about an answer, arase ‘7O0uTr
first mark as completaly as vou can.

Are there any questions?

(Pause for questinns)

(Now nead directions {on Tesl V:
Vocabulary, in your ITBS Teachen's Juide.
For Zavel 7, the directions Zegin on 3.
For Zevel 4, the directions be~"1 om 2.

(SIS
o s
% o

Continue through Jest ¥A:Word aralysis.)
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[Aften the students nave compfeied
Test WA, they may close thein took-
Zets and Zake a S-minute break.

Aften the break, siudents ahould retuan
20 the same seats and open theit
booklets. When everyone {8 ready,
sead the 4{0llowing)

Yow we will take the last part of che
test. Remember 10t to fold your cest
booklets. You should only mark one
answer for each question. II rou want
to change an answer, 2rase it as com-
slecely as vou can.

Are there any questioms’?

(Pause jon questions)

(Now tead the directions jon Tesl
R1:Pictures in your ITBS Teachen's

Guide. Continue through Tesl R3:
Stuaies).
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluaticn

TESTER CHECKLIST FOR ITBS LEVELS 7,8

Students in grades 2 and 3 siould be given Levels 7 and 8, respectively.
The rtescts to ba adminiscered om each level are Vocabulary, Word Analysis,
and Reading.

BEFORE TESTING

1. READ THROUGHE THIS CIECKLIST: This information provides au overview
of what must be done.

2. TREAD TEE TEST DIRECTIONS: Reading the testc directions allows you to
become familiar with this particular test and haelps you discover
questions concerning the test prccedure before the actual testing
session. You will need to read the accompanying "Directions for Admin—
istering che ITBS" as well as certain portions of che IT3S Taacher's
Guide.

Thus, if you will be administacing Level 7, carefully read pages 12-15
of the Teacher’'s Guide. If you will be adminiscering Lavel 8, read
pages 28-31. Note that vou will be using the 3asic 3attery booklets,
which means that you will be referring to the oage aumbers preceded by
a square in ctha Teactar's Guide.

3. DETERMINE WHEN AND WHERE TESTS ARE TO BE ADMINISTERED: According <o
che manual, the administration of che tests should require approximacely
83 aminutes.

10 minuces for preliminary activities
14 minuces for the Vocabulary Test

20 minutes for the Word Analysis Tast
a S-minuce break

34 minutes for the Reading Test

Note that the tests are untimaed, and thesa figures are only approximate.
The time and place of che testing is up to the discrecicn of the teacher
and the principal.-- -

COMPLETE THE IDENTIFYING INFORMATION ON THE TEST BOOKLETS: Using the
lisc of students to be tested, £{11l in each student's name, school,
grade level, and identification aumber on the cover of the test booklec.

ra
.

CHECK YOUR MATERIALS: Makae sure you have the following supplies:

w

an adequate numbar of tcest booklets

enough.aumber. 2 pencils

copy of the ITBS Teacher's Guide for Levels 7 and 8
copy of the "Directions for Administering cthe ITBS"
1ist of studemts to be tested

sign for your door raading "TESTING, DO NOT DISTURB"

[T}

pop o

%. ARRANGE FOR THE STUDENTS TO BE IN THE APPROPRIATE PLACE AT THE RIGHT TDE.

E-29
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THE DAY OF TESTIEG

7. ARRIVE EARLY: Make sure you have enough desks and chat they are as
far apart as possible. Hang che "DO NOT DISTURB" sign on the door.

at———

8. DISTRIBUTE BOOKLETS AND PENCILS: After cthe scudencs have arrived,
aake sure each one is givenm che booklat wich his/her name on it.

9. ADMINISTRATION: Adminiscar che tasts following the “"Direccions for
Adminiszering che ITBS". Keep che following poincs in mind:

e He present in the room during all tescing.

) ’ o You may rapeat tast diresetions of scudents do noc
wndarstand what they ara supposed to do, and if ic is
parmicced on chat test.

e DO NOT rephrase a test questiom or explain whac a word
in a cest quescion means. Read items cto sctudents only
where the cesc directions allow.

® Remember chac Lavel 7 and Level 8 taescs are untimed.
Allow sufficient cime for all buc cha slowestc students
to finish each exercise or test.

o Whenevar possibla, move quiectly around the room to obsarvae
whacher scudencs are following directioms corracctly.
Make sure studencs arae marking Chelr answers proparly in
the cesac booklat.

®On chosa Cests where studencs work on their owm:
" —= gall studencs to quiatly check back over
their work on thar tesc if they finish early.
— remind students to go back and complacte exercises
thac thay left unanswered op that tesc.

«DO NOT let scudaemcs flip ahead in che casc booklet.:

AFTER TESTING

10. Make sure you collect all cha testing materials. Double~check to
nake sure each test booklet has cha student's namae, school, grade
lavel, and identificacion number.

11. MAKE-UP TESTING: Arrangemencs should be made so0 that students
absanc on the day of testing can be tesced. Make-up tescing should
be done in an area which is free from discraccioms. Someone must be
presenc to read directions and monicor the studenc(s).

o B-30 ] -
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12. RETURN OF COMPLETED MATERIALS: All testing macterials zust
ba returned to CRE by October 17. Materials should be returned
via school mail to:

P

David Walsh
O0ffice of Research & Evaluation
Administration Building, Box 79

Do not recain ctesc materials cto complete make-up testing after
October 17. Do whatever make-up testing you caa, but have all
nacerials returnad to ORE by October 17.

O
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ADSTIN INDEPENUENT SCAOOL DISTRICT
Off4cs of Rawssarch and Ewaluarion

DIRECTIONS FOR ADMINISTERING THE ITBS

LEVELS 9, 10, 11 (Reazding

Today we ars going to take parT cf
the Iowa Tasts of Basic Skills. 34
is very importanc that you da your
baest on thesa cascts. Ccharwisa,
shay +will 20t really show how well
7ou can read. We will use these
Scores to halp make iustin's schocls
better.

Te will take abouc aa haur and 2 half

to finish thase tests. 3afora we
begin, I'd like to remdad you about

- soma hincs for test~takiag:

e The Zirsc and aost izportantc
~ila of casc-taling is to iislen
caTefully to all the diractions
and follow them aexaczly.

¢ I cannot answar queatious abouc
apecific temst exarcises. 3uc
1Z you have questions abour the
divectfons, ralse your hand aad
uaie for me to <all on yeu.

Te is importanc for you to be
quiac whila we rend the dizec-
tions apd when wa are taking the
rest. Lf you finish early, chack
your answers On that USact 9f the
tasc only or erase any extra 2avks
you zight have nade oo your Laest
booklae Or answer shesc. BUT CO
3E QUIZT. I£ you axa colsy you
zight disturbh classmaie=s 4o are
seill working ou tha Zest.

You will ba tsld wheu to bagin
and when ‘to g2zcp. You wili- not
be told how auch time is lafc, so
it is a good laea =90 do the exar-
cises which are assy for you firsc
and then try cthe nore difficalt
axarcises. Desembay you are 0T

and Vccabulary Tests)

axpacted co xmow all the
answers. - If you den't @ow
the answer to an exarcise, do
not guess unlass 7You mow that
ona or twe of the choices are
wrong.

loes anyone have any Suescioms?
(pcuse for juegtions)

T w11l now pass ouc the test booklats
and ‘answer sbheecs. Placa your closad
tasc booklat on your dask and wJalt
wiedil I give further directions.

(pass out test hooklets and
cnswer 3heeta)

Tirst let's look at yr & agsuer sheac.
Te will Yo scered by 3 compuctar. Any
rears, holes, Solds, beac edges, OT
axtra marhs uay cruse Clle compucer O
score your aas~T sheet incorreczly.
You musc ba v . very caraful «“ich
your acswer sh. :f.

Remember that 21l your answsars 0o the
tesc exarciaes irz [0 2a wariked oo your
answer sheat with a mumber 2 pescil.
DON'T MARR.TN YOUR TEST BOORLET.

“hen you mAaTK your ang<ard, remenday
that you must:

e VAKE A HEAVY MARE. The =:axk
should £i11 the owal, btut it
should mot o ougaide. Do et
sasce time msking very aseac avks.
It is more important CoO anKa TITT
black zarks. 32e surs to use 2
number 2 pencil.

o XEEP TOUR PLACTE ON TEE ANSWER
SHEET. Make ceetain 2acn cime
thac your mark is placed i the
row numberad zhe same a3 the
axarcise.

o . E-32
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e MARK ONLY ONE MARK IN A ROW.
1f you change your mind about
an answer, erase your first
mark as coxpletely a3 you can.
Does anyone hava any gquestions about how
to mark the answer sheet?

(pause for questions)

Your answver sheet 2lready has your na&h

on the fromt of it. Now turn your answer
sheer over to the side that dces not have
your uname printed on it and find. the space
for your nams. 9Yrite your lasc name firsc,
then your first name. Do not write your
pame anywhers else on the answar sheet.

when you have written your name turn your
answer sheet back to the side with your
name alresdy printed om it.

(AF+ar the studsnts ave.done *his, begin
reading the blue type in the IT3S Taacher’s
Guids, page 14, colum 2, paragraph §.

Comtinue @ to Tast L: Language Skills.
1dministar only the Vocabulary and Reading
Cemprehension Testy.)

‘Siudents may take a five-mimite break between
#y Jocabulary mmd Aeading Comprehension Tegts)

E-33
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

TESTER CHECKLIST FOR [TBS LEVELS S-12

Studsacs in grades 4, S5, and 6 will be given Levels 9, 10, 11, or 1l2.
Check the student, list to decermine which ITBS levels will be given

co which students. Note that Lavels 9-12 can be administered togsather.
¢ Tha Reading and Vocabulary tescs will be administered.

BEFORE TESTING

1. READ THROUGH THIS CHECKLIST: This information provides an overview

of what must be done.

READ THE TEST DIRECTIONS: Reading the test directions allows you to
becoma familiar with this particular tesc aod helps you discover
quesctions concerning the test procedure belfore the actual testing
session. Ycu will need to read the accompanying "Directions for Admin-
isvering the ITBS" as well as cartain portions of tha ITBS Taacher's
Guidna (pages l4-16).

(8]

5. DETERMINE WHEN AND WHERE TESTS ARE TO BE ADMINISTIRED: According to
the manual, the adminiscration of the tests should Tequire approximately
77 =finutes.

15 minutes for preliminary activities
15 minutes for .the Vocabulary Test

a Seminute break ]

42 minutes for the Reading Test

The time and plage of the testing is up to the diseretion of the Ceaacher
and the principal.

4

CHECX YOUR MATERTALS: Make sSure you have the following suppliizs:

&

an adequace numbér of test booklacs

enough number 2 penails

a copy of the ITBS Teacher's Guide far Levels 9-14
copy of the 'Directions for Administering the ITBS"
1fst of students to be tested

sign for your door reading "PESTING, DO NOT DISTURB"
stop watch of watch with a second hand

[T ]

5. ARRANGE FOR THE STUDENTS TO BE IN THE APPROPRIATE PLACE AT THE RIGHT TIME.

THE DAY OF TESTING

6. ARRIVE ZARLY: Make sure you have enough desks and that they are as
far apart as possible. Hang the D0 NOT DISTURB" sigun on the door.

7. DTSTRIBUTE BOOKLETS, PENCILS, AND ANSWER SHEETS: After tha students
have arrived, make sure each one 13 given the answer sheet with his/her
name on 1it.

o E—341--
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3. ADMINISTRATION: Adminiscar the tescs following the "Directions Zor
Adminiscering the ITBS". Keep the following points in mind:

e Be prusent in the room during all tescing.

e You may repeat test directions if sctudents do not
understand what they are supposed to do, and if it is
permitted on chat tasc.

e DO NOT rephrase a test question or explain what a word
in a cest question means. Read items to students only
where the test directions allow.

e Remember that Lavels 9-12 tests must be carefully timed.
Do not allow students to begin early, or to work past
the stopping time.

e “Jhenever possible, move quietly around the toom to observe
whether students are Zollowing directioms correctly.
Make sure students are marking their answers properly on
their answer sheets,

e On those tescte where students work on their own:
- tell students %o quietly check back over
their work on thac tesc if they finish early.
- rerind students Zo go back and completa axercisas
that they left unanswered on that test.

e DO NOT lat students £lip ahead in tha test booklet.

¢ DO NOT USE paper clipé or tubber bands on the answer sheets!

AFTER TESTING

9, Make sure you collect all the testing materials. Double-chack to
make sure each test Booklet has the student's name, school, grada
lavel, and identification number.

10. MAKE-UP TESTING: Arrangementcs should be made 3o that studencs
absent on the day of testing can be tezced. Make-up testing should
be done in an area which is free from distractions. Someona must ba
present to read directions and monitor the Stﬁdentts).

11. ARITURN OF COMPLETED MATERIALS: All testing materials must be
recurned to ORE by October 17. Macerials should be returned via
school mall to:

David Welsh
Office of Research and Evaluation
Adminiscraction Building, 3ox 79

Do not recain test materials to complete maka-up tasting after
October 17. Do whatever make-up testing vou can, bur have all
materials returned to ORE by October 17.

o =% 159
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Comparison of Pre- and Fosttest %ord *nalysis Scores By Grade for
At-Home Participants and Controls.

Trial Degcription
1 rosttest .
2 Pretest

Q. E-36 160
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%% CUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM ANOVAR #==%

GRADE 3 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == WCRB ANALYSIS G.E.

PARAMETERS
CCL 1= ¢
CGL  é=1C
COL 11=15
COL 16=20
COL 21=25

#onpinonon
QO - -

CATA FORMAT = {(DUMMY)

GROUP 1 42 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICIPANTS
TOTAL 0.74¢€9 83, -
TRIALS 1.3630 l. 44553 0.0262
_ERRCR (T} 0.2730 41,
.T MEAN 1 2 .
B | 1.5643 1.7065
PARAMETERS e
ccl 1= 5 = 1
COL ¢=1C = 1
CCL 1ll=15 = = 2 ) .
CCL 1l&=2G = ¢
COL 21=2% = 0

DATA FCRMAT = (DUMMY)

GROUP 1__ 42 SUBJECTS. CONTROL
ANALYSIS FCR VARIABLE 1

SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIC P
TOTAL 0.5018 £3.
TRIALS 0.0268 l. 0.123 C.7277
ERRCR (T) 0.2160 41,
T MEAN L : 2 e
1.8214 1.7857 T
\‘1 181
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*%% QUTPUT FRCOM PRCGRAM ANCVAR %#%

GRADE 2 == AT HCME PROGRAM 12/80 == WORB, ANALYSIS 3.6,

PARAMETERS
COL 1= 5 = 1 T
COL ¢=10 = 1
COL 11=15 = 2
COU 16=2C = )
COL 21=25 = o
DATA FGRMAT = (BUYMY)
GROUP 1 21 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICIPANTS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 —
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE DoF. F=RATIC P
TOTAL 0.5045 41.
TRIALS 0.0343 1- " 0.147 0.7066
ERRCR (T} 0.2333 20.
T MEAN 1 2
| ' 1.7571 1.7000
PARAMETERS
CCr 1= 5 = 1
CCL é&=1C = L
COL 11=1% = 2
CCL 16=20 = )
COL 21=2% = 0

DATE FOKMAT = (OUMMY)

GROUP 1 21 SUBJECTS. CCNTRCL o -
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1
SOURCE MEAN SGUARE D.F. F=RATIC p
TOTAL C.4766 41
TTRIALS "0.3086 Tl 1.013 C.3276
_ERRCR _(T)  J0.304¢ 20, .
T _MEAN 1 2 e

2.0238 1.8524

’/

// ‘| ‘)
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Comparison of Pre- and Posttest Vocabulary Scores
Participants and Controls.

By Grade for At-Home

Trial

" Description
1 Posttest -
2 Pretest -
P
o
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#%% CUTPUT SRCM PRTZGRAM ANCVAR =%

GRADE Q;B- AT HOME PRQGRAM 12/80 == VCCABULARY G.c.

- ——

PARAMETERS
coL 1= £
coL ¢6=10
COL 11=15
COL 1é=20
COL 21=2%

(T T T T
O Ol - -

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

GROUP 1 41 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICIPANTS
ANALYSIS FCR VARIABLE 1 =~ '
souzég MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIC P
TOTAL 0.3815 8l.
TRIALS 1.9980 1. 21.358 G.C0C1
ERRCR (T) 0.0$35 40.
T MEAN 1 2
o 1.9878 1.6756
PARAMETERS _~_
CGL 1= 5 = 1
CoL  6&=1C = 1
COL 11=15 = 2
COL 16=2C = 0
COL 21=25 = 0

DATA FORMAT = (JUMMY)

GROUP 1 41 SUBJECTS. CONTRCL
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1

—— PR S S

SGURCE MZAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIC P
TOTAL 0.4805 8l.
TRIALS 1.75€1 l. 13.244 0.3311
ERRCR (T) 9.1326 40,
T MEAN 1 2
' 1.8627 _ 1.6000

ERIC o 16
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- — \
GRADE Z; == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == VCCABULARY 3.E. :
PARAMETERS
COL 1 ¢t = 1
TQL &wl0 = H
CCL 1l;=15 = ? i}
COL lé=3" = G
CCL 21=25% = 0
TDATY FCRNMAT = (DUMMY)
GROUP 1 21 SUBJECTS. 10 wEEK PARTICIPANTS
ANALYSIS FGR VARIABLE 1 -
SOURCE ¥EAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIC p
TCTAL 0.7671 41 .
TTRIALS 0.E£88 l. 2.01¢€ C.l682
ERRCR (T) 0.3318 20
T MEAN 1 N 2
1.7476 1.4552
PARAMETERS T .
coL L= 5 = 1
COL &=1C = 1
0L 1l=15 = 2
‘COL 16=20 = u
CCL 21=25 = 0
DATA FCAMAT = (DUMMY; T
GROUP 1 21 SUBJECTS. CCNTRCL
TANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIC P
TOTAL 0.77.7% 4l.
TRIALS 1.8438 l. 13.417 0.0018
ERRCR (T) 0.1363 20. _ i
T MEAN 1 2 B
1.6G82 1.57€2
-41 185
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/

#%x% QUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM ANOVAR *%*%

GRADE 3 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == READING VOCABULARY G.E.
PARAMETERS
CoL 1= 5
COL 6=10
COL_11=15
COL 16=20
COL 21=25

i
|

o oOlNn - -

DATA FORMAT = (DUMNY)

_GROUP 1 14 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICIPANTS )
ANALYSIS FOR VARTABLE 1 - N
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE olfﬁfx,#fFegﬁffﬁ P
TOTAL 0.780%4 27. |

TRIALS 0.1289 1. 0.573 0.4685
ERROR (T) 0.2251 13.
T MEAN 1 2
227143 2.5786 S
PARAMETERS '
COL 1= 5 = 1 —
CCL 6=10 = 1 |
COL 11=15 = 2
CCL 16=20 = 0
coL 21=25 = 0

DATA FORMAT = [DUMMY)

GROUP 1 14 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK CONTROLS
ANLLYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 —
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIO P
'Td"“I'_"“_—*”’_“'tf:74§5——"“”w"271“"—'“”"' T
TRIALS  1.9557 1. . 16463 O -0016
ERROR (T) 0.1138 13.
T 4EAN 1 2
3.0786  2.5500
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#x% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM ANOVAR =*x

GRADE &£ == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == READING VOCABULARY G.E.

P ARAMETERS 3
CoL 1= 5
COL  6=10
COL 11=15
COL 16=20
CCL 21=25

O O -

DATA FORMAT = [(DUMMY)

. GROUP 1 17 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICIPANTS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 ]
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIO P
TCTAL 3.4606 33.
TRIALS 0.0003 1. 0.002 0.9678
ERRCR (T) 0.1872 16+

T MEAN 1 2

o 3.6353 3.6412 _
PARAMETERS

COL 1= 5 = 1

COL 6=10 = 1

COL_11=15 = 2

CCL 16=20 = 0

COL 21=25 = 0

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

GROUP 1 17 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK CONTROLS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 e
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE 0.F. F=RATIO o
TATAL 2.5255 "33, )
TRIALS.  1.0568 1. 1362 0.0147
ERROR {7° 0.1437 16.
T MEAN 1 2
4 ® O 5 I ) 3 Y 70 O O
o 15)7’

‘ E-43




\\
80.61 Accacpmenc E-6
(Page\6 of 6)

*%%x QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM ANQOVAR %

GRADE S == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == READING VOCABULARY .G.E.

PARAMETERS

COL 1= 5 = 1
COL 6=10 = 1
CCL ll=15 = 2
CCL 16=20 = 0
COL 21=25 = 0
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)
GROUP 1 21 SUBJECTS., 10 WEEX PARTICIPANTS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1
SOQURCE MEAN SQUARE DJF. F=RATIO P
TOTAL 0.9899 41.
TRIALS 1-.3393 l. 7.533 0.0120
ERROR (T) 0.1778 20.
T MEAN 1 2
— 4,8333 4.4762 B
PARAMETERS L
CCL 1= 5 = 1
COL 6=1C = 1
CCL 11=15 = 2 3
CCL 16=20 = )
CCL 21=25 = 0
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)
GROUP 1 21 SURJECTS. 10 WEEK_ CONTROLS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIO p
TGTAL 1.1011 41,
TRIALS 3.2593 1. 10.694 . 0.0040
ERROR (T) 0.3048 20.
T MEAN 1 2 )
4.,9905 4.4333
E-44 .
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Comparison of Pre- and Posttest Reading Comprehension Scores By
Grade for At-Home and Control Students.

Trial Description
1 Posttest
2 Pretest
A0
Q E-z,slbf,.:
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xx% GUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM ANCVAR *=:*

GRADE [J == AT HOWME PROGRAM 12780 == COMPIEIENSICN G.E.

PARAMETERS

CoL 1= & = 1 e
COL &=1C = 1

CoL 11=15 = 2 _ ]
CoU 1€=20 = 3

COL 21=25 = 0
"DATA FCRMAT = (DUMMY} -
GROUP 1 40 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PART Piﬂién_m o
ANALYSIS FGOR VARIABLE 1 T
SOGRCE MEAN SQUARE  D.Fe« FeRAT! T
TOTAL 0.5162 7G.

TRIALS 3.6580 1. 24,153 3.0001

ERRCR (T3 0.1531 15,

T MEAN 1 2 o o

- _.1.5500  1.5200 . }

PARAMETERS

CCL 1= 5 = 1

CoL  &wiC = 1

CCL 11=15 = 2

“COL 16=2C = G

COL Z21=25 = 3
DATA FGCRMAT = (CUMMY) T

CJf_l 40 SUBJECTS. CONTRCL
NALYSIS FCR VARIABLE 1

SCURCE FZAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIC P
TCTAL 0.4033 75.

TRIALS 0.8611 L. BeGES G.00%¢

FRRCR (T} 0.0S63 -
T MEAN - 1 z h

1.8750 " 1.6675
Ew46
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*%% CUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM ANOVAR **%

GRADE 2 == AT HUME PROGRAM 12/80 == CCMPREHENSICN G.E.

PARAMETERS
CCL Ll= S
CoL €é=10
COL _ll=15
COL 16=2C
COL Zl=2¢

Wonja on
O O r— p

DATA FCGRMAT = (DUMMY)

GROUP 1 21 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICIPANTS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1
SGURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIC p
TOTAL 0.4845 41.
TRIALS 0.5260 1o 5.51C 0.0277
ERRCR (T) 0.0$55 20, "
T MEAN , 1 2
2.6000 1.7762

AR & X os ol s e s b e o

SKADE Z == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 ==

CCMPREHENSICN GoE.

PARAMETERS
CGL 1= 5
CoL €=1C
CCL Ll=1%
CCL 16=20
CCL 21=25

nonu o
o ON -

CATA FGRMAT = (JUMMY)

GROUP 1 21 SUBJECTS. CGNTRCL o
"ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE L ,
SQURCE MEAN SQUARE. D.F. F«RATIC p
TOTAL 0.426¢ 41.

TRIALS 0.40C2 1. 3.146 C.08¢8l
_ ERRCR (T) 9.1272 20. o
T MEAN [ -

T 1.528¢ 1.7333



80.61 Attachment E-7
o (Page 4 of 6)

*%%x QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM ANOVAR *#%x

GRADE 3 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == READING COMPREHENSION G.E.

P ARAMETERS

CCL 1= 5
CCL 6=10
CCL 11=15

caL 16=20
COL 21=25

Wi oo
O OIN = 1=

DATYA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

GROUP 1 14 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICIPANTS o
ANALYSIS FOR_VARIABLE 1 B
SCURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. - F=RATIO p
TCTAL 0.6186 27. )
TRIALS - 040432 l. 0.283 0.6087
ERROR (T) 0.1524 13.
T MEAN : 1 2
. 2.7286 2.8071
PARAMETERS
CoL 1= 5 = 1
CCL 6=10 = 1
COL 11=15 = 2
/ COL 16=20 = 0
COL 21=25 = 0
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)
GROUP 1 14 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK CONTROLS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE DeFe. F=RATIO p
TOoTAL 0.6064 27. )
_ TRIALS 1.0032 l. 7.755 0.0149
ERRCR (T) 0.1294 12.
T MEAN 1 2
~ 3.1643 2.7857
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(Page 5 of 6)

*%% QUTPUT FRCOM PROGRAM ANOVAR *=x

GRADE # == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == READING CCOMPREHENSION G.E. ~

PARAMETERS
coL 1= 5
CCL 6=10
CCL 11=15
CCL 16=20
COL 21=25

o oo
O OIN =

DATA FORMAY = (DUMMY)

GROUP 1 17 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICiPANTS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1~~~ "~~~

MEAN SQUARE

SOURCE DeFe F=KATIO p
TOTAL Z.4826 33,
TRIALS 1.1674 1. 2,343 0.0832
ERROR (T) 0.3492 16.
T MEAN 1 2
___3.8588 3.488
P ARAMETERS L
ccL 1= 5 = 1
CCL é=10 = 1
CCL 11=15 = 2 ———
COL 16=20 = 0
CCL 21=25 = 0
DATA FORMAT = (DUMNMY)

GROUP 1 17 SUBJECTS.
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1

10 WEEK CONTROLS

SGURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIO p
TCTAL 5.4780 33.
TRIALS 0.9556 - 1. 8.007 0.0117
ERROR (T) 0.1193 16. |
T MEAN 1 2
3.9471 3.5118
Q E-49 ry e
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%% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM ANOVAR *x=x%x

GRADE 5 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == READING COMPREHENSION G.E.
. /
PARAMETERS ’
COL 1= 5
COL 56=10
COL 11=15%
COL 16=20
COL 21=25

I}

O OIN -

i

DATA FCRMAT = (DUMMY) ' 7

GROUP 1 21 'SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK PARTICIPANTS
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 ,
SOQURCE MEAN SQUARE D.F. F=RATIO p
TOTAL 1.6460 41. |
TRTALS 0.2288 1. . 0.482 0.5020
ERRCR (T) 0.4T748 20.
T MEAN 1 2
4.4619 T 4.3143
PARAMETERS
COL 1= 5 = 1
CCL 6=10 = 1
CCL 11=15 = 2
COL 16=20 = 0
COL 21=25 = 0

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

GROUP 1 21 SUBJECTS. 10 WEEK CONTROLS B
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 T
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE N.F.o F=RATIO P
TOTAL 1.2811 41.

TRIALS 0.0467 l. 0.117  0.7347

ERRNR (T) 0.3977 20.
T _MEAN 1 2

4.5857 4.5190 -
Q E-50
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80.61 Attachment E-8
4 (Page 1 of 5)

Comparisons of At-Home Participants and Controls on ITBS Word Analysis
Gains.

Grades 1 and 2

Variable ' Descri@tion
1 Fall, 1980, Word Analysis grade equivalent
score. S
2 Spring, 1980; Word Analysis grade
equivalent scoge.
: /
3 Spring, 1980,/Word Analysis grade

equivalent score if At-Home participant;
0, otherwise. ’

4 Spring, 1980, Word Analysis grade
equivalent score if control; 0, otherwise.

S 1 if At-Home participant; 0, otherwise.

ERIC | €51 175




80,61 Attachment E-8
) (Page 2 of 5)

%% CUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN %%

SRADE 1 @« AT HOME PRCGRAM 12780 == 10 wEEK VS CONTRCL == WCRO ANALYSIS G.E.

PARAVMCTERS - _
0L e s = 5
CL 6=lC = 84
CCL 1l=15 = 3 B . . e
0L 16=706 = 2
CCL 21=2% = 1 o
INTERCORRELATIGN ANALYSIS. ST
. - / )’
MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 ;
T 1.8626 1.7476 = 0.8548 , 0.8529 0.5000 |
SIGMAS 1 2 3 A 5
© 0.8013 0.7623 1.0302 1.0228 0.5000
r .':'_;
}_MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 05563 Ce34986 . 0.0546 / 00,0851
2 0.5563 1.0000 0.3756 0.3626 =0.05C0
. 3 N 0.3456 0.375¢€ 1.0000 =0.72%3 0.8257 _
|
4 0.0646 0.3626 20,7243 1.0C00 ° =0.3872%
5 0.0861 ~0.350C 5.8267 =0.8726 - 1.0000
ACDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1
JREDICTCRS = 3= §° T o T T o
> = 3 RSG = 0.1222
> = 4 RSC = 0.37¢¢
2 = 0.61127 ESQ = 0.3766 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 8
3 C.8754 0.6344
4 0.7316 __ 0.5734 L
5 0.0 0.0
)EG. CCNST. = 0.7G58

5-52 176




80.61

Attachment E-8
(Page 3 of 5)
MCDEL 2 Mg*AEBITERION = 1 o
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSG = 0.3592
P = ¢ RSC = 0.3734
R = 0.6111 RSQ = 0.3734 2 ITERATICAS. N
v BETA B
2 0.6053 0.63€&7 e
5 0.1163 0.1514
REGe. CCNST. = 0.£84°

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
P= 2 RSQ = 0.3592
R = 0.55¢3 RSQ = 0.3552 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B o
2 0.5553 0.6304
REG. CCNST. = 0.7912 _
_F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 )
RSQ FULL = 0.3766 MCDEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3734 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0032 o
DFN = 1. DFD =  80. F=RATIC = 0.410 P = 0.53C8
F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = C.3734 MCDEL 2
RSQ REDUCEC = C.3552 MODEL 3 s
DIFFERENCE = 0.01l42
DFN = 1. DFD = 8l. F=RATIC = 1.837 P = 0.17c8
’ i
E-53 .1 s 7



80.61 Attachment E-8
(Page 4 of 5)

=x%x GCUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM REGRAN %%

GRADE 2 ‘== AT HCME PRCGRAM 12/80 == 1Q WEEK VS CONTRCL == WCRD ANALYSIS G.E.

PARAMETERS
cCL 1= ¢
COL &=1C
CCL 11=15
COL "1€=20
CCL 21=25

TINTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

4+

= NYW N

Wi o

MEANS T 2 3 A 5
1.8505 1.7762 C.85C0 0.5262 C.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
C.6516 0.7037 1.0024 1.0316 G.50C0
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 -
: 1 1.0000 0.4703 0.0306 0.2507 =0. 1626
2 0.4703 . 1.0000 0.3085 0.3622 -0.1083
B 3 0.0306 0.3085 1.0000 ©~0.7¢&11  C.847%
4 : 0.25607 0.3822 =0.7¢1l1 1.C000 =~0.8S76 .
5 «3.1926 -0.1083 0.8476 =0.3S754 1.C0C0
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1
CPREDTCTORS= T3 T
R = 0.4G28 RSQ = 0.2428 28 ITERATIGNS. i
Y, BETA B
3 0.E8€E5 . J.4738
5 -0,2185 -0.3C21
RES. CCNST. =, 1.28557
\‘1
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Attachment E-8
(Page 5 of 5)

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P= 2 RSQ = 0.2212
P = 5 RSGC = 0.2416
R = 0.4G15 RSQ = 0.2416 2 ITERATICAS.
v BETA 8
2 0.4548 0.4468
5 “0.1436 “0.198¢ L
REG. CCNST. = 1.1661
MGDEL - 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 . o
P = 2 RSC = 0.2212
R = 0.4703 R3G = 0.2212 1 ITERATICNS. T
v BETA 8 o e . _
2 C.4703 0.4621
REG. CCNST. = 1.06¢7

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MCDEL 2

RSQ FULL =~ 0.2428  MODEL 1 = ___

RSY REDUCED = 0.2416  MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 90,0012

OFN = 1. _ DFD = _ 38. F=RATIC = 0.0€¢3_ P = 0.7663

F=TEST 2 MGDEL 2 VS MCDEL 3 L

RSQ FULL = £.2416 MGDEL 2

RSQ RECUCED = 0.2212 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0&£04 . ___ I §

DFN = 1. - CFD = 39. F=RATIC = 1.048 P = 0.3132
217y



80.61 Attachment E-9
(Pag= 1 of 11)

Comparisons of At-Home Participants and Contruls on ITBS Vocabulary Gains.

Grades 1-5
Variable Description
1 Fall, 1980, Vocabulary grade equivalent
score, -
2 Spring, 1980, Vocabulary grade equivalent
score.
3 Spring, 1980, Vocabulary grade equivalent

score if At-Home participant; 0, otherwise.

4 Spring, 1980, Vocabulary grade equivalent
score if control; 0, otherwise.

5 1 if At-Home participant; O, otherwise.

EMC v E-56] af)




80.61 Attachment E-9
(Page 2 of 11)

#£4 CUTPUT FRCH PRCGRAM REGRAN *%%

GRADE | == AT HOUME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRCL == VCCABULARY GeE.

PARAMETERS

COL 1= £
caL 6=140
CCL 11=15

COL 1€=20
CCL 21=25

= NwW N

wokin uon

INTERCORRELATIGN ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5

1.5402 1.63738 0.8378 0.8C00 0.5000
SIGMAS : 1 2 3 4 5
R HATRIZ 1 2 3 2 5
1 1.0000 0.7273 0.28¢) 0.2cC31 0.0745
2 0.7273 1.0000 C.3406 0.3385 0.0566
3 0.2860 T 0.3409 1.0000  =0.7&62 C.8571
4 0.2081 0.3385 «0.76G2 1.0CQ90 =0.857%
5 0.071%5 0.05%6 _Ce89T1 w0.8574 1.00G0
MGOEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1
PREZDICTCRS = 3= 5 ,
R = 0.7286 K3Q = 065306 13 ITERATICNS.
Vv TT OBETA B D CoTTTT
3 l1.1084 0.7575
4 1.6385  0.7104 . . . ~
5 T«0.026% «0.037¢€
REGe CCANST. =- 0.7%¢1
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Attachment E~-9
(Page 3 of 11)

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSC = 0.5260
p= 5 RSC = 0.5300 -
R = 0.7280 RSQ = 05300 2 © ->ATIONS. L
v AETA A
2 0.7254 0. . Y
- ? 0003 13 OQC.—‘ 5
REG. CGNSTQ = 0072':‘5
_MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = i ) .
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSC = 0.525C L ~
R = 0.7273 RSQ = 0.5250 1 ITERATICNS.
Y BETA B )
2 0.7273 6.7320
REG. CCNGT. = 0.7414
F=TEST 1  MGDE:, i VS MCCEL 2 .
RSQ FULL = 3. 5°0% MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0-53CU MODEL 2
CDIFFEST LE = €.0009 |
DEN = i- CED = 73. F=RAT G =  0.155 P = C.£574
EmTELT 2 MODEL 2 VS MCDEL 3 h T
RSQ FULL = 0.5300 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5250  MODEL_ 3 ] o
OTFFERENCE = 0.0010
DFN = 1. JED = TG E=RATIC =  0.°%4. P = 0.64355
182




- 80.61

Attachmernit E-9

(Page 4 of 11)

=%x QUTPUT RCM ORCGRAM REGRAN #%=

GRADE Z- w= AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRCL =-

"VGCABULARY G.S.

PARAMETERS  _ ) L e e
COL l= & = 5
CCL ¢=1C = 42
CCL _11=15 = 3 _ e
CCL 1l&=2C = 2
CCL 21=25 = 1
INTERCERRELATICON ANALYSIS. T o T
MEANS T 1 2 . 3 4 5
L8714 1.5357 0.7476 0.7881 Ga53C00
STGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
0.5&81 0.7240 C.5103 0.5346 0.%000
R MMTRIX i 2 3 4 5
3 1.0000 0.7192 0.1315 0,420 -0.127S
2 J-7162 1.G710 0.3634 0.4207  =«3.0G589
4 0.4250 Ce4207 -0.£924 1000 «0.8430
5 =3.121716 =0 .0556 0.8213 «0.8430 T 1.6030
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = .1
PREDICTCRS = 3= 5 o - i T
R = 0.7380___ __RSQ = 0.54%47 24 ITERATICANS. '
v BETA B
3 0.7342  0.7808
4 1.1033 1.142¢ TTTTTTT T T e e
5 0.1663 0.3800
REG. CCNST. = 0.1572




: Attachment E-9
80.6%
(Page 5 of 11)

MOLEL 2 M2 CRITERICN

[}
y—

PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 Se 5
P= 2 RSG = 0.5172
P = 5 RSQ = 0.525C
R = 0.7245 R5Q = 0.5250 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
2 0.7143 0.5551
5 =0,0880 =0.1703
REG. CCNST. = 0.43G8
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1
PRECICTIRS = 2= 2
P = "2 RSC = 0.5172 N
R = 0.7162 RSQ = 0.5172 1 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA R
2 C.71S2 0.5€617
REG. CONST. = 0.354¢

FesTEST 1 MUDEL 1 VvS MCDEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.5447 MODEL 1

RSQ REOUCEL = 0.5250 MCODEL _2 R
CIFFERENCE = 0.ClG7

DFN = 1. DFJ = 38. F=RATIO =  1.648 P = 0.2045%
F=TEST 2  MGDEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL : 0.5250 MODEL 2 o ) o
RSQ RECUCEC = 045172 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = J3.J077 .

DFN = 1. DFD = 39. F=RATIO = 0.633 P = Q.43%1

Q
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80.61 ' Attachment E-9
(Page 6 of 11)

*%¥% QUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN ==xx%

GRADE 3 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/70 == 10 WZEK VS CONTROL == VGCABULARY G.Z.

P ARAMETERS

CCL 1=5
CCL 6=1G
CCL 1l=15

Ny

CCL leée=2C
CLL 21=25

[l \SIESV IR YIRS 4}

[ T T I

TNTERCGRRELATION ANALYSIS. T T

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5

. 2.8964 2.5643 .2393 1.275C 3.5000

S IGMAS 1 2 3 -
0.9394 0.7388 1.3756 1.35933 575000

R MATRIX ‘ 1 2 3 g T T
1 1.6000 0.7712 'o.ozsa 0.3825 =0.1939
2 0.7712 1.0000 0.2445 0.2838 0.GL93

E) C.C268 D.2445 TV IVIS) «5.8577 J.9372
4 | 0.3825 0.2688  =0.8577 1.0000 «0.9151

5 -C.16353 0.0L93 Ue9372 =0.9151 1.0339

MCOEL 1 ML CRITERICN = 1
PRECICTORS = 3= S '
R = U.3085 RSG = 0.6537 55 ITSRATIGNS.
v BETA 3
3 1.6973 1.1594
4 1.2781 G.3613
G

REG. CONST. = C.8810 .

E-61 lJSfS
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80.61
) (Page 7 of 11)
MGDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PRECICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSQ = 0.5947
P = 5 RSQ = C.6383
R =T0.7989 RSG = 0.6383 2 ITERATICNSS -
v BETA B
2 0.7752 G.9855
5 =0.2089 =0.3924
REG. CONST. = G.5652
MCODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 7 R3Q = 0.5%47
R = 0.7712 RSQ = 0.5947 1 ITERATIGNS.
Y, BETA e
2 0.7712 0.9805
REGe CONSTS = C.3821
F=TEST, I MODEL I VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.6537 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.6383 MODEL 2
DIFFCRENCE = 0.01%4
OFN = 1. OFD =  24. F=RATIO = 1.066 P = 0.3130
FeTEST 2 MGDEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.6383 MODEL 2
RSJ RCCUCED = 0.5547 MUDEL 3 -
OIEFERENCE = 040436
OFt = L. DFD = 25.  F-RATIO =  3.015 P = 0.09l4
E-62 .
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80.61

x%%x GUTPUT FRCH PRCGRAM RESRAN *==x

Attachment E-9
(Page 8 of 11)

ERAJE‘f == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 13 #EEK VS CONTROL == ¢OCABULARY G.:t.

PARAMETERS

ccL 1~ 5
CiL 6=10
CCL 11=15

[
W

col 1e=2¢ =
CCL 21=25

-~ Mt Houn

INTERCORRELATILN ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5
3.8441 3.6706 1.32056 1.8500 35030
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
1.7887 1.6207 21775 2.1493 —77757@5*—
R 4aTRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.5456 02109 0.3980 -0. 1167
2 0.9456 1.0000 J. 32396 0.3593 =J.0l81
3 C.3109 0.3396 1.0G00 =0.7195 C.8359
4 .2980 0.3593 =Js 7195 1.06009 -0.8691__
5 - =0.1167 =0.0181 0.3359 =0.8607 1.000G

MCOEL 1 M1 CRITERICN =

1

PREJDICTGRS = 3= 5
R = 0.9535

RSQ = 0.9091

239 ITERATICNS.

v BETA 3
3 1.3483 1.1073
% 1.1587 C.9643
5 =0.2465 =0.3819
REG. CCNST. = $.4852

E-63
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Attachment E-9
(Page 9 of 11)

MCDEL

2 M2 CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSQ = 0.8%941
P= .5 RSQ = G.5C4l
R = 0.9508 RSG = 0.9041 2 ITERATIONS.
Y .BETA 8
2 C.5438 1.0416
5 @0.,0996 =0.3564
REG., CONST. = 0.1990
MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSQ = C.864l
R = 0.9456 "RSQ = 0.85941 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 0.9456 1.0436
REG. CCNSTe = 0.0135
F=TEST 1  MCDEL I VS MGDEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5061 MODEL 1
RS2 REDUCEC = 0.5C4l MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.CC50
DFN = 1. CFD =  20. F=RATIO = 1.666 P = 0.2042
F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.6C4l MODEL 2
RSQ RECUCED = C.8%41 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = (.C0S9 .
DFN = 1. DFD = 31l. F=RATIO = 3.205 P = 0.0797

it 1S8



80.61 Attachment E-¢
: (Page 10 of 11)

*¥¥ CUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN *xx

GRADE & == AT ROJE PRCGRAM 12780 == 13 WEEK VS CONTROL == VOUABULARY Ga.Z.

PARAMETERS |

CCL 1= &5
CGL 6=10
CCL 1ll=15

CCL 1€=20
CCL 21«25

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. L

—ANyWwW oW

i uln n u

MEANS 1 2 3 “+ 5
4.9119 444548 2.2381 2.21€T 0.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 Ca 5
1.C646 0.3971 2.3232 2.3087 C.5000
\\
R _MATRIX 1 2 \ 3 4 5
1 1.6000 0.7689  0.0836 0.2147 ~0.07 23
N ~::’)£K\- I
2 C.7639 1.0000 | 0.2092 0.1781 0.0239
|
3 0.0836 0.2092 | 1.0000 =0.9250 0.65634
4 0.2147 0.1781 \-0.9250 1.0000 ~0.9601
5 =C.C733 0.02329 1 0.9634 =0.9601 1.0000
\ f
MGDEL 1 M1 CRITERIGN = 1 |
|
“PREDICTORS = 3= 5 3 i o
R = 0.7764 RSQ = 0.6027 76 'ITERATIGNS.
|
v TR . Ll : R
3 2.1158 0.5665 1
4 1.3793 0.866¢ . |
5  =0.3046  =C.648¢
R%G. CONST. = 1-1452
159
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80.61‘ i Attachment E-9
' (Page 11 of 11)

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERIGN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P'= 2 RSQ = G.5611
P = 5 R3N = 0.5998&
R = 0.7744 RSG = 0.5596 2 ITERATICNS.
Y BETA B -
2 0.7711 0.915¢C
5 =0.0922 =(.1564
REG CONST. = 0.9339
MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 -
P = 2 RSQ = 0.5611 .
R = 0.7689 RSQ = 0.5911 1 ITERATICNS.
Y BETA B "
2 0.7689 C.9124

REG. CCONST. = C.8474

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MQODEL 2

R5SQ FULL = U.6C27 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCEC = §.5966 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.CC31

OFN = 1. oFC = 28. F=RATIO = U237 P = 0.5956

F=TEST 2  JCDEL 7 VS WODEL 3

RSQ FULL = Ce56GCH M00eL 2

RSQ RECUCEC = 0.5911 MCDEL 3

DIFFERENCE = (.CC35

DEN = 1. OF0 = . 29, F=RATIO = 0.828 P = 0.37156
Q 4 . ,E7§6.1j30
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80.61 | ' Attachment E-10
- ’ - (Page 1 of 11)

Comparisons of At-Home Participants ahd Controls on ITBS Reading
Comprehension Gains.

v
e

- Grades 1-5
“ N
' Variable Description )
| 1 Fall, 1980, Comprehension grade equivalent
score, '
2. ,Spring. 1980, Comprehension grade

equivalent score.

3 Spring; 1980, Comprehenéion grade

equivalent score if At-Home participant;
0, otherwise,

\ .

4 Spring, 1980, Comprehension grade
equivalent score if control; 0, otherwise.
5 1 if At-Home participant; O, otherwise.
;
!
\
\
\\
\
e,

o | 191
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80.61 R . Attachment E-10
: ! (Page 2 of 11)

%% QUTPUT FROM PRCGRAM REGRAN *x*

GRADE |7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS. CONTRCL == CCMPREHENSION G.E.,

PARAMETERS , _ . .
CGL 1= 5 '
COL €&=«1C
COL ll=15
CCL 16=20
COL 21=2%

INTERCORRELATICN ANALYSIS.

=~ N|W O W

MEANS 1 L2 | 3 4 5

1.9125 1.5937 0. 7600 0.8337 0.5000
SiGMAs 1 2 3 4 5
0.6028 0.7033 0.5362 0.5410 0.5000
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.7070 5.3289 0.2011 0.0622
2 0.7070 1.0000 0.3€87 0.3805 =0.1045
3 0.3289 0.3687 '1.0000 -0.7153 0.8118
T T T T T T 9.2011 T 0.3805  =0.7163 1.5000 =0.8850
5 0.0622 -0.1046 0.8118 =0.8860 1.0000
MODEL 1 ML CRITERIGCN = 1 ;
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 o
/
192
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\

R = 0.732¢ RSQ = 0.5367 30 ITERATICNS.
v RETA B
3 C.8235 C.5303 '
4 1.18582 0.7562 : g
5 0.4409 0.5315
REG. CCNST. = 0.6108
. N B
MODEL 2 M? CRITERION = 1
PRENICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
p = 2 RSG = 0.4958
P= 5 RSG = 0.5186
R = 0.7202 RSQ = 0.5186 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
2 0.7214 0.£184
5 0.1379 - J.1662 -
REGe CCANST. =.  0.843G |
. MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSC = 0.4S9¢
R = 0.7070 RSQ = 0.4958 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
2 0.7070 0.6360

REG. CCNST. = 0.G4%4€7

F=TEST 1 40DEL 1 VS MCDEL 2

RSC FULL = 0.5367 MGDEL 1
RSQ REDUCEC = 0.5186 MCDEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0180
DFN = 1. DFC = 76, F=RATIO =  2.561 P = 0.C856
F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.518¢ MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCEC = 0.45S8 . MOGDEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0183
DFN = 1. OFD = 17. F=RATIO = 3.007 P = 3.C€31
f
- £69 103
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%% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *%%

GRADE Z5 == AT HOMZ PRGGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRCL == CCMPREHENSICN G.E.

PARAMETERS
CoL 1= S
COoL 6=1C
CCL 1ll=1%
CCL 16=20
CCL 21=25 = ,
" INTERCCRRELATICN ANALYSIS. o o

oulu bou

— Nfw N
i

MEANS L 2 - 3 % 5

1.5643 1.7548 0.8881 0.8667 €.5000
SIGMAS 1 | 2 3 4 5
0.6622 0.6562 0.5550 0.5855S 0.5000
, |
R MATRIX | 1 2 \ 3 4 5
1 1.0300 0.7558 0.3285 0.1707  0.0535
3 0.7558 1.90000 0.3376 0.3236  0.0327
3 0.3285 0.3376 1.0000 ~0.7814 0.8925
4 0.1707" 0.3236 -0.7814 1.0000 -0.8755
5 0.0536 0.0327 0.8525 =3.8755 1.00G0
MODEL | M1 CRITERIGN = 1
- PREDICTORS = 3Fm5wm”‘ﬂmh'mﬁ_cm;::f_ym;;ﬂ . T
R = 0.7700 R$Q < 0.5929 37 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
3 1.3686 0.5108
4 0.5463 0.6330
5  =0.33G0  =0.4490
REG. CONST. = 0.8313
i _ )
| 154
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 .RSQ = 0.5712

P= 5 RSG =0.5720

R = 0.756&3 RSQ = 0.5720 © 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA , 8 -
2 0.7548 0.7617
5 0.0253 0.0388

REG. CCNST. = 0.6083

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1

PREDICTGRS = 2= 2

P= 2 RSQ = 0.5712

R Z 0.7558 RSQ = 0.5712 T ITERATIONS.

Vv . BETA B
2 0.7553 0.7627

REG. CGNST.

\

0.6260

2}

]
F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MGDEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.552% MODEL 1

RSQ RECUCED = 0.5720 MCDEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0206,

DFN = 1. - DFD = _ 38. FaRATIG =  1.950 P = 0.1674
_F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL, = 0.5720 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCEC = 0.5712 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0009 : :

DFN = 1. DFD =  39. F=RATIC = 0.078 P = 0.7715
\




80.61 Attachment E-10
y : ’ *(Page 6 of 11)

#%% QUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN ##x i ' .

»RADE 37 == AT HGME PROGRAM 12/80'-- 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == COMPREHENSION G.E.

YARAMETERS

.GL 1= 5
.CL  6=1C
LCL 11~15

.CL 16=20
.CL 21=2%

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

= Ny o W;n

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5
. 2.5464 2.7964 1.4036 1.3929 0.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
0.6748 0.6527 1.4848  1.4599  0.5000
R MATRIX I 2 3 A 5
1 1.5990 0.7683  =0.0609 0.4054  =0.2490
2 0.7633. 1.0000 0.2576 0.1351  0.0164
3 =0.0605  0.2576 1.0000  =0.9019 0.9433
4 C.4054 0.1851 ~0.9019 1.0200 =0.9541
5 =0.2490 0.0164 0.9453 =0.9541 1.0000 |
MCOEL 1 M1 CRITERIGN = 1 . L L
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 |
% = 0.3137 RSQ = C.6621 2 ITERATICNS. ;
o BETA B
3 1.6330 0.9621 -
_— 1.8782 1.1255
5 030 0.0
REG. CCNST. = _ 0.0284
Q .

ERIC . | 106
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MCGDEL 2 M2 CRITERIGN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5a 5
P = 2  R3G = 0.5903
P= 5 RSQ = 06588
R = 0.8IL7 R3O0 = C-6553 > TTERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 0.7726 I1.0355
"5 =0.2617 =0.4579 - a
"REG. CONST. = 0.2756 .

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

2« 2

PREDICTORS
R

P= 2 RSQ = C-5503

1 ITERATIGNS.

R = 0.7683 RSQ = 06.5903
v BETA . B
2 0.7633  1.0258
RES. CONST. = 0.0668
F=TEST 1 MCDELC I V3 VODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.6621 MOGOEL 1
RSJ REDUCED = 0.6588 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.CC33
DFN = 1. DED = 24, F=RATIO = 04232 ? = 0.6392
F=TEST 2 MGDEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.6588 MODEL 2
RSG REDUCED = 0.55C3 MODEL . 3 —
DIFFERENCE = 0.0665
DFEN = 1. DFD = 25. F=RATIO = 5.017 P =

0.0323
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#%%- CUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN *#*x

>RADE &b == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK V3 CONTROL == COMPREHENSION G.E.

PARAMETERS

CCL™ I="5
CCL  6=10
CCL 1l=15

Wu hoh
[UV]

CCL 16=20
CCL 21=25
IhTtRCO°RELATION ANALYSILS.

r—-‘r\zw-&\\n :
{

*

MEANS 1 2 . : 3 4 5
: 3.3529 3.5000 1.T441 1.7559 0.5000
S IGMAS 1 2 3 A 5
R MATRIX 1 2 3 A 5
2  0.9149 1.3500 3.2935 De4l43 =0.0082
3 C.3196 0.2935 1.0C00 '-0.7485/ 0.8837
4 Ce 3204 Je4l43 =0.7435  1.0000 =0.8470
5 C-C036  -=0.0082 . - 048837 =0.8470 1.0000
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1 3
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 ' “_
R = 0.9221 RSQ = 0.3593 32 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B .
3 1.4347 1.1910 "
4 1.1886 C.93G4
5 =0e2545 «0,8340 X
REG. CONSTe = " 0.5433 )
108
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P= z_ RSQ = 0.8370
P = 5 "RSQ = 0.83T1L
R = 0.9149 RS3 = 0.3371 > [TERATIONS.
Y, BETA B
2 0.9149 1.0423
5 0.0111 0.03¢€3
REG- CONST. = 0.1866
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 ] _
P = 2 RSQ = G.8370 ,
R = 0.9149 RSQ = 0.8370 1 ITERATICNS. .
Y ~ BETA B ’ ,
2 0.9149 1.0422 ;
REG. CONST. = 0.2051

F<TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.85C3 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.8371. MOBEL 2 .

"TDIFFERENCE = 0.Cl32 - o
DFN = 1. DFD = 30. F=RATIO = 24652 P = 0.1103

FeTEST 2  MCDEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.8371 MODEL 2
RSGREDUCED = C.8270 .  MuDEL 2 o
DIFFERENCE = 0.0CClL
DFN = 1. OFD = 31. - F=RATIO = _ 0.023 P = 0.3741
i
( y

75 109
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-

%% CUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN *%*%

IADE 3, == AT FOME PRUGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == COMPREHENSICN Gk

\RAMETERS

L 1= 5
‘L 6=10
L 1l=15

L 16=20
L 21=25

=S IR A Y}

NTERCCRRELATION ANALYSIS.

EANIS ~1 3 I 5
- _ 4.5238 4.4167 2.1571  © 2.2595  3.5659
IGMAS 1 2 3 , 4 5
1.2440 1.147S 2.3239 2.3802 0.5000G
\
MATRI X 1 2 3 4 5
| 1
1 1.GC006 047117 0.1526 0.1943 =0.0493
2 0. 7117 120000 SOTT9Ts T T 0. 28967 T =0 0B9T T T
3 - 0.1526 0.1973 1.0000 -0.3812  0.9232
4 0.1943 0.2396 ~3.8812 1.0000 =0.9493
5 —=0.0458 =0.0892 3.97557 =0.9493 120000
GDEL 1 M1 CRITERIGN-= 1 - e
RECICICRS = 3= 5 L L
! = 0.7118 RSQ = 0.5067 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B ”
3 . 1.4485 C.7754
4 1.47C6 C.T768¢€
5 0.0 0.0 —
REG. CONSTe 11145

-

v

[
—~

-
-

E-76
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' MCDEL . 2 M2 CRITERION.= 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

® = 2 RSQ = 0.5065 ,

P = 5 RSQC = C.5C67

R = 0.7118 RSQ = 0.5067 2 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA B
2 0.7129 C.TT2T
5 0.0138 0.0244 ;

REG. CONST. =  1.0941 - —

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 !

P = 2 RSQ = 0.5065

R = 0.7117 RSQ = 0.5065 1 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA: . 5 -
20,7117 . 0.7712

REG. CENST. = ~ - 1.1172

F=TEST 1 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 - 0580

RSQ FULL = . G.5C67 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED' = 3.50€5 MODEL 3 .

 DIFFERENCE = (.(002 |
DFN =\ 1. OFD =  39. 'F=RATIO =  0.015 P =.0.3933

ILF2631

\ 21)1

\\" E-77
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Comparisons of At-Home Participants and Controls on ITBS Reading Skills

Areas.,
,,/ -
Level 7
- Variable . DescriEtion‘
1 Skill area posttest raw score.
‘ 2 Skill area pretest raw store.
j 3 Skill area pretest raw score if At-Home

participant; 0, otherwise.

4 Skill area pretesf raw score if control;
0, otherwise.

5 "1 if At-Home participant; 0, otherwise.

2.2
E[&lg; : E-78

4//, .
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xxx QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ok

EVEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRCL == SKILL: SILENT
‘AR AMETERS - |

OL 1= 5
oL 6=10
0L (11=15

o i
w

!

L 16=20
0L 21=25

i

=MW HS N

1] Il!

T 7 3 % 5

fEANS - |
1.5714 1.4643 0.7143 0.7500 .5000
STGMAS 1 2 .3 4 5
1.0152 0.8789 . 0.9583 0.9621 0.5000
3 MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 _
1 1.0000 ~ 0.27¢4 0.1189 ' 0.1341 °  0.0704
2 0.2764 . 1.0000 0.4543  0.4€ll =0.C406
3  0.1186 0.4543 1.0000 «0.5811 - 0.7454
4 0.1341  0.46L1 . =0.5811 1.0000 -0.7756
5 0.0704  =0.0406 0. 7454 =0.7 56 1.0000
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1 )
PREDICTCRS = 3= 5 T I
R = 0.3253 RSQ = 0.1059 )12 ITERATICNS.
K BETA B
3 0.1436 0.1522
4 0.4836 0.5103
5 0.3403 0.£506
REG

. CONST. = 0.7346

p7g RU3
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o~ : .
MODEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 S= 5
P = 2 RSG = 0.0764
P= 5 RSQ = 0.0830 |
R = 0.2882 RSQ = 0.0830 —7 TTERATICNS. - //
v BETA . B | /
2 0.2167 0.3230 ’
5 /0.0817 0.1656
REGQ CDNSTa = 100154
/
WODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTGRS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSG = 0.0764
R = 0.27¢&4 RSQ = 0.076% 1 ITERATICNS.
v ¢ BETA, B
2 0.2764 0.3152

REG. CONST. = 1.1040

EoTEST 1T MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.1059  MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0830 MODEL 2
OIFFERENCE = 0.0228
DFN = 1. DFD =  80. F=RATIO = 2.040 P = 01534
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = _ _ 0.0830 MODEL _2_
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0764 TMODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0067
= 0.586 P = 0.4513

DFN = 1. __DFD = 8l. F=RATIO

o ' E-80 .
ERIC | Ut
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2%2% QUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM REGRAN ¥*x

VEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: SUBSTITUTION§_

\

RAMETERS L

L 1= 5 = 5 .

IL 6=1C = 84

IL ll=15 = 3 -

L 1e=20 = 277 )
L 21=25 = 1

JTERCGRRELATION ANALYS1S.

ZANS 1 2 3 A 5

17.1190 16.1905 7.9524 8.2381 0.5000
IGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
2.2488 3.1148 . 8.3137 8.4623 0.5000
MATRI X 1 2 3 4 5
1 . 1.0000 0.5385 0.1455 0.055%4% 0.0423
2 05385 I1.0000 071352 072303 =0.0517
3 0.1455 0.1392 1.0000 =0.9312 0.5565
4 0.0554 0.2313 “0.9312 1.0C00 =0.5735
5 0.0423 =0TO9I7 0.$565 =0.9735  1.0000°
IODEL 1 M1 CRITEZRION = 1
KEDICTERS = 3= 5 —— - — —
A= 0.5567 " RSQ = 0.3099 97 ITERATICNS.
v BETA ) -
3 1.2703 0.3436
4 ° 1.8083  0.48%¢. .
5T 0.5877  2.6433
REG. CONST. =  9.1060 . 1
25

E-81
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

2 2 5= 5
0.2904
0.2989

REDICTGORS =
2 RSQ
5 RSQ

P
p
p
2 ITERATICGNS.

R = 0.54€7 RSQ = 0.2989

BETA . B
0.5474 0.3¢52
0.0925 0.41€3

. CONST. = 10.5120

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGON = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P= 2 RSG = 0.2904

1 ITERATICNS.

R = 0.5385 RSQ = 0.2904
v SETA B
2 0.5389 0.3861

REG. CONST. = 10.8194

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

F=TEST 1
RSQ FULL = 0.3056 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2989 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0110 . :

DFN = 1. . DOFD = , 80 FeRATIO = 1.276 | P = 0.2610
F=TEST 2  WMODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 ' ;

RSQ FULL = 0.2589 MODEL 2 N

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2904 MODEL 3 -

DIFFERENCE = 0.0085 _ , 7

DEN = 1. DED = . 8l. FeRATIO = 0.9?2 P = 0.3257

2.0
E-82
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+%% QUTPUT FROM PRGGRAM REGRAN ##%

VEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: SQUNDS

RAMETERS.
it 1= 5
L €=10
IL 11=15
IL 16=20 =
I 21=25 : |

L ATION ANALYSIS. o oo oo e

!

fHhothou
’ ™
- N U

fhou

EANS 1 7 3 4 5

11.0833 . 11.0119  5.3929 5.6150 0.5000
IGMAS 1 | 2 .3 4 5
3.10965 3.1187 ' 5.8778 5.9819 0.5000
U MATRIX 1 2 3 T 4 5
1 1.0000  0,5437 0.1815 0.1047 ° 0.0038
2 0.5437 1.0000 0.2316 0.2538  =0.0725
3 . 0.1819 0.2316 1.0000 ~0.8618 0.S175
4 0.1047 0.2638 =0.8618 1.0000  =0.93S3
5 T 77 0.0038 =0.0725  0.S1175 =0.9393 1.0000
MODEL 1 ML CRITERIGN = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 T T
R = 0.5484 "RSQ = 0.3007 37 ITERATIONS. '
vV BETA_ B
3 1.1110 0.5878
4 0.54£3 Cet522
5 =0.1262 =0.7851
REG. CCNST. = 5.5355

E-83 217
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; (Page 7 of 21)
}’r
MODEL 2 M2 "CRITERIGN = 1 - ~ i
_ , \
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5 "“
P= 2 RSQ = 0.2556
P = 5 RSQ = 0.2574 #
R = 0.5454 RSC = 0.2974 2 ITERATIONS.' .
Y BETA .- B
N2 0.5468 0.5453
5, C.0435 0.2705 '
REG. CCNST. = 4.9435 ]
.
\MODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1
PREDICTGRS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSC = 0.2956 ’
R = 0.5437 RSQ = 0.2956 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
2 0.5437 0.5421
REG. CON3T. = 5.1134 !
F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.3007 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2574, MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0033 :
DEN = 1. OFD =  80. F=RATIO = 0.377 P = 0.5483
FeTEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 ~
RST FULL = 0.2974 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2956 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.00159
DFN = L. DFD = 81. FeRATIO = 0.217. P = 0.€417
; 28
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*%%x QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *x**

EVEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRGL == SKILL: RHYMES
ARAMETERS |

oL 1= 5
CL 6=10"
CL 1ll=15

OL 16=20
OL 21=25 '
[NTERCORRELATION ANALYSTS.

TEANS I . 2 3 &~ 5

4.7024 4.5833 2.3095 2.2738 _ 0.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 N
2.0165 1.6634 2.5634 2.5882 “0.5000
] \
3 MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.3534% 0.1767 0.0521 ' 0.1004
> 0.3534% 1.0000  0.309%4 0.3362 0.0215
3 0.1767 0.3094 1.0000 «0.7S15 -~ 0.5010
4 0.0521 0.3362 «0.7915  1.0000 -0.8785
- 5" 0.1004  0.0215 0.9010 =0.8785 1.0000

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS =~ 3= 5

R = 0.3686 RSQ = 0.1358 ~ 31, ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8 \
3 0.4723 " 0.3715 T -
4 0.6056 0.4721 ' o
5. 0.2072 0.8355
REG. CONST. = 2.3533

e85 <J0
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 RSQ = 0.1245

P= 5 RSQ = 0.1335

R = 0.3654 RSQ = 0.1335 2 ITERATIGNS.

v BETA B
2 0.3515 0.4261
Ge CONST. = 2+5625

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 -
p= 2 RSQ = 0.1249

0.3534 RSQ = 0.1249 1 LTERATIONS.

-
v BETA B 2
2 0.3534 0.4285 . T
REG. CCNST. = 2.7386 -

FaTEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MObEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.1358 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1335 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0023 - | )
DFN = 1. DFD =  80. FeRATIO = 0.213 P = 0.&50C7
\\ : . .
. F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
\  TRSQ FULL = 0.1335 MODEL 2
.\ ~ RSQ REDUCED. = 0.1249 MODEL 3 X
\ DIFFERENCE = 0.0086 . L
. OFN = 1. - Ofb= 8l. F=RATIO = 0.805 P = 0.3757
, o ‘ .

FRIC 86 240
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*%%x CUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ***

LEVEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12780 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: Naunl
PARAMETERS | - _
coU I=5
COL  6=10
CGL 11=15

\
-
e

COL 16=20
CCL 21=25

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

- N WwW N

MEANS | 1 2 . 3 4 - 5

6.4512 4 .8659 2.4756 2.3902 0.5000
SIGMAS - 1 2 3 4 5
, 2.4602 2.3621  2.9887  2.9124 0.5000
R MATRIX T 2 N % 5
1 . 1.0000 0.652¢€ 0.2577 0.2648 0.0149
2 006526 1.0000  0.4271 0.3728 . -0.0361
3 0.2577 0.4271 1.0000 =0.6793 0.8283 .
4 0.2648 0,3728 _ =0.67S8 1.0000  =0.8207
5 0.014S 0.0361 '0.8283 -0.8207 . 1.0000
MODEL 1 ML _CRITERION =_ 1 “
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 ‘
R = 0.6535 RSQ = 04271 15 ITERATICNS.
v  BETA 3 B
3 0.7507  0.6508
4 0.8406 - -0.7101
5 - 040459  0.2454
REG. CONST. = 3.0195

-
/

E87 211
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5 | .

P= 2 RSQ= 0.4258 - SO -

P= 5 _RSQ = 0.4259

R.= 0.8526 RSQ = 0.4255 2 ITERATICNS.
v “BETA B ~ -
2 0.6529 © 0.6800
5  =0.0087  =0.0425

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2
Pp= 2 RSQ = 0.4258

R = 0.6526 "RSQ = 0.4258 1 ITERATICNS .

v BETA B . '

2 0.6526 0.6757 — -
REG. CGNST. = 301441

F=TEST 1 40DEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.4271 MODEL 1 : :
- RSQ REDUCED = 0.4259 MODEL 2 _ | )
DIFFERENCE = 0.0012 - ~ .
"DFN = 1. DFD = 78.. F=RATIO = 0.162 P = Q.£6514
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.4259 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4258 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0001 :
"DFN = 1. - DFD = 19 F=RATIO = ~0.010 P = Q.S155
O ‘ ~ E-88
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A~
x%% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN **x¥*

[EVEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRGL == SKILL: VERBS

PARAMETERS

TOL 1= 5 = 5

COL 6=10 = 82

CCL 11=15 = 3 . e
COL 16=20 =" _2 __

COL 21=2% = 1

INTERCGRRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS o 2 3 4 5

5.,2927 5.1951 2.6220 2.5732 0.5000
SIGMAS | 1 2 3 4 5
- 1.8511 1.7630 2.86S7 2.8625 0.5000
R MATRIX - 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.5016 0.1769 o;;304 0.0659 ;
2 0.5019 - 1.0000 0.2542 0.3176  0.0277
3 ‘ 0.1769 0.2942 - 1.0000 ~0.8128 0.5137
4 0.1304 0.3176 «0.8128 1.0000 «0.8856
5 0.0659 0.0277 0.9137 =0, 8856 1.0000
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = I
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 ~ ‘
R’= 0.5075 RSQ = 0.2580 36 ITERATICAS. B
v . BETA )
3 0.7235 0.4667
4 0.8962 0.5735 .o T
5 0.1990 0.7366&
REo

. CONST. = 2.2245 A -

E-89
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- ! ~ (Page 13 gf”ZI)f”'w
e

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 %

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 ' RSQ = 0.2515
P =5 RSQ = 0.2546
R =

0.5046 . RSQ = 0.2546 2 ITERATICNS.

Vv “BETA B
2 0.5005 0.5255
5  0.0520 0.192¢

REG..CONST. = = 2.4665

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

p = 2 RSQ = 0.2516

R = 0.5016 TRSQ = 0.2519 1 ITERATICNS.
Vv BETA B
2 0.5019 0.527 \ B

REG. CONST. = 25545

F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.2580 . MODEL 1

"RSQ REDUCED = 0.2546 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0,0033 | -
DFN = 1. DFO = 78. , -F=RATIGC = 0.352 P = 0.5617

l
| /
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MCDEL 3.

RSQ FULL = 0.2546 .  MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2519 / MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0027 o . -

OFN = 1. DFD = 75, F=RATIC = 0.287 P = 0.6004

.
!

s
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*%% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ***‘s

[EVEL 7 == AT HOWME PRUGRAM 12760 == L0 WEEK VS CENTRCL == SKILL: MW € ¢

FARAMETERS
CoOL  I=5

COL 6=10

COL 1l=15

COL TE=sg =~ ~ 2 e
COL - 21=25 =

INTERCIRRELATIGN ANALYSIS.

8

WENET)

N

MEANS | 1 2 3 4 5

3.3902 2.7805 14512 1.3293 €. 5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 | 5
1.5676 1.4735 1. 7261 L. 7465 0.5000
R MATRIX I 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.4489 0.2053 0.1758 0.0778
2 0.4485 1.0000 0.4129 0.4356 0.0828
3 0.2053 0.4129 1.0000  =0.6355 0.8408
4 0.1758 0.4356  =0.6359 1.0000  =0.7611 __
5 0.0778 - 0.0828 ~ 0.8408  =0.76l11  1.0000
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERIGN = 1 _
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 . | i
R = 0.4518° RSQ = 0.2041 18 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
T3 0.4852  0.4407
4  -0.554T7  0.4979
5 0.0893  0.2800
REG. CONST. = 1.5485
215
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERIGN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSQ = 0.2015°
P= 5  RSQ = 0.2032
—— R = 0.4507 RSQ =-0.2032 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B |
2 0.4455 0.4735
5 0.0409 ° 0.1283 .
REG. CONST. =  2.0083
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 — ~ j
P= 2 RSQ = 0.2015
R = 0.4485 RSQ = 0.2015 1 ITERATIONS.
, Y “BETA - 8
2 0.4489  0.477%5
REG. CONST. = 2.0625

E=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MCDEL™2

RSQ FULL = 0.2041  MODEL 1
. RSQ REDUCED = 0.2032 ~ MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0009 S
DFN = 1. DFD = 78.  F=RATIO = 0.052 P = C.7601 =
_F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL =  0.2032 = MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2015 MODEL 3
_DIFFERENCE = 0.0017 '
DFN = 1. OFD = 75. F=RATIO = 0.165 P = 0.6886
216
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S

%%%* QUTPUT FROM PRCGRAM REGRAN *¥%*

—LEVEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: INFERENCES
iA.RAMETERS

oL 1= S
gL 6=10
oL 1l1l=15

OL 16=20
oL 21=25

NTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.-

W O Wm

_IEANS 1 ” 2 -+ . 3 4 5
320750 18.5875 921500 9.4375 . 0.5000

IIGMAS 1 ' 2 3 A 5
6.2525 6.5949 10.3924 10.4017 0.5000

MATRIX 1 ’ 2 . 3 . 4 . 5

1 1.0000 0.6862 0.3322 0.1031 G.1000

2 0.6862 1.0000 0.3159 0.3184 =0.0436

4 0.1031 0.3184% =Q.,7988 1.0000 =0.9073

5 0.1000 =0.0436 0.8804 =0.9073 1.0000

] 3 . 0e3322 0.3159 1.0000 =0.7988 0.8804

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

gLEDICTDRS = 3= 5 - _

R = 0.6983 RSQ = 0.4876 28 ITERATIONS.
i» BETA B

3 1.0982 0.6607

, A 1.0823 0.6506
' ! 5 0.1120 1. 4002

"REG. CONST. = 5.1853

17
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P= 2 R3Q = 0.4708
P= 5 RSQ = 0.4877
R = 0.6984 RSQ = 0.4877 > ITERATICNS.
v BETA )
7 0.6918 5.6559
5 0.1301 1.6272
REG. CONST. = 9.0656
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSQ = 0.4708
P = 0.6862 RSQ = 0.4708 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA )
2 0.6862 0.6505
REG. CONST. = 5.5831
F=TEST 1  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.4877 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4708 MODEL 3 \
‘DIFFERENCE = 0.0166 x :
DEN = 1o OFD = " 77. F=RATIO = 2.540 P = 0.1111
ILE2631
;'
y |
‘ \
21 /
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*%%x GUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN THd

-EVEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12780 - 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL:s FACTS
JARAMETERS

oL 1=
0L 6=10
0L 1115
2L I&=20

~MNWowm

[N TR I |

1

Z0L  21=25

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. - - - -

3 4 5

MEANS - 1. L2
17.3500  15.0375 7.1250 7.5125 0.5000
SIGMAS I 2 3 4 5
4.6155 4.5701 7.8810 8. 4575 0.5000
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
I ~1.0000 0.5517 0.2180 0.0949 0.0325
2 0 "517 1.0000 0.1592 0.3520  =0.1723
3 0.2180 0.1592 1.0000 =0.8458 0.5041
% 0.0949 0.3520  =0.8458 1.0C00  =0.5356
5 0.0325 _ =0.1723 0.9041 =0.5356 1.0000
MODEL 1 ML CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTGRS = _%— 5 R
R = 0.5672 RSQ = 0.3218 2 ITERATICNS.
Vv BETA B
3 1.0483 0.6135
4 0.5816 0.5357
5 0.C 0.0

f1(
4 <
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MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1

"PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 RSQ = 0.3044

P = 5 RSQ = 0.3211

R = 0.5667 RSQ = 0.3211 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
2 0.5743  0.5800
5  0.1315  1.2136

REG. CONST. = 8.02C6S

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTCRS = 2= 2

P= 2  RSQ = 0.3044 |
R = 0.5517 RSQ = 0.3044 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA . B
2 0.5517 0.5572 | ;
REG. CONST. = 8.9717 : ,

FeTEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.3218 MODEL 1 .

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3211 - MODEL 2 \

DIFFERENCE = 0.000¢ '

DFN = 1l.. DFD = 760 - F=RATIO =' 0.071 P = 0.7871
F=TEST 2 MODEL.- 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.3211 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3044 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.01%8

DFN = 1. DFD = 77. . F=RATIO = 1.502 P = 0.1684

—
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I %% QUTPUT FRGCM PROGRAM REGRAN *x*x*

LEVEL 7 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRCL == SKILL: GENERALIZATIONS

PIAMETERS

COL 1= ¢ = 5 -
C 6=10 = 80

c 11=15 = 3

T =20 = 2

CCL 21=25 = 1

IgST ERCORRELATION ANALY.SI‘S. ‘

| -
) s
ANS 1 C 2 3 4 5
14500 1.1625 ~0.5500 0.6125 0.5000
GMAS 1 2 3 4 5
. 0.9065 0.9144 0.8500 0.8873 0.5000

R | MATRI X 1 /2 3 4 5
| 1.0000 i 9.2736 0.2140 0.0769 0.0827
ﬂ 2 0.2736 = 1.0000 0.4962. 0.5552  =0.0684
3 0.2140 0.4962 1.0000  =0.4467 0. 6471
_!F % —070769 05557 =0.4467 1.0000  =0.6503
J@ 5 0.0827  =0.0684 0.6471  =0. €503 1.0000

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERIGON = 1

EDICTCRS = 3= 5 L

= 0.2923 RSQ = 0.0854%4 10 ITERATICNS.

\ SETA B
|3 o0.2787_ _0.2973 o
R 4 0.2542 0.2568 -

5 0.0756 0.1371

G. CONST. = 1.0588

S
? g
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTQRS & 2= 2 5= 5
P= 5 RSQ = 0.0852 , 7
R" = 0.2916 RSQ = 0.0852 2 ITERATICNS. o
-~V BETA 8
2 0.2805 052783
. 5 0.1019 0.1848
REG. CONST. = 1.0341
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSQ = 0.0748 _
R = 0.2736 RSQ = 0.0748 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
2 0.2736 0.2714
REG. CCNST. .= I.13%6

F=TEST I ~MODEL I VS MODEL 2

RSQ. FULL = 6.0854% MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0852 ‘MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0003

DFN = 1. BFD = 76 F=RATIC = 0.022 P = 0.87¢8

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.0852 MODEL 2

RSQ@ REDUCED = 0.0748 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0103

DFEN = 1. DFD = 77 F=RATIC = 0.869 P = 0.3565
222
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Comparisons of At-Home Participants and Controls on ITBS Reading Skills

Areas,
- Level 8
Variable ' Descrigtion
. 1 Skill area posttest raw score.
2 Skill area pretest raw score.
3 Skill area pretest raw score if At-Home
participant; O, otherwise,
4 Skill area bretest raw scére if control;
0, otherwise.
5 1 if At-Home participant; O, otherwise.
/
1y«
°o. E-99 @03
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*%% CUTPUT FROM PRGGRAM REGRAN *x%

WEEK VS CONTRCL == SKILL: SILENT
& _

~

LEVEL 8 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12780 == 10

PARAMETERS

coL 1= ¢
CGL 6=10
COL 1ll=1¢

COL 1¢é=20

N O

WoHfa oo

COL 21=2% o
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

' 4

MEANS 1l 2 3 4 5

2.2000 1.8250 0.8750 0.9500 0.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
1.1874 1.1808 1.2487 1.2237 0.5000 3
‘R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.2033 -0.1517 0.3510 =0.2526
2 0.2033 1.0000 0.4538 0.4611  =0.0635
3 =0.1517 0.4638 1.0000 =0.5440 0.7007
4 0.3510 0.4611 =0.5440 1.0000  =0.7763
5 =0.2526 = =0.0635 0.7007 =0.77€3 1.0000
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTCRS = 3= 5 S _ :
R = 0.354l1 RSQ = 0.1254 4 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA B o
3 0.0521 , 0.0455
4 0.386% 0.3750 -
5 000091 000216 te
REG. CONST. = 1.7857

E~100 R4
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/

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
. PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5« 5
P= 5 RSQ =0.0638
TPT=T2 TTRSQ = §Tﬁ§90
R = 0.3147 RSQ = 0.0S50 2 ITERATICAS.

BETA B -

=0.2407 =0.571€

v
2 0.1880 0.1850
5
G CONST. = . 21406

RE

~

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSQ = 0.0413
R = 0.2033 " RSQ = 0.0413 1 ITERATICNS.
v —BETA B '
2 0.2033 0.2044
REG. CCNST. = 1.8270

F=TEST -1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.1254 MODEL 1
RSQ -REDUCEB = 0.0590 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0264% : .
DFN = 1. DFD = 36. F=RATIC = 1.087 P = 0.3C48
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MOOEL 3 ‘ l
RSQ FULL = 0.0550 MODEL 2 ‘
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0413 MODEL 3
OIFFERENCE = 0.0577 .
DFN = 1~ DFD = 37. F=RATIC = 2.370 P = 041285
//’ Is
QLD
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#x% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN **#

fEL 8 == AT HO@E PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRGL «= SKILL:

| SUBSTITUTIGNS
LAMETERS - '
T 1= € = 5
L &=1C = 40
L 11=15 = 3
L 1&=20 = 2
L 21=25 = 1 |
TERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. | ;
ANS 1 2 3 ; 4 5
444500 4.1500 1.9750 2.1750 0.5000
GMAS 1 - 2 : 3 A A 5 .
1.5322 1.5256 2.3183 2.3546 0.5000
MATRIX 1 2 3/ 4 5
1 1.0000 0.6342 0.0102 0.4009 «0.2937
2 0.6342 1 .0000 0.3050 0.3476  =0.1311
T 00102 5.3050 [-0000  =0.7869 5.8519
4 0.4009 0.3476 ~0.7865 1.0600  =0.5237
5 ~0.2937  =0.1311 ' 0.8519 =0.9237 1.0000
GDEL 1 ML CRITERICN = 1

REDICTORS = 3= 5 _ ' =

R = 0.66653 RSQ = 0.4479 ’ 34 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
3 0.5442 0.6240
4 C.8995 0.5853

REG. CGNST. = 2.3500




N

I
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 RSQ = 0.4022

P= 5 RSQ = 0.4474

R = 0.6688 RSQ = 0.4474 2 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA B ’
2 0.6061 0.6087

5 =0,2142 =0.6565

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

P= 2 RSQ = 0.4022

R = 0.6342 RSQ = 0.4022 "1 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA B
2 0.6342 0.6366

REG. CONST. = 1.8067

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

TRST FULL = 0.4479 MODEL 1
- RSQ REDUCED = 0.4474 MODEL 2 ,
DIFFERENCE = 0.0006 :
DEN = 1. TTOFD = 36. F=RATIO = 0.038 P = 0.8417
TF=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 - T
RSQ FULL = 0.4474 MODEL 2
'RSQ REDUCED = 0.4022 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0451 _ .
DFN = 1. DFD =, 37. FeRATIO = 3.020 P = 0.C870
227
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*x%% QUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN *xx%x

LEVEL-8-==_AT .-HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRGL == SKILL: SOUNDS

PARAMETERS

coL 1= 5
caL  6=10
COL 11=15

CaL 1&=20
COL 21=25

{INTERCORRELATIGN ANALYSIS.

~ NwW OoOwm

4EANS 1 ' 2 3 4 5

13.6250 13.5000 ~ 6.5500 6.9500 0.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
3.8710 3.4132 6.5748 7.3517 0.5000
3 MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.3415 0.0141 0.1452 -0.10¢<8
2 0.3415 1.0000 0.1313 003397 00,1172
T3 0.0141 0.1313  1.0000 =0.8878 0.53391
4 0.1452 0.3397 =0.8878 1.0000 = =0.5454
5 -0.1098  =0.1172 0.5361 =0.9454 1.0000
M0DEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1 o
PREDICTGRS = 3= 5 -
/= 0.3800 RSQ = 0.1444 .59 I1TERATIONS.
Y BETA B
3 0.5823 0.5452
ch 0.4164 0.2is3 -
5 =0.6386 =4,9438

EG. CONST. =  11.0022

QL8
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2  RSQ = 0.1166
P="5 RSQ = 0.1216
RSQ = 0.1216 5 TTERATICNS.

R = 0.3487

BETA 8

=J.0707 =0.5477

v
2 0.3332 0.3779
5
REG. CONST. = B.7667

"MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
PT= 2 RSQ = 0.1166
R = 0.3415 RSQ = 0.1166 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 0.3415 0.3873
REG. CCNST. =  8.3556

{

TF=TEST 1 MODEL 1. VS MCDEL 2 e .

RSQ FULL = O.l444 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0l.1216 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0229 . .

DFN = 1o DFD = 36 . F=RATIC = 0.562 P = 0.3347

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.1216 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.1166 "MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0049 : o .

DFN = 1. DFD = 37. F=RATIC = 0.208 P = 0.6555
220
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*%% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ##%%

LEVEL 8 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/83 == 10 WEEK VS CCNTRCL == SKILL: NOUHEV

-

PARAMETERS
COL 1= 5 = 5 rip
CCL 6=10 = 40 %
COL 11=15 = 3
CCL 16=20 = 2
coL 21=2%5 = 1
INTERCORRELATICON ANALYSIS.
MEANS 1 2 3 - 4 5 5
: : 3.5000 3.1750 1.4500 1.7250 ! 0.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
1.8974 1 7591 2.0118 2.0123 0.5000
|
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 ‘ 5
1 . 1.0000 0.4307 0.0262 0.3503 «0.1581
2 0.4307 1.0000 0.4369 0.4373 «0.1563
- 3 9.0262 0.436S 1.0000 -0.6178 0.7207
4 0.3503 0.4373 «0.6178 1.0000 «0.8572
5 =Q0.1581 =0.1563 0.7207 «0.8572 1.0000
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1 B o
PREDICTCRS = 3= 5 , . ,
R ="0.%4897 RSQ = 0.2358 18 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
3 0.2658. 0.2750
4 1.8051 0.7591
5 w3161 1.166%
"REG. INST. = 1.1862
4 ) ’ ~
230
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MODEL™ 2 M2™ CRITERION = 1

PREDICTGRS = 2= 2 5= 5
P= 2 RSQ = 0.1855 .
P= 5 SQ = 0.1939

R = 0.4404 RSQ = 0.1939 2 1TERATICNS.

BETA B

=0.0931 ~0.3531

v
2 0.4161. 0.4486
5
G

o CONST. = 2.2514

S MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTCRS = 2m 2

P= 2 RSQ * C.1855

R = 0.4307 RSQ = 0.1855 1 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA B
2 0.4307 0.4646

REG. CONST. = 2.0250

F=TEST 1 Y0DEL 1 VS MODEL =

RSQ FULL = = 0.2368 MODEL 1
RSQ RECUCED = 0.1936 _ . MODEL 2
. DIFFERENCE =__0+045S _
. ODFN =—T. DFD = 36. F=RATIC = 2.172 P = 041457

F=TEST 2 _ MODEL 2 VS MCDEL 3

RSQ EULL = 0.1639 ‘MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1855 MODEL 3
DIFEEEENCE =__0_gg§a i
DFN = 1. DFD = 37. F=RATIC = 0.388 P = 0. 5442
- i
g
]
S/ ,
(€] B | A2L)1
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*%x% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *¥*

'EL 8 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRGL == SKILL: VERBS

\AMETERS
1= 5 = 5
. 6«10 = 40
11=15 = 3
. 16=20 = 2 A\
_ 21=25 = 1
"ERCORRELATICN ANALYSIS.
. ‘ , \
NS 1 2 3 4 | 5
: 3.9750 3.1750 1.7000 1.4750 0.5060
SMAS 1 2 3 4 5
3.0942 2.4788 2.3367 2.3873 0.5000
AATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 - 1.0000 - 0.7372 0.1626 0.576% «0.1535
2 0.7372 1.0000 0.50S7 0.5294 2.0908
3 0.1926 0.5057 1.0000 =0.4465 0.7275
4 0.5769 0.5354 «0.445S5 1.0000 «0.6178

5 =0.1535 0.0908 - 0.7275 =0.6178 1.00C0O

DEL 1 Ml CRITERION = 1

EDICTORS = 3= 5 L '

= 0.,7721 RSQ = 0.5962 12 TTERATIONS.

v "BETA B

3 0.6%431 0.851¢

4 0.7828 ~ 1.014¢

5 =0.1347 =0.8333

5T CONST. = 1.4475 S

: 2 .
E-108 hfiad
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 RSQ = 0.5435

P= 5 RSQ = 0.5925

R = 0.7657 - RSQ = 005925 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 0.7574  0.9454
5 =0.2223 =1.3754

REG. CONST. =  1.6610

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

"PREDICTORS = 2= 2

0.7372 RSQ = 0.5%35 1 ITERATIOGNS.

R =

v BETA 8

2 0.7372 0.92C3
REG. CONST. = 1.0532

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.56862 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5925 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0037 '
DFN = 1. DFD = 36, F=RATIO = 0.325 P = 0.57€5
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 vS MODEL_3
RSQ FULL = 0.5925 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5435 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0490
DFN = 1. DFD = 37. F=RATIO = 4.448 P = 0.C354
223
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s/
/

*»% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN % I

LEVEL 8 == AT HOME PROGRAM112/80'-~ 10 WFEK VS CONTRCL == SKILL: M & C

/
7

PARAMETERS

7

coL 1= 5
coL 6=10
COL 1ll=15

1
/
G

cOL 16=20
COL 21=25

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSLS.

~ N oW

wouln uow

1
b

MEANS : 1

, 2 3 4 5
3.07%0 2.1750 - 1.0000 1. 1750 0.5000
SIGMAS ' 1 2 2 4 5
1.9757 1.3395 1.3964 l.4813 C.5000
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.5512 0.0633 0.4388 =0.0684
2 0.5512 1.0000 0.4143 0.5137 =0.1306
3 0.0633 0.4143 1.0000 «,5680 0.7161
4 0.4388 0.5137 . =0.5680 1.0000 «0.7532
5 =0.0884% =0.1306 0.7161 «0.7632 1.0000
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1-
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 B .
R = 0.6382 RSQ = 0.4073 14 ITERATIGNS.
Y BETA 8
3 0.2541. C.3602
TG T TT0.5662 1.3313
5 0.5168 = 2.0582
REG. CpNST.: 001214 . ~
™
204
v
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSQ = 0.3039
P= 5 RSY = 0.3041
R = 0.5515 RSQ = 0.3041 > ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
2 0.5%401 0.811F
5 =0.0167 =0.0660
REG. CONSTa = 1.3430
WODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
7= 2 RSQ =0.3035
R = 0.5512 H\@Q = 0.3039 1 ITERATIGNS.
| AN .
V. BETA | \ B
2 0.5512 08147
REG. CONST. = 1.3030
F=TEST 1  MGDEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.4073 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3041 MGDEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.1031
DEN = 1. DED =  36. FaRATIO =  €.262 P = 0.0162
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.3041 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3039 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0003
_DFN = l.i DFD = 1_7__0 ____AF_"____AT_I“D = 0.015 P = Q. S_(_JOS
205
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*%¥% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ***

EVEL 8 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKiiLL: INFERENCES

ARAMETERS e o

L 1= 5 = 5 -

OL  6=10 = 40

oL/ 11=15= 3 .. . e
OL 16=20 = 2

OL 21=25 = 1

NTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

BN

IEANS i -0 2 3 4 5

16.3500  14.5000" 7.2000 7.4000 0.5000
IGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
: 6.1382 5.,7871  B8.2801 8.4552 0. 5000
MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 046240 0.2549 0.1775 0. 0407
2 0.6240 1.0000 0.3189 0.3722 «0.0346
T3 0.2549 0 3189 - 1.C0G0™  =0.7610 0.8656
A 0.1775 .  0.3722 = =3.7610 1.0000 =0, 8752
5 0.0407 =0.0346 0.8696 . =0.8752 1.0000
IODEL 1 M1 ".CRITERION = 1
IREDICTORS = 3= 5
.= 0.6270 "RSQ = 0.3932 14 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA - B
3 0.S110 0.675%
A 0.8995 0.6530 -
5 0.0327 0.4013
\EG. CONST, = 6.4544
208
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2- 5= §
P = 2 RSQ = 0.3853
P = 5 RSQ = 0.3932
R = G.b6271 RSQ = 0.3932 2 ITERATIONS.
Vv BETA B )
2 0.6261 0.6641
5 . 0.0624 0.7657
_REG.-CONST. = 6.2702
/4 .A . ¢
"MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTIRS = 2= 2

B ]

p= 2 RSQ = 0.3893

R = 0.6240 RSQ = 0.3893 1 ITERATIONS.
Vv .  BETA B
2 0.6240  0.6€18

REG. CONST. =  6.6871

F=TEST 1 - MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.3932 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3893 MODEL__ 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0039
DFN = 1. DFD = 37. F=RATIO = 0.237 P = 0.6346
ILF2831 o
P
o7
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*¥%% QUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM REGRAN **%

LéVEL 8 «= AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL =- SKfLL: FACTS

PARAMETERS

FOL 1= 5
COL 5=10
COL 1l1=15

COL 16=20
COL 21=2°%
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

P~ NIW O WM

MEANS ' 1 e 2 3 4 5

13.2000 11.6750 6.0500 5.6250 0.5000
SIGMAS | 1 2 3 - 4 5
’ / 4,5563 4.5847 6.8591 6.4834% 0.5000
/ . |
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 / 1.00010 0.6554 0.3061 0.1396 0.0549
/
2 0.6554 .1.0000 0+4139 0.2£92 0.0927
3 0.3061 T 0.4139  1.0000 =0, 7653 0.8820
4 0.1356 . 0.2652  =0.7653 . 1.0000 -0.8676
5 ' 0.0549 .0.0927 0.8820 -0.8676 1.0000
MOGDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = I
i
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 e
R = 0.6662 RSQ = 0448 3 ITERATICNS.
' :
) BETA B .
3, 1.1514 0.7645
4 C.76S5 . 0,54038
5 =0.2531 -2.671¢
REG. CCNST. = 6.8€60

£y - 9
E—.lllo'e “:3




' ", 80.61 : ' . Attachment E-12
. (Page 17 of 19)

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PRECICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 RSQ = 0.4295
P = 5 RSQ = 0.4295
R = 0.6554-  RSQ = 0.4295 2 ITERATIGNS.
Vo BETA B '
2 0.6559  0.6516
. 5 =0.0059 =0.0541

"REG. CONST. = 5.6167

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= ¢
P = 2 RSC = 0.429¢%

R = 0.6554 RSQ = 0.4295 T ITERATICNS.

v BETA B '

2 006551 0.651.3 -y
REG. CONST. = 5.5560

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.4438 - MODEL 1
RSW REDUCED = 0.4295 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0143 :
OFN = 1. DFD = 36. F=RATIO = 0.922 P = 0.3452
FTZSY 2 “MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
REWTEFULL = 0.4295 MODELC 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4295 MODEL 3
\\ . DI¥FERENCE = 0.0000
RN E L. DFD = 37. F=RATIO = =

0.002 P 0.G61¢2

's ' ()
E-115 TV
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%% QUTPUT FROM PRGGRAM REGRAN %%

L

VEL 8 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTRGL == SKILL: GENERALIZAITONS
RAMETERS '

L 1= ¢

L &=10 ' :
“€OL llel5

L 16=20

L 21=25 '
_"NTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

b “ ' . .
4LAN5 1 2 -3 \\ 4 5

e e §

~ NW O W

oy won

— - 1.8750 1.6500 . 0.8250 "~ 0.8250 0.5000
‘JI | : \
TTIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
J 1.2487 0.93€7 1.0219 1.0529 0.5000
R | |
MATRI X 1 2 | 3 4 5
fl! 1 1.0000 =0.1015 =0.1635  0.0536 =0.06C1
_la 2 =0.1015 1.0000 0.3800 0.5018 0.0000
T3 7TTTTe0:1935 0 0.3800  1.0000 =0.6094 0.8073 N
-{' 4 0.0539 0.5018 =0,6054 i.0000 «0.7545
| ; 3

-5 V =0.0601 0.0000 0.8073 =0, 7549 . 1.0000

}IDEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1
R

Iﬂi'%STz%Rass 3RSSQ = 0.0654 9 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
. 3 =G.4l6x =0.5086
-‘ 4 0.1104 0.1261
! 5 0.3580 - 0.8542
RIEG

e CONST. = l.7437

-
E-116% 41!
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 &= 5
P= 2 .RSQ = 0.0103
P= 5 _RSQ = 0.0139 )
R = 0.1180 RSQ = 0.0139 2 ITERATICNS.
V BETA — B
2 =0.1015 =0.1353
5  =0.,060L =0.1500
= 2.1733

REG. CONST.

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION

1l

PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
p P = 2 RSQ = 0.0103
R = 0.1015 RSQ = 0.0103 1 ITERATICNS.
- v BETA . B
2 =0.1015 =0.1353
2.0583

REGe. CCNSTe. ‘=

F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.0694 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0139 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0555

OFN = 1. OFD =  3é. F=RATIC = 2.l147 P = 0.1480

F=TEST 2. MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.0139 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = o.ogoa MODEL " 3

DIFFCRENCE = 0.3036 - :

DFN = 1. DFD = 37. F=RATIC = 0.135 P = 0.7158
o E-117 2141
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Comparisons of At-Home Participants and Controls on ITBS Reading Skill
. Areas., ' ‘

Level ¢
Variable Description
1 - Skiil area posttest raw score.
2 " 8kill area pretest raw score.

Skill area precest raw score if At-Home
participant; 0, otherwise.

W

4 Skiil area pretest raw score if control;
0, otherwise.

5 1 if At-Home participant; O, qtherwise.

. Ean

. e
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wwx GUTOUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN %%

ZVEL 0G == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEX VS CONTROL == SKILL:“VERBS

ARAMETERS
AL L= 5 = 5
OL 6=10 = 36
CL 11«15 = 3
oL 16m=20 = 2
OL 21=25 = 1 N
JTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. N\
EANS , 1 2 | 3 A 5
441389 3.3889 ~  1.6389  1.7500 0.5000
IGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
2.1750 1.5034 1.8879 2.1779 0. 5000
. MATRIX 1 2 3 A 5
1. 1.0000 0.5182  =0.008l1 5.3835  =0.2427
2 0:5182 1.0000 0.2299 0.5369  =0.0693
3 -0.0081 0.2295 1.0000 - =0.6576 0.8681
v 0.3885 0.5369  =0.£97¢ 1.0000  =0.8035
5 =0.2427  =0.0693 0.8681  =0.8035 1.0000
MODEL 1 ML CRITERIGN = 1
SREDICTORS = 3= > _ E—
R = 0.5754 RSQ = 0.3311 20 ITERATIONS.

Vv BETA B : —— -
3 0.81%% 0.5440
A 0.5525 0.5517
G

~0.5073  =2.2067 ‘ ' — _—
'y CDNST. = 2.7295
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MCDEL 2 M2\ CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P= 2 RSQ = 0.2685 e R
P = 5 RSQ = 0.311%
R = 0.5581 »- RSQ = 0.31l% 2 ITERAT1ONS. e
v BETA B
2 0.5038 _ 0.6834
5 «0.2077 =0.9037
G

REG. CONST. = 22745

MODEL 3 M3 'CRITERIGN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSQ = 0.2685 &
R = 0.5182 RSQ = 0.2685 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA . B
2 0.5182 0.7029
REG. CONST. = 1.7569

F=T=ST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSG FULL = 0.3311 MODEL 1
RS@ REDUCED = 0.3li4 = MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0197
DOFN = 1. OFD = 32. F=RATIO = 0.94L P = 0.3411
F=TEST 2  VODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.31l14 MODEL 2
RSQ RENDUCED = 0.2685 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0430
DFN = L. DFD = '33. _F=RATIO = 2.058 P = 0.1574
A \
/
? S
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. %% QUTPJT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *=x

TEVEL 09 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: NOUNS

PARAMETERS

coL 1= 5
toL  6=10
COL ll=15

CoL 1é=20
COL 21=25

"NTERCCRRELATICN ANALYSIS.

et N WO W

FEANS 1 P 3 % - 5
3.2500 2.8056 1.3889 1.4167 0.5000

sSiGMAS 1 .2 3 4 5
| 1.9058 1.7767 1.9333 . 1.8314 0.5000

3 MATRIX | ) 2 3 L4 5
1 1.0000 0.6953 0.2375 0.4238 =0.1603
2 0.6953 1.0000  0.5153.  0.4261  =0.0156
3 0.2375 0.5153 1.3000 -0.5557  0.7184
“ 0.4238  0.4261  =0.5557, 1.0000  =0.7735
o 3 =0.1603 =0.0156 T0.7184 . =0.7735 1,0000

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

PRZDICTORS = 3= 5

R = 0.7117  RSQ = 0.506% 15 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B |
3 0.7342 _ 0.7138
4 0.7517 '6f7822-m” o T T T T e T
5 ®0.0551 =0.3777
REG. CONST. =  l.33¢2 .
.. S

oo
> a
(4

F=121 . ,
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"MODEL 2 ™2 'CRITERION = 1

_PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
D

= 2 RSQ = 0.4834
P= 5 RSQ = 0.5057 /
R = 0.7112 RSQ = 0.5057 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 0.6929 0.7433
5 =0.1495 =0.5698
REG. CONST. = 1.4496 )
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1~
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSQ = 0.4834
R = 0.6953 RSQ = 0.4834 t ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 0.6953 0.7458
REG. CONST. = 1.1577

F=TEST 1 M3ODEL 1 VS MOD:&iL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.5064 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5057 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0007 .
DFN = 1. DFD = 32. FeRATIO = 0.045 P = 0.8272

F=TEST 2 40DEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.5057 MODEL 2 e

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4834 MODEL 3

NIFFERENCE = 0.0223 :

NEN = 1. DFD = _ 33. F=RATIO = 1.492 P = 0.2287
216
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*%% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *xx

"EVEL 09 ~= AT HCME PRCGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: M & C

-~
-~

PARAMETERS -

L 1= €
(CL 6=10
CCL_11l=15

(2}

COt 16720
COL 21=2F

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

= NwW o~

TEANS 1 2 3 A 5

5.5833 48056 2.4167 2.3889 0, 5000
SIGMAS S 2 3 4 5
; ; 2.984S Z.1835 2.84189 . 2.8701 0.5000
| : .
R.MATRIX ™ 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.56665 0.0303 0.4793 = =0.2659
2 0.£665 1.0000 0.3712 0.3633 0.0127
3 0.0303 0.3712 1.0000 -0.7078 0.8504
4 0.4753 0.3933  =0.7078 . 1.0000 «0.8323
5 =0.2656 0.0127 0.8504 =-0.8323 1.0000
MEDEL 1 ML CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 5
R = 0.7265. RSQ = 0.5277 . 24 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
» 3 0.9336 0.5806
A 7.8366 0.8701
5 =0.3646 =2.1768
RZ3. CONST. = 2.2234

E-123
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_MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSQ = 0.4482
P= 5 RSQ = 0.5257 |
R = 0.7251 _ RSQ = 0.5257 3 ITERATICNS.
R v BETA "8
\ 2 006730 N 009200
5 =0.2784 =1.6622
REG. CONST. = 1.9631
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1 . | | f/“
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 \
P = 2 RSQ = 0,4482 :
R = 0.6665 RSQ = 0.4482 1 ITERATIONS.
Vv " BETA 8
2 0.4€95 0.9152
REG. CONST. = 1.1853

E-TEST 1T MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.5277 MODEL 1 ‘
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5257 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0020
DFN = 1. DFD = 32. F=RATIO = 0.135 - P = 0.7163
FeTEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5257 MODEL 2 Y o
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4482 MODEL 3 v
DIFFERENCE = 0.0775
DFN = 1. DFD = 33. F=RATIO = 54393 P = 0.0250
215
-E-124
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l . . S ,

*%% QUTOUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *%*% ‘

.!ﬁ?vsL 09 == AT HOHME PROGRAM 12780 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: GENERALIZATION

RAMETERS

2A R _ e e e —_
—4CL 1= 5 = 5
L 4A=l0 = 3¢
L 11=15 = 3 - e e
-ZICL 16=20 = 2
L 21=25 = 1

NTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

=ANS . 1 2 - 3 4 5

J 3.5000 2.5833 1.3333 1.2500 0.5000

1GMAS 1 2 3 4 5

. 1.8484 1.5877 1.7951 1.6223 0.5000

MATRI X 1 2 3 4 5

1 3 1.0000 0.3076 0.0419 0.2547 =0.1202

2 0.307¢ 1.0000 0.5458 0.3748 0.0525

3 0.0419 0.5458 1.0000 =0.5723 0.7428

a 4 0.2547 0.3748 =0,5723 '1.0000 «0.7705
57 - =0.1202 ~0.052% T 0T7%28 T «0.7705° ~ 1.0000

00 L I Ml CRITERIGN = 1
ifmcmrzs = 3= 5

0.3427 ~ RSQ = 0.1175 8 ITERATIONS.

BETA B
0.2885 G.2672

2
I
—'3
> 042049 D.4603
h
EG

=0.0206 =},0762
. CCONST. = 209665

E-125
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERICGN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 S= 5
P = 2 RSQ = 0.0946
P = 'S RSQ = 0.1133
R = 0.3366 RSG = 0.1133 2 ITERATIONS.
Vv . BETA )
2 0.3148 Ce38665
5 “0.1367 =0.5055
REG. CONST. = 2.8060
MGDEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1}
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 \
P = 2 RSQ = 0.0%46
R = 0.307¢ RSQ = 0.0946 1 ITERATIONS. :
v BETA B '
2 0.307¢& 0.3581
RE'S. CONST. = 205748
FeTEST 1 MOOEL 1 VS MODEL 2 . ,__
RSQ FULL = 0.1175 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED.= 0.1133 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0042 :
JEN = 1. DFD = 32. F=RATIC = 0.152 p = 0.7007
F=TEST 2 M0DEL 2 VS MODEL 3 N
RSQ FULL = 0.1133 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.39%6 MGDEL 3 .
DIFFERENCE = 0.0186 ] T
DFN = 1. DFD = 33. F=RATIQ = 0.664 P = 0.4151
1 251
v E-126
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#%x QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *#*#

'EL OC == AT HOAE PRGGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: INFERENCES
\AMET ERS

1= 5
6=10
11=1°%

~16=20
| 21=25

ERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

N O~

wonpw onon

NS 1 2 . 3 4 5

4.6111 4.3056 2.0556 2.2500 0.5000

MAS A 2 3 A 5
1.814 1.6469 2.2724 2.6074 0.5000

IATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 ©1.0000 0.3837 -0.1227 0.3453 =0.2449
-2 0.3837 1.0000 0.1439 0.5062 -0.1181
3 -0.1227 0.1435  1.0000 -0.7806 0.5046
4 © 0.3493  0.5062  =0.7806 1.0000  =0.8629

5 =2.2449 =-0.1181 0.904¢ =0.8¢629 1.0000

JEL 1 MI CRITERIGN = 1

:DICTORS = 3= 5 : S

: 0.4338 RSQ = 0.188 22 ITERATIONS. - ,
/ BETA B

3 0.5385 0.4301

v 0.5477 0.3812

5 =0,2573  =0.9337

5 CCNST. = 3.3363




' ’ Attaéhment E-13
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MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERIGN = 1

PREDICTORS

= 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 RSQ = 0.1472

P= 5 RSQ = 0.187¢

R = 0.4331 RSQ = 0.1876 2 ITERATIONS.
v . BETA )
2 0.3598 0.3964
5 =0.2024 =0.7347

REG. CONST. =.  3.2717

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

P= 2 RSQ = 0.1472

R = 0.3837 ‘RSQ = 0.1472 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 3
> 5.35637 G.4278

REG. CONST. = 2.7909 \

FeTEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL =~ 0.1882 - MODEL 1
RSQ RcOUCED = 0.1876 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = (C.000&

DFM = . 0F3 = 32. F=RATIO = 0.024 © = 0.3730

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ@ FUuLLl = 0.L871¢& "MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.L472 MGDEL 3 /g/

QDIFFERENCE = 0.0404 R

DFN = 1. DFD = 33. F=RATIO = 1.641 b = 0,20¢¢
§ 52
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Attachmenkt E-13 °

.61
80 (Page 12 of 13)

%%% DUTOUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ***

VEL 09 == AT HOME PRCGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: FACTS

ARAMETERS ' _ I
L 1= 5 = |
JL 6=10
L 11=15
3L 16=20
oL 21=25 |
NTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

~ N o
1

[T I I O L T I |

EANS I z 3 & 5
. 5.0833 - 8.8611  4.61ll 4.2500 0.5000
IGMAS | 1 2 3 4 | 5
442254 3.4733 |, 5.3296 4.7806 0.5000
ATRIX 1 2 ‘ 3 4 5
o © 1.0000 0.6632  =0.0121 0.4554  =0.2695
2 0.5632 1.0000 . 0.4758 0.1561 0.1040
3 =0.0121 0.4758  1.0000  =0.7692 0.8652_
4 044954 0.1661  =0.7692 ”J/i.oooo =0.8850
57 =0.2655 0.1040 ‘B?EZEE': -0.8890  1.0000

ODEL 1 ML CRITERION'= 1

REDICTORS = 3= 5
t = 0.7€09 RSQ = 0.5750 I3 ITERATIONS.

v BETA B

3 0.85156 0.7068

4 1.2990 1.0636

5 0.0339 0.2867 .
{EG. CONST. = 1.1350

E-129




80.61 : " Attachment E-13
; (Page 13 of 13)

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P = 2 RSQ = 0.4399

P = 5. RSQ = 0,5557 °

R.= 3.7455 RSQ = 0.5557 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2  0.6988  0.850
S =0.3422 =2.8918.

REG. CONST. =  2.9562

‘MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

P = 2 RSQ = 0.4399

R = 0.6632  RSQ = 0.43%9 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
2 0.6632 . 0.8068

REG. CONST. =  1.9338

F=TEST 1  MODEL L VS MODEL 2.

RSQ FULL = 0.5790 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5557 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0233 i

DFN = 1. DFD =  32. FeRATIO = 1.769 P = 0.1901
_ F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
“RSQ FULL = 0.5557 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4399 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.1158 - -

DFN Z 1. DFD =  33. F=RATIO = 8.603 P = 0.0061

Q i E-130% 4




80.61 ‘ _ 7 Attachment E-l4
Lo\ (Page 1 of 13)

Comparisons of At-Home Participants and Controls on ITBS Reading Skill
Areas. :

A -~

Level 10
Variable Description
1 Skill area posttest raw score.
2 Skill area pretest raw score.
3 : Skiil area pretest raw score if At-lome

participant; 0, otherwise.

4 Skill area pretest raw score if control;
0, otherwise. AN I
5 1 if At-Home participant; 0, otherwise.




80.61 : Attachment E-14
(Page 2 of 13)

x%% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN **=

{EVEL 10 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: VERBS

OARAMETERS

JCoU 1=5
coL  &=10
COL 11=15

COL 16=20
COL ~1=25
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

W N WM

Bl o

MEANS 1 2 3 4 ' 5

6.5909 6.2273 3.1818 3.0455 0.5000
2.3093 1.8570 3.4197 3.3368 . 0.5000
_ % . . |
R MATRIX 1 2 3 A 5
1 1.2000 0.6259 0.1821 0.1617 _~  0.%5157
2  0.6255 - 1.0000 0.3156  0.2331 0.0734
3 0.1821 0.3156 1.0000 =0.8452  0.9304
4 0.1617 0.2331 «0.8492 1.0000 «0.9127
s 0.0197 / 0.0734 0.9304 «0.9127 1.0000
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1 )
EEEDICTQRS = 3= 5 :
Y062l KSQ = 0.3933 31 ITERATIGNS.
v BETY . 8
3 1.199¢% 0.8100
4 1.0536 0.7568
5 =0.0%82  =0.4537
REG. CONST. = 1.9357
250
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80.61 - - : - Attachment E-14
: (Paze 3 of 13)

» . S - [/
MODEL 2°'M2 CRITERION = 1 '
 PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
i p = 2 RSQ = 0.3917
P = 5 RSQ@.= 0.3924
R = 0.6264 ' RSQ =-0.3924. 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B .
2 0.6278 J.7807
5 =0.0264 ~=0.1220
MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
I ) _/
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
p= 2 RSQ = 0.3517
R = 0.6255 RSQ = 0.3917 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
2 0.6255% 0.7783
REG. CONST. = 1. 7442
F=TEST 1 40DEL 1 VS MODEL 2
‘ RSQ FULL = 0.3933 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3924 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0009 oo S
JFN = 1. ‘DFD = 18. - F=RATIO = 0.027 P = 0.8667
E=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 )
RSQ FULL = 0.3924 MODEL 2 '
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3917 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0007 -
= 0.022 P = 0.8791

DFN = 1o DFD = 15. F=RATIO

ERIC : E-1332 3 7




| Attachment E-14
80.61 _ ' . (Page 4 of 13)

*%¥% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *x%xx

LEVEL 10 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: NCUN§-

PARAMETERS
CoL 1= 5
CoL 6=10
COL 1l1=15
COL lé=20
COL 21=25

INTEQRCGRRELATION ANALYSIS.

— NI NN

MEANS ‘ 1 : 2 3 4 5
: 5.4545 5.1818 2.5909 2.5509 0.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
2.0165 1.6959 2.7578 2.9489 0.5000
R MATRIX 1 2 . 3 4 ] 5
1 1.0000 . 0.2815 0.0507 0.0771 - 0.0451
2 . 0.2815 1.0000  0.1<508 0.3966 «0.0
3 0.0S07 0.1908 1.0000 =0.8254 0.9395
4 0.0771 0.3956 =0,8254 1.0000 =0.8786
s 0.0451 =0.0 0.9395 . «0.8736 1.0000
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = | -
LREDICTORS = 3= 5
R = 0.2856 RSQ = 0.081i6 26 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA B
3 0.4355  0.3187
4 0.5021 0.3433
5 0.0737 0.2973
RES. CONST. = - 3.5906 3
/ 255
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80.61 K . o C Attachment E-14
: (Page 5 of 13)

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION

= 1
PPEDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
Pi= 2  RSG = 0.0793
P= 5 RSG = 0.0813 K
R = 0.2851 RSQ = 0-0@}3 2 ITERATICNS.
vV BETA B
2 0.2815 . 03348
) 5 0.0451 0.1818
REG. CONST. = 3.6289

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

P= 2 RSQ = 0.0793 '

R = 0.2815 RSQ = 0.0793 1 ITERATIONS. o
v BETA B
2 0.2815 _ 0.3348 _

REG. CONST. =  3.7158

F=TEST 1 40DEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL =~ 0.0816 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0813 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0003

DFN = 1. DFD = 18. F=RATIC = 0.005 P = 0.9417

FeTEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.0813 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0793 A0DEL 3

JIFFERENCE = 0.0020

DFN = 1. DFD = 19. F=RATIC = 0.042 P = 0.8338

Q | E-135 2.0
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#%% CUTOUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *x=

.61 .

} '
Attachment E-14
(Page 6 of 13)

. j\/‘

LEVEL 10 == AT HOME PRUGRAM‘12/8O m=m 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: M & C

YARAMETER

S

0L 1= S
0L 6=10
.CL 11l=15

.0L 16-=20
;OL 21=2¢%

= N N W,

'MTZRCORRELATIGN ANALYSIS.

AEANS

1 2 3 4 5
8.6364 7.4545 3,7273 3.72%3 0.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
- 2.8532 ~2.4813 4.0134 4.2231 0.5000
T MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.6269 0.0707 0.3011 -0.0637
, . /
2 0.6269 1.0000 0.222% | 0.37€2 =0.0
. |
3 0.0707 0.2224 1.0000 , =0.81597 0.9287
A 0.3011 0.3762 =0.8197 / 1.0000 =0.8826
5 ~0.0637  =0.0 0.5287,  =0.8826 1.0000
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1 :
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 |
R = 0.6308 RSQ = 0.3980 4 TTERATIONS.
v BETA ) T - .
3 0.S655 0.6864
“ 1.0955 0.7402
5 5.003% 5,0.56 "
REGO CONST- = 30309"‘

E-136
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MODEL 2 M? . CRITERICN = i

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P= 2 RSQ = 0.3930
P = 5 RSQ = 0.3°.0 B
R = 0.6301 RSQ = 0.3970 2 ITERATIONS. _
v BET4 8
2 0.6269 0.7208
5 " =0.C637 =0.3636 -
REG. CONST. = 3.4449

MGDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTCRE = 2= 2

p = 2 RSQ = 0.3930

R = 0.£2€9 - RSQ = w¢.3330 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 0.626%5 0.7208

REG, CONST. = 3.2631

TEST 1  ¥ODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

TRSQ FULL = 5.3980  MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 3.3570 MODFL 2

DIFFZRENCE = 0.0209

DEN = 1. DFD. = 16 » “mRATIO = 0.028 P = 0.8640
F=T©ST ¢  AOJDEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.3970 MODEL 2

25Q EENUCED = 0.3630 . MODEL 3

JIFFERENCE = 0.0041

DFN = 1l DFD = 15 . RATIO = 0.128 P = 0.7243

&
2
Vo4 -



80.61 _ Aii;chment E-14

.//(Page 8 of 13)
/

/
"
’/

s%% CUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM REGRAN *=% /

-

CEVEL 10 == AT HOME PRCGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: GENERALIZATICN

> P AMETERS .
oL 1= 3 .

: 6=10
11=15

1£6=20
gl 21=25 |
‘N ERCGRRELATION ANALYSIS.

ol
~Nw N

oy

3 4 5

1lNS 1 2 . .
_%.4545 4.1364 2.1364 __2.0000  0.5000-—
e
1 2 3 — 4 -5
2.5536 1.4553 2.4177 2.15650 0.5000
1 2 3 A - 5
) 1.0000 =0.0044 0.1314 -0.2027 0.2848
=0.0044 1.0000 0.4469 0.1708 0.0937
0.1814 0.4469 1.006G0 =0.8051 G.8837
-0.2027 0.1708 =0.8051 1.0000 -0.9111
5 0.2848 0.0937 0.8837 =0.,9111 1.0000
40PEL L M1 CRITERION = 1
>EMNICTARS = 3= 5
R |* D.3702 RSQ = 0.122% 13 ITERATIONS.
BETA B
«0.3283 =(.3473
0.3285 1 0.3826 B
3.874) %.4638
CONST. = 2.1993
20 o

E-138




80. 61

MODEL 2 M2

Attachment E-14
(Page 9 of 13)

CRITERIGN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P= 5 RSQ = 0.0811
P = 2  RSQ = 0.0821 -
R = 0.2865 RSQ@ = 0.0821 2 ITERATICNS.

Y, BETA 8

2 -00031"’* "000551 _

5 0.2878 1.4666
REG. CONST. = 3.9477
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1 _ B )
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSQ = 0.0000
R = 0.0044 RSQ = 0.0000 1 ITERATICNS.

v BETA B
FeTEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 3
RSQ FULL = 0.1226 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0821 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0%05 ‘
DFN = L. DFD =  18. FeRATIO = 0.831 P = 0.3772
F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.0821 MODEL 2
RSQ RESDUCED = 0.0000 MODEL 3
JIFFERENCE = 0.0821
N = 1. DFD =  19. FaRATIO = 1465 P = 0.2058

/“'/‘3
2.3



| 80.61 Attacl\Lent E-14

l _ (Page 1\0 of 13)

| . ) \
s#x CUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN #*#% |

i've:. 10 == A7 HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: TNFERENCES ™

\RAMETERS
L T le5 = 5
gl 6=10 = 22
L 1l=15 = 3
L 16=20 = 2 : e
L 21=25 = 1 . .
TERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. B
ANS 1 2 3 4 5
4,5545 4,9545 2.1364 2.8182 0.5000
iG\‘lAS 1 2 3 4 5
_]i 2.4583 - 240993 2.5637 3,.1426 0.5000
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5

1 1. 0000 0.3343 0.4045 =0.1070 0.2034

2 - 0.3343 1.0000 . 0.1l025 0.5844 =0.3248

J! 3 0.4045 0.1025 1.0000 ~0.7473 0.8333
" 4 =0.1070 0.5844 ~0.7473 1.0000 =0.8968

5 0.2034 =0.3248 0.8333 =0.8568 1.0000

iosl. 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

EDICTCRS = 3= 5
F= 0.3017 RSQ = 0.,2517 16 1iEKATIUND,
'V 8ETA 3
0.7€553 0.7340
0.3%97 - 0.3127
5 =0),07AL =0.373% -
« CONST. = 2.6G22 '

oS
s
QXN

E-140




80.61 ’ : Attachment E-14
‘ (Page 11 of 13)

MQOBE 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSQ = 0.1118
P = 5 RSQ = 0.2206
R = 0.46%6 RSQ = 0.2206 _ 2 ITERATICNS. o
Vv BETA B
2 0.4475 0.5241 o
5 0.3488 l.7T15%7
REG. CONST. = 1.5005
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
/ 4
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 2. RSH = 0.1118
R = 0.3343 RSQ = 0.1118 1 ITERATIONS.
Y BETA B - T -
2 0.3343 0.3915

REGe CONST. = 3.0150

F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

"RSQ FULL = G6.2517 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2206 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0311 o
DFN = 1. DFD = 18. F=RATIC = 0.74¢% o Lo 4024
FaTEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.2206 MONEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.1118 MODEL 3

JIFFERENCE = 0.1088

OFN = 1. OFD = 19. F=RATIO

]
N
L]

-t
(A

9

I
o
°
pad
'—l
e
o

‘ €)oo~
ERIC E-141 Zu.,)




80.61 ,_,//// Attachment E-14
(Page 12 of 13)

&% QUTOJT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ***

EVEL 10 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKiil: FACTS

-

ARAMETERS

gL 1= 5
oL 6=10
OL 1l=15

oL le=20
OL 21=25

NTERCCRRELATION ANALYSIS.

(oA ISR IR

n g

EANS 1 ' S 2 3 4 5 .
10.2273 10.0909 5.050% 5.0000 _ 2.5000
IGMAS 1 2. 3 v SN R
3.0441 3.3016 5.5752 5.5432 500
L:MATRva-—M"‘w——“i , = _"_5-_“_“____7:m“,ﬁm"m_.fm R
o i.0000 0.36E8 0.1113 0.1077 =0, 1045
2 ¢.3588 1.0000 0.3658/ 0.2881 9.0275
3 0.1113 C.3058 170000 =0.8237 0.9131
- 3.1077 0,2881 -0.8237 1.060G _ =0.5020
5 . =0.1045 0.0275 0.9131  =0.9%20. .~ 1.0000

ACDEL 1 MY CRITERICN = 1

JFEDICTORS = 3= 5

I = 20,5186 . RSQ = 0.2650 16 ITERATIONS.
Y RETA B o
3 Lo2447 0.67%6
4 0.0563 0,0306
5 ©l.190+ Y % B
REG. CONST. = 10.2362
2.0

E-142




80.61 ' S Attachment E-14
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MODSL 2 M2 CRITERIGN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5

P = 2" "RSQ = 0.1360 L
P = 5 RSQ = 0.1452
R = 0.3862 RSQ = 0.1492 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B |
2 0.3720 0.3429
REG. CONST. = ~ 7.1160
MODEL - 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 - -
P= 2 RSQ = 0.1360
R = 0.3688 RSQ = 0.1360 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 0.3688 _  0.3400

REGO CONST . = - 6.796 1

F=7=ST 1 . MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RS& FULL = 0.2690 MODEL 1

RSQ REOUCED = 0.1492 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.1198 '

DFN = 1. DFD = 18. F=RATIO = 2.950 P = 0.09S8

F=TEST 2  YODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

2SQ FULL = 0.1492 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.1360 MGDEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0132 '

DFN = 1. OFD =  19. F=RATIO = 0.294 P = 0.5969
2.

E-143
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_ 80.61 | Abtachment E-15
| | (Page 1 of 13)
\ AN
\\
N
AN

Comparisons of At-Home Participants and Controls on ITBS Reading Skill
Areas. o -

Level 11
Variable Description
1 Skill area posttest raw score,
2 Skill area pretest raw score.
3 Skill area pretest raw score if At-Home

participant; O, otherwise.

4 Skill area pretest raw score if controi;
0, otherwise.

5 . 1 4f At-Home participant; 0, otherwise,.

2,8

o E-144




. 80.61 - i _ \ttachment E-15
} \ Page 2 of 13)
| | ‘ t

s#% QUTOUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *#%

——

IVEL 11 == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == 10 WEEK VS CONTROL == SKILL: VERBS

ARAMETERS
A 1= 5
5L 6=10
5L Ll=15

=

OL 16=20

SL 2125
NTERCORRELA!I LUN ANALYSiS.

e NIW R

EANS - : 1 2 3 4 5

7.£250 €.2083 . 3.1667 ©3.0417 0.5000
IGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
- . 2.4801 2.5328 3,6591 3.5057 0. 50600
\.\ N . .
MATRIX 1 2 3 4 ' 5
1 1.0000 0.5232 0.0895 0.2845 «0.1176
2 0.5232 1.0000 0.4054  0.2954 . 0.0454
3 0.0895 ' 0.4054 1.0000 «0.7506 0.8654%
4 0.2845  0.299%  =0.7509 1.0000  =0.8676
5 =~0.1176 0.0454 0.865% -0.8676 1.0000
ODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1
REDICTORS = 3= 5 | . 5
= 0.3425 RSQ = 0.2943 24 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
3 0.7538 2.5110
4 0.7485 3.5295
5 =0.1177 =0.5838
£G. CONST. = 4.6883
2.0

E-145
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80.61 : ' Attachment E-15-
‘ (Page 3 of 13)

‘MODZL 2 M2 CRITERION = A

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P= 2 RSQ = 0.2737
P= 5 RSQ = 0.2943
R = 0.5425 RSQ = 0.2943 2 TTERATIGNS.
v BETA B
Z 0.5303  0.5193
5 =0.1438 =0.7131
REG. CONST. =  4.7578
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSQ = 0.2737
R = 0.5232  RSQ = 0.2737 1 ITERATJONS.
v BETA B
2 0.5232  0.5123 .
RES

+ CONST. = b.b444

F=TEST 1 40DEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = = 0.2543 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCEN = 0.2737 MCDEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0206

JFN = 1. JFD = 21. F=RATIO = 0.614 P = 0.4476

ILF2631 .
2




80;61 ' - CAttachmenc E—lSV
~ (Page 4 of 13)

*x% CULTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN =x%*

LEVEL 11 == AT HOME PRCGRAM 12/8C == 10 WcEK VS CONTRCL == SKILL!I‘NCUNS
; | | o

A

PARAMETERS

oL 1= ¢
CCL 4=10
CCL 1l=15
COL 16=20
CGL 21=25
INTERCGRRELATICN ANALYSIS.

) §

[T L T 1

2

MEANS 1 2. 3 4 5
: 5.6250C 4.5167 2.458%/_ 2.4523 C.50C0
SIGMAS 1 2 3 / 4 5
1.5108 1.8650 2.7¢35 . 2.8281 €.5000
- //
- R MATRIX 1 2 /3 4 s
1. 1.0000 0.5863 0.3019 040935 0.0218
2 T C.5863 1.0000 - C.2585  0.3658  =0.0
3 0.3G1S 0.258% 1.0000 -0.7761 C.8528
4 0.0535 - 0.3658 “0.77€1 1.0C00 “C.8652-
5 0.0218 0.0 C.8528 20,8662 1.00G0
MGDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1
PEECICTCRS = 3= 5
R o= 0.66T4 RSQ = 0.4454 26 ITERATICNS.
Ty BETA ) D
3 1.36¢7 0.GEG?2
4 0.44S3  0.3033
57 =0.838L  =3.2027.
REG. CONST. = 4.0578

C)yry ¢
<1
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80.61 o » _ Attachment E-15
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MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5 | ‘
P= 2 RSQ = 0.3437 ' ’
P = & RSQ = 0.3442 |
R = 0.5667  RSQ = 0.3442 2 ITERATICNS.
v “ BETA 8 o S
2 0.5863 .  0.5554 -
5 ' 000218 0-0833 ! . /,»"'/
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1 |
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 o ' ' ‘\
P= 2 RSC = 0.3437. ,
R = 0.58¢3 RSQ = 0.3437 1 ITERATICAS.
v BETA B
2 0.5863 0.5554
REG. CCNST. = 2.677S

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 vS MCDEL 2

RS FULL = 0.445% MCDEL 1 T
RSQ RECUCED = 0.3442 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = O0.1l012 e
"DEN = 1. DFD = 20. FmRATIC = 3.€5C P = (G.Ce75

. /
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VvS MCDEL 3

RSQ FULL = Ge3442 MGDEL 2 /
RSQ RECUCEC = 0.3437 MODEL 3 ' '
TIFFERENCE = 0.0C05 )
DFN = 1. DFD = 21 F=RATIiC = C.01% P = C.ESEEC
O -
202

o o E-148




80.61 Attachment E-15
) (Page 6 of 13)

-

s4% QUTPUT FROM PRGGRAM REGRAN *%%

EVEL LL == AT HGME PRCGRAM 12/8C == 10 WEEK VS CGNTRGL == SKILL:
- 1 ¢
'ARAMETERS ) j
QL 1= 5 = 5
:CL  €=10 = 24
0L 11=15 = 3 o
0L 1€=20 = 2
GL 21=25% 1 o
NT;RCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
'EANS 1 2 3 4 5
8.2083 6.6667 3.2083 3.4583 0.5000
[
SIGMAS 1 - 3 4 - -5
2.6923 2.4267 4Tl 3.9358 0.500u
2 MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5
1 1.0000 0.7504 =0.0351 0.4542 =0.2321
2 0.7504 1.0000 0.1727 0.4609 =0.1030
3 -0.0351 0.1727 1.00C0 20,7546 0.5043
4 0.4542 0.4609 «0.794¢ 1.0000 -0.8785
3 =0.2321 -0.1030 ' 0.5045 -0.3755 1.0UCY
MGOEL 1 M1 CRITERION 1
p ED cTC RS = 3= 5 . N
R = 0.76 RSQ = 0.5911 2 ITERATICNS.
v TRETA ] ' - B
3 c.s¥co 0.7362
K. 1.2645 C.8651
5 . 0.0 0.0 :
REG. CBAST. = 2.8546

oo
~ I
e
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80.61

_MODEL 2 M2 CRITEXION

-
Attachment E-15
{Page 7 of 13)

= 1 . ) i .
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RSC = 0.5631
p = 5 RSC = 0.5874
R = 0.T7E€4 RSQ,.= 0.5874 2 ITERATIGNS.
/
v BETA 8 ’
2 C.7345 ‘0.81l47
© 5 =0.15€&5 =03.8427
REG. CCNST. = 3.19686
MGDEL 3 M3 CRITERION =+1
PREQICTCRS = 2= 2.
fPp= 2 RSG = 0.5€31
R = 0.7504 RSQ = 0.5631 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
2 C.7504 0.8325
REG. CCNST. = 2.£58C
FeTEST 1 MODEL 1 vS MGDEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5G11 MODEL 1 Y
RSQ REDUCEL = C.53:P4 MODEL 2 \
DIFFERENCE = (C.0037 -\
DFN = 1. DFD = 20. . F=RATIO = 0.181 P = C.ETTE
. F=TEST 2 MCDEL'Z vS MCDEL 3
RSG FULL = /,0.5874 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5631 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0242
OFN = 1o '/bFD = 21. F=RATIO = 1.223 P = 0.2761
27



80.61 Attachment E-15
(Page 8 of 13)

*%x CLTPUT FKCM PRCGRAM REGKAN =xx

)

o

L 11 == AT HCMC PRCGRAM 12/80 == 1C hWiEK vS CONTROL == SKILL: GENERALIZATICN

AMETERS

l= ¢
$=1C

ll=1% =

N
= ol S

T1€<290
21=25

l

CoRRELATICN ANALYSIS.

NS T 1 2 ] 3 4 5

- 745417 = £.S1&7 " 3,2500 3.6667 0.5000
MAS 1 2 3 4 5
3.5116 3.3501 4,2155 4,18S6S 0.5000
ATRIX 1 2 3 ' 4 5
1 - 1.0000 0.7388 C.2385 . 0.3578 =0.10€8
2 ; 0.7386 1.0000 0.4056 0.3570 =C.12265
3 . 0.2365 0.40S6 1.CCCO -0.5747 Ce7710
4 0.3578  0.3670 -G 6747 1.0000 -0.8751
3 ~0.1068 =0.1226 0.7710 =0.8751  1.C0CG
EL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1
CICTCRS = 3= 5
0.7507 RSQ_ = 0.5635 25 ITERATIONS.
o BETA BN
,, 0.7583 0.6€5C { 0
1.1167 0.G385
. C.2576 1.8CS5
e CCNST. = 1.0347 o
) ¢ e
2.5
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I// _ (Page 9 of 13)

\

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5 T ) )
p = 2 RSG = 0.5458
P = 5 RSC = 0.54¢€1
R = 0,736C kSQ = 0.5461 2 ITERATICNS.

v BETA - B - ,

2 0.73¢8 0.7632 s

5 =0.C162 =0,1140 g
REG. CCNST. = 2.315%6
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICAN = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2
P = 2 RSC = 0.545¢ F;
R = 0.7388 RSQ = 0.5458 1 ITERATIGNS.

\

v BETA ' B
- 2 Co7388 007653
REG. CCNST. = 2.2486 ,

/
FeTEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MUDEf/;
RSG FULL = 0.5€35 MCDEL 1
RSQ RECUCEL = 045461 MCDEL 2
DIFFERENCE =" 0,.0174
DFN =" 1. DFD = 20, F=RATIC = 0.7565 P = Q0.3E¢E¢E
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 o
RSGQ FULL = Ce5461 MODEL 2
RSQ RECUCED = C.5458 MODEL 3
DIFFEF NCE £ €.0203 L
DFN'= la.- DFO = 21l. : FeRATIC = 0.012 P = (CaS1Cl
“:;B,wts
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%% CuT2JT FRCM PRCGRAM RZGRAN *3%x%

LEVELIL == AT HGME PROGRAM 12,80 == 10 WEEK VS CCNTRGL == SKILL: INFERENCES
!-.*R,é.".‘ETE% ] o |
CL 1= € A - — S .

L 6=1C
3 L 1l1=15
ol lé‘gC

CCL 21=25 |
MTZFCORRELATIGN ANALYSIS.

J
[l A\SIECVERSIRY )}

\

EANS 1 2 3 4 5
6.5833 6.0417 3.2083 2.8333 C.5060 -
IIG&AS 1 2 3 4 5 .
- . 3.4510 2.3056% 3.7525 3.4€601 0.5000
_!_gATRIx 1 2 34 5
__lw 1 1.0060 C.6503 0.3252 0.2670 0.1650
2 0.65C3 1.0500 C 4740 0..563 0.1336
I 3 0.3252- ©  0.4740 1.C0003 . =0.7¢0l 0.8550
4 0.2G70 0.2S68 -0.7001 1.0000 -0.3186
- 75 ' J.16¢0 0. .33¢ 0.35%50 =0.3185 1.0009 -
p— /"——‘

COEL 1 M1l CRITERIGN = 1

Ifsoicrcns== 3= 5
gt

¢.715¢  KSG = 0.5121 25 ITERAS

L/ 9ETA B
-3 J.6810 0.62¢€3
4 1.G450 1.0423
I! 5 0.435% 3.033¢
£5. CCNST. = 0.1040 -

! e - e, : : —

207
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80.61 Attachment E~15
: (Page 11 of 13)

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTECRS = 2= 2 5= & o P
P = 2 RSC = 0.47¢5
P = 5 'RSQ = 0.4825 N
R = 0.5546 RSQ = 0.4325 2 it-HATIONS.
v BETA 8
2 0.6768 0.83¢°
5 0.0782 0.535¢ _
EG. CCAST. = 1.2621
MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PRECICTCRS = 2= 2 ) T
P = 2 “RSC = 0.476%
"R = C.65C3 RSQ = V.a4765 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA a
2 C.65C3 3.84%50
REG. CCANST. = 104542
FeTEST 1  MODEL i \5 MODEL 2
R2SQ FULL = 0.5:2% MODEL !
RSQ REODUCEC = 0.4682% 40DEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0257 |
DEN = 1. _ DOFC = 20 FeRATIO = 1.217 P = 0.2829
F=TEST 2 _ 'GDEL 2 VS MGDEL 3
RSQ FULL = D.4825 MGDEL 2
RSQ REDULED = 0.47€5 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 040060 - )
DFN = 1. OFD =  21. FarATIO =  J.2%4 P = 0.C318
278
..u




80.6% Attachment E-15

(Page 12 of 13)

#x% GUTPUT FRCM PRLGRAM REGRAN ¥*=%

CEVEL 11 Q:fﬁf”ﬁﬁiémﬁkéckAﬂ'}27ap -~ 10 WEEK VS CONTKGL «= SKILL® FACTS

JARAMETERS _ o \

0L 1= €
0L 6=1C
“GL ll=1%

COL 1€=20
COL 21=25
TNTERCCRRELATION ANALYSIS.

oW oo

MEANS . 1 2 3 4 s

8.2617 7.5000 3.5833 3.5167 £.5000
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 : 5
3.2675 3,1623 4,2516 t.4714 0.5000
R MATRIX _ 1 2 3 4 5 ~
1 1.0000 0.7053 0.2345 0.2758 -0.U835
2 0.7053 1.CCG0 G.3006 0.4214 aC.1054
_ 3 0.2345 0.3006 1.00u3 -0.7233 C.8428
4 0.2758 0.4214 «Q.7383  ~T+GCOC +0.8757%
s T T T =0.0885 =0.1054 C.8428 =0.8759  1.0000
MODEL 1 ML CRITERION = 1
PRETICTORS = 3= 5 ,
R = J.7117 RS2 = 0.5065 30 ITERATICAS.
v RETA g
3 1.C6CH C.8227
4 C.8625 T0.E3€4
S  w0e2237 =le47S5
_REG. CCNST. = 345390
&, )
£4155°




80.61 . B . ° Attachmeat E-15
. ) , (Page 13 of 13)

MODEL & 42 CRITERIGN = 1
PRECICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P = 2 RS2 = 0.4574
P = 5. RSC = 0.4576
R = 0.705% RSQ = 0.4576 2 ITERATIGNS.
o EETA B
2 5.7C33 0.7238
5 =).0143  =0.0S4l
__BEGQ Co4STe = 248346 / o
MGDEL - 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1
PrE)ICTORS = 2= 2 N
P = 2 RSC = 0.4674
R = 0.7053 RSQ = 0.4574 1 ITERATICAS.
y RETA B
2 0.7053 0.7354
“EG. CCNSTw = 2.7760
+ "F=TEST 1  MODEL L VS MCDEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0,5065 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4576 MODEL 2
CIFFERENCE = 0.0089% - .
=  0.263 P = 0.56C3

DFN = 1. DFD = -20. F=RATIO

F=TEST 2 MGODEL 2 vS MGDEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.4G76€ MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCEC = 0.4S74 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0002
DFN = 1. - DFD = 21l. F=RATIO = 0.00E P = 0.S2°5C .
4
L&
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80.61 ' . Attachment E-16
(Page 1 of 3)

" Comparisons of Twenty Week At-Home Participants and Matched Controls
on ITBS Average Reading Grade Equivalent Gains.

Grades 1-5
L Variable : : Description
1 - Fall, 1980, Average Reading grade equivalent.
2 Spring, 1980, Average Reading grade equivalent.
3 Spring, 1980, Average Reading grade equivalent
if 20 week participant; 0, if control.
4 Spring, 1980, Average Reading grade equivalent
if control; 0, if participant.
5 1 if 20 week pafticipant; 0, if control.
e
e

%- o 'y




80.61 Attachment E-16
' (Page 2 of 3)

GRADES 2-5 AT HOME PROGRAM 12/%0--20WEFX STUDFNTS WS CONTROLS--RPFAD YOTAI -
/ ,

/
-

PARAMETERS . ' -
coL 1- 5 -
coL,  &-10

coL 11-15
CCL 16-20

=Ny (Y )

coL 21-25

DATA FNRHAT = (4F2.14F1)

MEANS ' 1 2 3 5 ’ s
' 2.4819 2.1431 1.2625 1.0806 25009
SIGMAS 1 2 x a =
- 1.2507 1.2567 1.3211 1.3930 .5000
R OMAT - o1 2 3 4 5
2 " .5172 1.,0300 44502 «4526 -.0184
3 « 1543 L4502 1.0030 -.5925 . 7637
3 08617 . 4525% -e5925 102079 - 7757
5 -.0433 -.0144 7632 -+ 7757 1,0009
MODEL 1 CRITERINMN = 1
_PREDICTORS = 3~ %
R = .91°1 RSA = L8448 22 ITSRATIONS.
v BETA B
3 .3530 .8622
4 . 1.07aa Y VS
5 oCS73 .183%4
REGe CONSTe = e4518
. : L D0 G

e

- E-158 °




80.61 o | Attachment E-16
‘ -~ (Page 3 of 3)

MODEL 2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 5=-5
P = 2 RSQA = .3412
P= 5 RSA = L8821
R = 9177  RSQ = .8421 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
2 29167 9123
5 -.0301 ~eNT54
REGe CNNST. = 5645
ODEL - 3 CRITERINN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
P = 2. RSA = 48412
R = .9172 RSQ = 8412 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
2 3172 .9125.
REGe CONS™ e = .S253
F-TEST 1 TEST FNR EQUAL SLOPES
RSQ FULL = .8483 MADEL 1
RS@ REDUCED = .8421 MODEL 2.
DIFFERENCE = 20027 .
DFN = 1 DF0 = %3 F=RATIOD = 1.173 P = .2913
F-TEST 2 TEST FOR EQUAL INTERCEPTS -
RS@ FULL = - .F421 . MNDEL 2 B
RSQ REDUCED = 8412 MODEL 3 . : -
DIFFEPENCE = 0079 '
DFN = 1 -“DFD = 59 F-2ATI? = «397 P = o537
, - /
: 253

[ERJ!:‘, N . ,E=159




80.61 \

Attachment E-17
(Page 1 of 3)

Comparison of New and Repeating At-Home Participants on Average Reading

Grade Equivalent Scores.

Variable Descrigtion

1 Fall, 1980, average feading grade
equivalent.

2 . Spring,‘l930, average reading grade
equivalent,

3 Spring, 1980, average reading grade
equivalent if new participant; 0, otherwise.

4 Spring. 1980, average reading grade
equivalent if repeating participant; 0,
otherwise, '

5 1 if repeating participant; 0, otherwise,

/



Attachment E-17

80.61
. (Page 2 of 3)

»%% QUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM REGRAN *x*

L GRADES == AT HOME PROGRAM 12/80 == NEW VS OLD PARTIC. == READING TOTAL G

ARAMETERS = _ __
oL 1= § = 5 |
oL 6=1C = 150 \
BOL 16=20 = 2
(OL 21=25 = 1
!NTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. \
_ ‘ \ ’ .
IEANS 1 2 13 4 5
. 2.6553 2.3842 2. 0247 0.3565 0. 1526
_ | \ —
!thAs 1 2 3 4 - s
- - 1.4000 1.3838 1.i833 — 0.9254 0.3556
R MATRIX 1 2 3 . & 5
IL 1 1.0000 0.9377 0. 7765 0.0835 -0.3138
_ 2 0.9377 1.0000 O;BXZO 0.1057  =0.008S
la 3 3.7705 0.8120 1.0000 <0.4546 =0.5427
I} 4 0.0835 0.1057 -o.qggé, 1.0000 C.5113
\ .
5 -0.0188 =0.0089 «0.5427 0.5113 .1.0000
| : S —
] |
ﬁ::Q_gL 1 M1 CRITERICN = ) \
' |
REDICTORS = 3= & ‘ -
- 1 5378 RSH = 0.8735 _ 5 ITERATICNS.
| ' \
Ei" © BETA B ‘u
|3 1.0753 0.9508 i
g 0.6113 0.5216
- 0.0072 0.0280
Ri’ , COnST. =_ 022545

_LS5
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80,61 . ‘ N Attachment E-17
' (Page 3 of 3)

i 0
\

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 5= 5
P= 2 RSQ = 0.8792
P= 5 RSQ = 0,8793
R = 0.9377 RSQ = 0.8793 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B | |
2 0.5376 C.5485
5 =0.0105 =0.0405
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = -1
- PREDICTORS = 2= 2 /
P= 2 RSQ = 0.8792 '
R_= 0.9377 RSQ = 0.8792 1_ITERATIONS.
. v BETA B |
2 0.5377 0.5486 | Y

REG- CCNST. = 0.3G635

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

'RSQ FULL = 0.8795 = MODEL 1
RSQ RECUCED = 0.87S3 MODEL__ 2 .
DIFFERENCE = 0.0002 | : ‘ ;
DFN = 1. DFD = 186. =~ F=RATIC = 0.270 P = 0.61C5
F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
.- RSQ FULL = . 0.8793)\  MODEL 2
| RSQ RECUCED = 0.8792 ° MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0001 ' , : _
DEN = 1. ____DFD = _18B7.  F=RATIC = 0.171 P = 0.6833,
:\ i
i /
Yoy
1605 5 e




80,61 ' ‘ . Attachment E-18
v (Page 1 of 3)

Printouts for Determining Relationship Between Gains in Word Analysis
Scores and Grade Level: Grades 1 and 2. |

I
v

Printouts Description
1 Frequeancy distribution of grade equivalent .
' gains for both grades together. N
2 Chi-sqLare for relationship between

. grade and gain.

”~

Q E-163 2 B
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

80.61

" Attachment E-18
(Page 2 of 3)

1980 AT=HOME PROGRAM === WORD ANALYSIS GRADE EQUIVALENTS == GRADES |~2.

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE # 3 (WORD ANALYSIS GAINS )

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE

ABSOLUTE . FREQ FREQ FREQ
cODE FREQ (PCT.) (PCT.) (oCcT.)
«1,0000 ~ ° 5. L 4.6 4eb6 T 46T
=0.9000 __ _le . 0.9 _ 0.9 5.5 .
=0.8000 2. ‘ " 1.8 1.8 7.3 _—
S0.6000 " TeT T TTsTS TTs.s TT2ie T T T o
205000 7. 6wt Y66 133 _
=0.3000 5e 4.6 4ab 23.9
=0,2000° 6 LT O3 T T s T T
=0.1000 6o 5.5 5.5 33.0 -
0. ¢ Ta 6.4 6.4 35.4
0-To&U 8. 7.3 793 %6.8 TTTTTTT T
9.2000 8. 7.3 T3, S4.) e
0. 3000 12. 11.0 11.0 65.1
~0. 4600 3. 2.8 2.8 67.9
0.5000 4a 3.7 3.7 71.6
€. 6000 7. 66 6at 78.0
“0.7000 9. 8.3 8.2 86,2 T T T
0.3000 1. 0.9 0.9 87.2 L
0.9000 2. 1.3 1.8 39.0
1. 1000 F 1.8 1.3 90.8 Tt T
1.2000 2. 1.8 ___led  __ 92.7_ . _.__ . _
1.3000 “la 0.9 0.9 93.6
1000 7T T 30 7T zes T 2.8 T96.3 T
l.g000 1. 0.9 0.9 L9712 . -
1.7000 1o 0. 0.9 98.2
T2.2900 1. 0.9 0.9 99.1 - o
J2.3000__ 1. 0.9 __ 0.9 _  100.0 .
TOTAL 109. 100.9 100.0 '

VALID CASES= 109
MISSING CASES= 0

MEAN= 0.2083

VARTANCE= 0.4402

STD. DEV= 0.66325 STD. ERR= 0.0636

MAX IMUN= © 243000

MINIMUM=

=1.0000

RANGE="" ~%.3000
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80.61 : Attachment E-18
P (Page 3 of 3)

**x%QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM CHICHI **%

PROBLEM = HIGHLO N = 109«
P = 0.3168 FOR CHI=SQUARE = 1.007 WITH D.F. = 1.
R TOTALS 2

50.0000  .59.0000

08S FREQ 1 ' 2
1 36.0000  14.0000
2 3650000 53,0000
“EXP FREQ T i ;
1 33,0275 16.9725
2 38.9725 20.0275
| C TOTALS 1 2

72.0000 37.0000

HIGH GAINERS

ROWS: 1=
; 2 = LOW GAINERS
! COLUMNS: 1 = GRADE 1 IN 1279-80
; 2 = GRADE 2 IN 1979-80

e
(o

f : - E-165. 2




80.61 , A Attachment E-19

(Page 1 of 3)

v

Printouts for Determinidg Relationship Between Gains in Reading Total
Scores and Grade Level: .Grades 1-5.

Printouts Description
1 Frequency distribution of grade equivalent
gains for all grades together,
2 Chi~-square for relationship between grade

and gain. :

(A
Do
Z
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80,61 ‘ \ ' Attachment E-19
: (Page 2 of 3)

1980 AT=~HOME PROGRAM == READING TOTAL GRANT _ui (WAL iNTS = GRADES I-§
FREAUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE # 3 (F--0 i ~.TAL GAINS )
] RELATIVE ADJUSTED
ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ P
cope FREQ (PCT.) (PCT.) tee
T el T 1. 0.5 0.5 0.5 )
“_m:gzggn__”___ 1. 0.5 0.5 - lel
=0.9 l. 0.5 0.5 1.
T=0.7TT e 1.1 1.1 2.7
0.6 1. 0.5 0.5 3.2
=0.5 5. 2.7 2.7 5.9
‘w0.4” T T T 3.8 3.8 RIS S
“0.3 . . 9. 4.9 49 las
~.2 & 3.2 3.2 17.8
T a0il T T 8T zo3 .3 T 2202 T T T
0.0 12. 6.5 6.5 28.6 L
0.1 19.  10.3 10,37 38.9
0T I5- P S PO %70 - -
0.3 21. 11.4 11.4 5844 ]
0.4 13. 7.0 7.0 65.4
TR . 190 T 1o.3 103 TTIS.7
0.6 17. 9.2 9.2 84.9 L
0.7 3. 1.6 1.6 86.5
5.8 - 3.8 3.8 3023
0.9 4. 2.2 2.2 92.4
1.0 5. 2.7 2.7 95.1
T 1.z - - 2. .1 a1 96.2 o T
1.3 3 o6 _ 1.6 97T.8 . ____.
l.4 2. 1.l ‘1.1 98.9
=35 I- 0.5 0.5 ~99.5
1.9 1. 0.5 0.5 100.0 o o
TOTAL 185. 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES= 185
) MISSING CASES= O
MEAN=  0.2681 VARIANCE=  0.2329
STD. DEVa  0.4826 STD. ERR=  0.0355 )
MAXIMUM=  1.9000 MINIMUM=  =1.4000 o
“RANGEE 423000 T e -

El{llC | E-167 201
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80.61 ‘ : Attachment E-19
_ . (Page 3 of 3)

**%¥QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM CHICHi #***

PROBLEM = HIGHLO - N = 185. | . -

P = 0.1717 FOR CHI=SQUARE = 6.387 WITH D.F. = 4.

R TOTALS 1 2
: 98.0000 87.0000

0BS FREQ 1 2 3 L4 5
1 44.0000 19.0000 8.0000  12.0600 15.0000
2 28,0000 18.0000 16.0000 14.0000 11.0000
EXP FREQ 1 2 —3 % — 5
1 -7 38.1405 19. 6000 12.7135 13.7730 13.7730
2 33.8595 17.4000 ~ 11.2865 12.2270 12.2270
C TOTALS 1 2 3 4 5
: 72.0000 37.0000 24.0000 26.0000 26,0000
ROWS: _1-= HIGH.GAINERS
2 = LOW GAINERS
COLUMNS: 1 = GRADE 1 IN 1979-£0
2 = GRADE 2 IN 1979-80
= 3 _IN_1979-80 SR
4 = GRADE 4 IN 1979-80
S:

GRADE 5 IN 1979-80

Q E-168
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