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ABSTRACT
Congressional concern about homeless students resulted in the McKinney-Vento Act
(MCKYV) in 2001, which provides funds to local educational agencies (LEAs). MCKV is
almost a decade old, yet no evaluations of its academic effectivenedsekaveported.
Using a systems theory framework, this study answered researclogsi€¢RQs) involving
whether normally housed students in Grade 6 scored higher than homeless students in
Grade 6 in reading (RQ 1) and math (RQ 2) on end-of-grade (EOG) test scordseémer w
homeless students in Grade 6 from LEAs that received MCKYV funding scored etter i
reading (RQ 3) and math (RQ 4) on EOG test scores than those from LEAsIthat. di
Data from 2006 and 2007 were provided by the North Carolina (NC) Department of Public
Instruction. About 20% of the state’s LEAs received MCKYV grants, whieated a
treatment group (funded LEAS) and a control group (nonfunded LEAS). Basedsts, the
normally housed students scored significantly higher on EOG reading and stsitiJsng
untreated control group designs with matched pretests (Grade 5 EOG test @edre
posttests (Grade 6 EOG test scores), 2 x 2 ANOVAs with repeated measdede® feeject
the null hypotheses for RQs 3 and 4. This study did not support the hypotheses that MCKV
grants improved the academic achievement of homeless students. MCKV gnaligkble
services, but in NC, it does not support training programs for teachers, counselors, and
social workers on improving academic achievement. The positive social dhgvigation
of this study is that concerned educators can use these results to lobbylsgisiatnd
training to improve academic performance of homeless students in order todaddphear

cycle of homelessness.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Background of the Problem

The effective education of homeless children is a major concern acrossitiéd U
States (Anderson, 2003; Duffield, 2001; Swick, 2006). Markward and Biros (2001)
reported that in 1987, Congress recognized the homeless educational problem and the
need for improvement. This recognition gave rise to the passage that yeabtaviiaet
B. McKinney Act (PL 100-77, 1987), the precursor to the McKinney-Vento Program,
referenced athe programthesubgrant component of the prograan theMCKYV in the
rest of the study. As early as 1997, Stronge reported the need for a comprehensive
evaluation to determine empirically which programs for the homeless imptoeed t
educational experience of homeless students. However, there has been no ewadence t
Stronge’s suggestion was implemented. Similarly, Anderson, Janger, and Panton (1995)
noted that even though grants were being made to local districts supportigg @fa
services to homeless students, the educational impact of this program was motlisiow
impact remains unknown. Markward and Biros commented, “No attempts wereanade t
establish empirically how well these activities work. Without this infeionaneither
policy makers nor practitioners can accurately predict which interventeteges work
best” (p. 185).

Ten years ago, scholars were expressing concern whether congresféootsato
improve the education of homeless children were working. After a decade, thahconce

still has not been addressed. As the literature review in chapter 2 demonstrates; no pe



reviewed studies have addressed the effectiveness of the MCKV with resfret
educational achievement of homeless children.

| began this evaluation of the educational effectiveness of the program by
conducting a search of the databases available through Academic Searehn,Premi
PsycAtrticles, Social Service Abstracts, and Sociological Abstragtsoifplete these
searches, | used key words in combination with the definition and growth of
homelessness in the United States, the changing demographics of the homeless
population, and the causes and consequences of homelessness. There has been no
published literature providing an empirical assessment evaluating whHetHdOKV has
improved the educational experience of homeless students. This study istagdinst s
evaluating the educational effectiveness of the MCKV.

Many scientists have voiced the opinion that the number of homeless people in
the United States is growing (Jackson, 2007). Furthermore, much of the increased
homeless population in recent years has come from families, espe@akyhtbaded by
single mothers. Having more families and mothers among the homeless population has
resulted in an increase in the number of school-age children who are homeless (Toro,
Dworsky, & Fowler, 2007; Wright, Rubin, & Devine, 1998). When single men made up
the majority of the homeless population, education was only a minor issue. That is no
longer the case, and many school-age children are now among the homeless population.
The U.S. Department of Education (USDOE, 1997) reported that the number of homeless

children and youth doubled between 1991 and 1993.
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Jackson (2007) observed that 34% of homeless persons are in families with
children and that 84% of the adults in homeless families are women. Nufiez and
Collignon (1997) reported that the school-age children subgroup of the homeless
population constitutes the fastest growing segment of that population. Du2€ld)(
reported that an estimated 1.35 million children in the United States are hameles
Jozefowicz-Simbeni and Israel (2006) asserted that 900,000 children and youth
experience some period of homelessness in a given year. This trend towastmoote
age children in the homeless population began to be recognized in the late 1970s and
early 1980s. This awareness helped to convince Congress that the education of homeless
children had become a serious national problem.

During the 1970s and 1980s, homelessness began to be increasingly recognized
by social scientists (Hopper, 2003; Jencks, 1994) and by Congress (Doak, 2006) as an
important and growing social problem. This concern resulted in the passage of PL 100-77
in 1987. This concern for the welfare of homeless students continued through the 1990s
and resulted in an expansion in 2001 of the 1987 Act. In 2001, the Stewart B. McKinney
Act PL 100-77 was renamed the McKinney-Vento Act.

Prior to the Johnson Administration, the issue of homelessness received little
attention from the federal government. With the advent of “the Great Society'aprs,
homelessness began to be studied by more social scientists, who identified argead r
of topics that were influenced by homelessness (Bassuk & Rubin, 1987; Berck, 1992;
Doak, 2006). As scholarly studies of homelessness increased, the nature and

characterization of the demographics of homelessness became moredefagly. In
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addition, the causes and consequences of homelessness increasingly becamedhe focus
scholarly attention.

This intense scholarly scrutiny increased the awareness that among¢he la
number of homeless people, there were many school-age children (JozefowberiSim
2003; Julianelle & Foscarinis, 2003; Swick, 2006). Researchers recognized thaifmany
these homeless children did not attend school regularly or, in some cases, did not attend
school at all. Two of the factors that combined to discourage school attendance were
mobility, that is, relocation of students from school to school (Heinlein & Shinn, 2000;
Nuiez, 2001), and the bureaucratic complications of registering and attending new
schools when the children brought no school records. These two major factors
discouraged students from registering. They gave rise to two importanttesmirdtne
program legislation of 2001.

Even though approximately $62 million, the 2007-2008 budgeted amount, has
been invested annually in the program (Expect More.Gov., 2006), it has been only a
small fraction of the USDOE budget and an even smaller percentage edénal f
budget. Even so, in recent years, the relative federal support for homelesmadhasat
been declining. The National Coalition for the Homeless (2007) noted that “the share of
the United States budget allocated to homeless assistance grants hasl dgci8%
since 1995” (p. 1).

This study provided what may be the first direct empirical assessment in the
United States of the educational impact of the MCKV. It accomplished this goal by

studying the impact of the MCKYV on the educational success of homeless Grade 6



students in North Carolina. The earlier studies discussed in the literat@e veere
evaluations of the processes required by the program. This was the fisti@uhlc
outcomes study of the program in North Carolina. It may arguably have beersthe fi
such study in the nation.

The general phenomenon of homelessness has been studied thoroughly for many
years. Rossi (1989) provided an excellent early quantitative study cogelatinapid
rise in rents with the increase in homelessness. Anderson (2003) observed that the
volume of literature on homelessness was almost unmanageable at that titmenddec
has been published since then, and a large body of literature on the causes and
consequencesf homelessness is now available. This large collection of literature can
generally be organized into two major categories: the causes of hameske$s.g., Doak,
2006; Duffield, 2001; Wong, Salomon, Thistle-Elliott, Tallarita, & Reed, 2004) and the
consequences of homelessnsg., Berck, 1992; Dordick, 1993; Hopper, 2003;

Schmitz, Wagner, & Menke, 2001; Swick, 2006).

A moderate amount of literature has addressed the educational problems of
homeless children specifically (Attles, 1997; Heinlein & Shinn, 2000; Jackson, 2007;
Kerbow, Azcoitia, & Buell, 2003; National Center for Homeless Education, 2008;
Rafferty & Rollins, 1989; Zima, Wells, & Freeman, 1994). In a thorough literature
search, however, | found no peer-reviewed empirical studies evaluating wihether
program, especially the subgrant component of the MCKYV has improved the educational

experience of homeless children. A number of researchers (Attles, 1997 jriH&inle
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Shinn, 2000; Jeynes, 2002; Kerbow et al., 2003) have dealt with a related issue, namely,

the educational challenges experienced by highly mobile students.

There are many possible reasons that the program has not been carefaty studi
The first is that the target population of the program is very diverse, covering
Kindergarten to Grade 12. Some children are homeless more or less permarferty, ot
are homeless only once or for short periods, and still others are homeless epjsodical
This large diversity of ages, as well as the length, quality, and nature didhestess
experience, has made it difficult to gather and assess data related tedsmess. A
second reason for the limited serious study of the program concerns the difbcedspr
of evaluating the impact of national legislation on geographically and cljtdiraérse
populations. The special needs of the homeless students in a large, urban, inner-city
community are quite different from the needs of homeless students in rural Mdntana
may be that a program that is fulfilling its mission in one type of commimaimost
useless in another.

Perhaps a program like the MCKYV, which is a national and federal program with
uniform national requirements, can be assessed effectively only location bigripesea
by area, and cultural group by cultural group. Some of these difficulties were duoide
this preliminary study because it was limited to North Carolina and to oneagg gr
namely, students in Grade 6. A third challenge to assessing the MCKYV is thataittks re
correlating academic achievement and homelessness are difficultito obta

Two recent dissertations evaluated the required processes of the pragram, b

neither study evaluated the educational effectiveness of the subgrant congfahent
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program. Rosenfeld (2003) reported the extent to which homeless youth in New Jersey
were being identified and enrolled in public schools. Hayes-Whigham (2006) ekplore
the degree to which the Dallas Independent School District implemented the
requirements of the 2001 McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. Both ef thes
dissertations evaluated the processes of MCKV, but not the educational outcomes.
The National Center for Homeless Education (2008) contracted with the
USDOE's Office of Student Achievement and School Accountability Programsish as
with program assessment. One of its recent studies provided an encouraging and positive
report on the percentage of homeless students attaining proficiency in ttesr retading
comprehension and mathematics tests (see Table 1).
Table 1

National Data on Percentage of Homeless Students Achieving State Proficiency

Year Grade 6 reading Grade 6 math
2006-2007 42% 48%
2005-2006 46% 40%
2004-2005 39% 37%

Note.FromAnalysis of 2006-2007 Federal Data Collection arlee Year Comparisoiby National
Center for Homeless Education, 2008). Retrieverhfhttp://www.ed.gov/Programs/ homeless/index.html

Although these data were encouraging regarding the effectiveness asghenpr
they left questions unanswered: (a) How are the homeless North Carolina stiodlegts
in comparison with normally housed students? and (b) Is there a difference in academic
success between funded and nonfunded local educational agencies (LEAs)?dn,additi
these data applied only to students in LEAS receiving subgrants. In North Casalina

about 20% of the LEAs receive subgrants. These data provided little or no evidénce tha
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the program has improved the educational experience of homeless students in North
Carolina.

The MCKYV is the most important and comprehensive federal legislation énacte
by Congress to address the issue of homeless education. It was desigrgdve the
educational experience of homeless children. The program established m#matate
each state is required to meet. These include the creation of statewideainosdo
oversee services to homeless students, as well as coordinators with simemdesich
LEA. In North Carolina, LEAs are usually counties or a combined county ancthibtgpls
system. The 18 types of services permitted under the program are descadbapter 3.

The program also provides limited funding to help states to fulfill these mandaise
federal funds are awarded to the states and then distributed by the states through
subgrants to the LEAs.

This project was a quasi-experimental evaluation of the educational imghet of
subgrant component of the program enacted in 2001. This evaluation was based on the
educational experience of homeless Grade 6 students in North Carolina in 2006 and 2007.

Statement of the Problem

The MCKYV has been in existence for almost a decade. Its precursor, thet Stewa
B. McKinney Act (PL 100-77), of which the program is a major extension, began in
1987. There have been no peer-reviewed, empirical studies assessing whether these
important programs have achieved their educational goals. The need for asse&ssn
recognized and reported long ago (Anderson et al., 1995; Markward & Biros, 2001;

Stronge, 1997). It is important for assessment, planning, and budget allocation that
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Congress, educational leaders, and budget planners have information that demonstrates
whether this important educational program is achieving its goal. There have been
assessments of the processes and semaqaged by the program (Hayes-Whigham,
2006; Rosenfeld, 2003), including the special transportation required, the ease of
registration, and the general program goal of improving the attendance eliesem
students (Jozefowicz-Simbeni & Israel, 2006; Julianelle & Foscarinis, 2003gugow
there have been no reported assessments of program outcomes.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this quasi-experimental study was to assess whether thenprogr
has improved the educational experience of North Carolina Grade 6 students, as
measured by their scores on the end-of-grade (EOG) reading comprehension and
mathematics tests. These EOG scores were used in the study as indidhiers
effectiveness of the program.
Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Variables
1. Do normally housed Grade 6 students in North Carolina demonstrate higher
academic achievement in reading comprehension than homeless Grade 6
students?
2. Do normally housed Grade 6 students in North Carolina demonstrate higher
academic achievement in mathematics than homeless Grade 6 students do?
Ho1: There was no significanp € .05) difference in reading comprehension EOG
scores in North Carolina between normally housed Grade 6 students and homeless Grad

6 students in the 2006-2007 school year.
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Ha: There was a significant differenge< .05) in reading comprehension EOG
scores in North Carolina between normally housed Grade 6 students and homeless Grad
6 students in the 2006-2007 school year.

Ho2: There was no significanp € .05) difference in mathematics EOG scores in
North Carolina between normally housed Grade 6 students and homeless Grade 6
students in the 2006-2007 school year.

Haz: There was a significanp € .05) difference in mathematics EOG scores in
North Carolina between normally housed Grade 6 students and homeless Grade 6
students in the 2006-2007 school year.

The independent variable in Research Question (RQ) 1 and RQ 2 was a nominal
variable that reflects the state of housing of students. The variable had thefvalue
homeless or normally housed. The dependent variable comprised the EOG scores of
North Carolina Grade 6 students in reading comprehension and mathematics in the 2006-
2007 school year. | hypothesized that normally housed students had higher EOG scores
than homeless students in the 2006-2007 school year. The research design is described in
detail in chapter 3.

3. Did homeless students from LEAs that received program funding achieve
higher EOG reading comprehension scores than students from LEAs that were
not funded?

4. Did homeless students from LEAs that received program funding achieve
higher EOG mathematics scores than students from LEAs that were not

funded?
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Hos: There was no significant increage<.05) in North Carolina from the Grade
5 pretest to the Grade 6 posttest of the EOG reading comprehension score€ifighe L
that received program treatment compared to the LEAs that were not funde®D06-

2007 school year.

Has: There was a significant increage<.05) in North Carolina from the Grade 5
pretest to the Grade 6 posttest of the EOG reading comprehension scores iAshiedtE
received program treatment compared to the LEAs that were not funded in the 2006-2007
school year.

Hos: There was no significant increage.05) in North Carolina from the Grade
5 pretest to the Grade 6 posttest of the EOG mathematics scores in thenaEAS t
received program treatment compared to the LEAs that were not funded in the 2006-2007
school year.

Ha4 There was a significant increage<.05) in North Carolina from the Grade 5
pretest to the Grade 6 posttest of the EOG mathematics scores in thehhEkseived
McKinney-Vento treatment compared to the LEAs that were not funded in the 2006-2007
school year.

The independent variables in RQ 3 and RQ 4 were nominal variables that
reflected whether an LEA received funding, or not, and a second nominal levelevariabl
which indicated a before-treatment (Grade 5) and an after-treatmeuate(6y value. The
dependent variables were the scores of North Carolina Grade 6 students on thetEOG te
in reading comprehension and mathematics (North Carolina Department of Public

Instruction [DPI1] Accountability Services, n.d.). | hypothesized that in Bvdlthat
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received program funding in the 2006-2007 school year, the EOG test scores Wwere hig

than in the LEAS that did not receive program funding.

This quantitative, quasi-experimental study took advantage of the fact that about
20% of North Carolina’s LEAs received program funding to support the education of
homeless students and the other 80% received no funding. Preexisting groups became the
experimental or control groups in this study, depending on whether their LEAgegkcei
program funding. Because the data came from an archival source, | had no opp@rtunity
create comparable random statistical groups, as is required in a truenexpefihe
research design is described in detail in chapter 3.
Dependent Variables

There were two dependent variables in this study. The first conceptual variable
related to RQ 1 and RQ 3 showed the reading comprehension skill of Grade 6 students in
North Carolina. Operationally, this variable was measured by the homeldsatst
scores on the EOG reading comprehension test. The second conceptual variattlerelate
RQ 2 and RQ 4 showed the mathematics skill of Grade 6 students in North Carolina.
Operationally, this variable was measured by the homeless students’@ttesEOG
mathematics test.
Independent Variables

In RQ 1 and RQ 2, the independent variable was state of housing, which had two
values: normally housed and homeless. In RQ 3 and RQ 4, the independent variables
were state of funding, which had two values, namely, funded and nonfunded, and grade,

which had two values, namely, Grade 5 (pretest) and Grade 6 (posttest).
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Theoretical Foundation of the McKinney-Vento Program

General systems theory has been used frequently as a guiding princqain s
work and other disciplines in the social sciences (Bertalanffy, 1968). It idistaae
referenced athe person in the environmei@astrow, 2004). Germain and Bloom (1999)
noted its relationship to the holistic concepts of contemporary biology. As Netting
Kettner, and McMurtry (2004) pointed out, the environment within which an individual
lives, works, and studies is a major influence shaping a person’s life. Geysteahs
theory asserts that it is difficult, perhaps impossible, to separate the intlividnahe
often nested systems in which the individual lives and studies. These nested systems
include the biological basis of life, the family, the neighborhood, the school or
workplace, and the general culture.

The student is a part of all of these systems, and each system or subsystiem has
impact that cannot be ignored. Bowen (2007) observed that general systems theory ha
much in common with the psychological field theory of Lewin (1951). In a simple
formula, Lewin (1936) expressed this interaction in the mathematical concept of
B = (P, E). Lewin (1936) reasoned that behavior is a function of the person and the
environment, in contrast to B = f(P), which implies that behavior is a function only of the
individual person. Field theory has great commonality with general sytemry. It
recognizes that changing behavior is the most effectively accomplishedlndiy
altering the individual’s attitudes, values, self-esteem, vision, and so on, but also by
altering the system in which the individual is embedded. Conyne (1988) commented on

the lack of success that arises in counseling when counselors fail to take the
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environmental reality into account. The counselors who limit their work to individuals
without considering the environment significantly reduce the impact of the dimgnse

The MCKYV implemented the general systems theory approach (Bertalanffy,
1968) by attempting to change the environment within which the education of homeless
students is conducted. The fundamental concern of the program is very similar to
Bowen’s (2007) contention that general systems theory helps to grasp the nogpoifta
how the local environment in which students are embedded influences their academic
performance. Powers, Bowen, and Rose (2005) identified social and environmental
dimensions external to the public schools that are factors in the adjustmenad@chiac
success of middle and high school students. Their research resonated with general
systems theory and with the program.

The program identified issues in the experience of homeless school-atyerchil
that impede their educational success. In response, the program mandatedatienain a
by local and state educational agencies. It also provided limited support tongmple
these mandates. The philosophy supporting the program is that a change in homeless
students’ environment will improve their opportunities for educational success. The
program has not addressed all of the barriers that limit the educational success of
homeless children, but it has been a strong initial step. Some of the importansg barrier
addressed by the program are that (a) absences from school interfereadé@me
success, (b) poor physical health is a barrier to academic success, anatdtpante

emotional problems are barriers to academic success.



15

Congress, by enacting PL 100-77, recognized that homeless children were not
attending school regularly and factors such as complicated enrollmeatipres
discouraged attendance. The 1987 Act emphasized the importance of school attendance.
In 1990, amendments to the Act (PL 101-645) recognized that there were educational
problems resulting from the poor physical and emotional health of homeless children;
subsequently, Congress authorized the use of program funds to correct these problems
(Project Hope, 2008). The MCKYV of 2001 continued the congressional commitment to
these attendance, medical, and psychological issues. The theoretical approhadhon w
the program is built hypothesized in a systems theory manner that gettings®mel
students in school with better physical and emotional health and with moreveffecti
support services will improve their educational achievement.

Definitions of Terms

End-of-grade testtn the spring of each year, North Carolina administers a test in
many grades, including Grade 6 reading comprehension and mathentagee@ment. It
is assumed that these EOG tests are good markers for educational outcome.

Homelessnesgiomelessness is defined in the program as “an individual who
lacks a fixed, regular, adequate nighttime residence” (as cited in Doak, 2006, p. 2).

Local educational agencies (LEA&EAS are the unit established by the North
Carolina DPI in the 100 county units and 15 city units in the state that operate separate
standalone public educational systems.

McKinney-Vento Subgrant PrografBach state must use program funds to assist

homeless children and youth in enrolling, attending, and succeeding in schoolnLEAS i
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North Carolina apply to the DPI for a competitive grant from the state. Aboub2@8é

LEAs in North Carolina receive program funding.

North Carolina State Homeless LiaisoFhis position is mandated under the
program. The coordinator for education of homeless children and youth, established in
each state, must gather and transmit data on homelessness, develop and carsyabet the
plan regarding homelessness, and provide technical assistance to administdators a
teachers.

School of originThe school of origin is the school that the child or youth
attended when permanently housed or the school in which the child or youth was last
enrolled.

Significance of the Study

As far as | could determine, this study was the first to compare the academ
achievement of homeless and normally housed North Carolina Grade 6 students
empirically. In the literature review is a section on the extensivetlireraegarding the
impact of homelessness on academic achievement in other states. Sughlestader,
had not been conducted in North Carolina.

The MCKYV is the major federal program designed to address and improve the
educational needs of homeless children. It is important for Congress, the USDOE
educational leaders, and budget planners to have information about the extent to which
the program is achieving its educational purpose. It is also important to move bayond a
assessment that is limited to an evaluation of the required program sdrvites

opinion of the advocates for the homeless (National Association for the Education of
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Homeless Children and Youth, 2008; Wong et al., 2004), the funds allocated to support

the education of homeless students are insufficient. These advocates haveadttempt
make a strong case for increased funding. Their arguments will be moraa@og\and
effective, and increased funding will be more likely if the program for wiicreased
support is sought has been effectively evaluated and been demonstrated to be achieving
its educational goals. This was the primary social change implicatiorsdttidy.

As important as the program mandates of 2001 were, and even though they have
been in place for many years, no one can state with certainty that theseen&iadat
actually improved the educational experience of homeless children. The desired
educational progress could not have been made without the mandates of the program. It is
important, for example, that homeless students attend school regularly, thatethey
provided with rapid and noncomplicated enrollment, and that they remain in their school
of origin. The special transportation services provided for homeless studertia\ads
been beneficial. Without question, the required program services have contributed to
these important ends, but have these services been enough, and has the desired
educational improvement been achie¥édnay be that even though the program
mandates are the necessary conditions for academic improvement, they may not
automatically provide the sufficient conditions for the desired educationabwerment.

This study was a beginning step in resolving this uncertainty.
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Assumptions, Scope, Limitations, and Delimitations

Assumptions

| assumed that the data used in the quantitative section of this study and obtained
from the North Carolina DPI (n.d.) were of high quality. This assumption meanhéhat t
tests were administered properly, the tests were properly secured loEhomestxation,
and the data were properly secured after administration. | also assumed,dibeneise
verified, that the EOG tests in reading comprehension and mathematics lickre va
indicators of the educational achievement of homeless Grade 6 students in North
Carolina.
Scope

The scope of this study included all of the homeless and normally housed Grade 6
students in North Carolina who participated in the EOG mathematics and reading
comprehension tests in the 2006-2007 school year.
Limitations

Preliminary conversations with national and state officials who arei&awiith
efforts to provide educational services to homeless students led me to concluds that thi
study, although valuable, involved certain limitations. Although this study wges, lar
involving more than 107,000 Grade 6 North Carolina students, of whom about 1,000
(approximately 0.5% of the North Carolina student population) are homeless, it was
limited to North Carolina. It was unclear to me whether a large study in onlstatee

could justify a generalization from a particular state to the entire UniégesSt
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North Carolina is a diverse state. The culture and economy of North Carolina vary
significantly from the coast to the mountains. There are large, affluent, amd urba
counties and there are small, rural, and poor counties. Data are available stigénits
who take the EOG reading and mathematics tests, not for all homeless children who
enroll in or who attend school. The data from the North Carolina DPI (n.d.) reported a
number of students who had been identified as being homeless, but who had no EOG test
scores.

The educational needs of students vary widely from elementary school to middle
school to high school. It is not clear that the one-size-fits-all approach can ieel appl
Grades K to 12. | was uncertain that an assessment of the program on the rhimllle sc
level, as in this study, could be reliably extended to elementary or high schatbsi.

In regard to RQ 3 and RQ 4, the two groups that were compared came from
funded and nonfunded LEAs tested in Grade 5 (pretest) and Grade 6 (posttest). As
Shadish, Cook, and Campbell (2002) noted, the question of selection bias is the
fundamental differentiation between experimental and quasi-experimesgalch
design. In my opinion, whether the experimental and control groups were truly
randomized represented a borderline case. Therefore, | took a consepaitogch and
labeled the study as quasi-experimental.

No good estimate could be found of the percentage of the homeless students in
North Carolina who never attend school. The need exists for a complete evaluation of the
program. This preliminary study, which evaluated the impact of the subgranamprog

homeless and normally housed Grade 6 North Carolina students, was only a beginning.
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Delimitations

In this study, | did not cover Grades 1 to 5 and Grades 7 to 12. | did not consider
states other than North Carolina and considered only the students in North Carolina who
participated in the test. A further delimitation of the study was my chouset@rchival
data, an option that did not accommodate a random selection process.

Not all LEAs in North Carolina applied for the subgrant in the period of the,study
and if they did apply, not all applications for the subgrant were approved. The fact that
some LEAs had received program funding, but others had not, created a useful
assessment opportunity. This study was an evaluation of the subgrant component of the
MCKY that has been implemented among Grade 6 homeless students in North Carolina.

An important issue for this study was the selection process used by the DPI
determine the 21 LEAs that were to receive the funding. The director of Hemeles
Education in North Carolina for the period of this study (2006-2007) reported to me that
all school districts in North Carolina were given an application for the progrdmere
encouraged to apply (D. McHenry, personal communication, August 26, 2008). The DPI
established a review committee of professional educators, mainly teachers,
developed a rubric to guide selection. Twenty-two LEAs submitted subgrardaaiopis,
but 1 application was rejected by the DPI committee because it did not meatéhde st
criteria. The remaining 21 LEAs were funded. | was unable to locateya€tipe 2005
communication that invited applications and specified selection criteria. Thdanties

experimental group that | used in this study was basically a voluntargesetted
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group. As noted in chapter 3, a few LEAs, mainly charter schools, with small enrgdlme
had not enrolled any homeless students. | chose not to include these LEAs in the study.
Summary

The MCKYV remains the most important federal initiative responding to the
educational needs of homeless children across the United States. It is aevalwabl
underfunded program. Whether this program is successful in improving the eddcationa
experience of homeless students has never been the subject of a peer-reviaviea em
assessment. This study was a preliminary step in determining the valugaddhem.
Chapter 2 provides an in-depth review of the literature associated with the program a
homeless education. It showed that there is a gap in the literature rgghedin
assessment of the subgrant component of the program. Chapter 3 describes tie resear
design and addresses the threats to validity that are typically presémjuast
experimental studies. Chapter 4 describes the data and the data collecties. pratso
reports the results of thaest and ANOVA studies of the data. Chapter 5 includes a
summary of the findings and a discussion of the conclusions. Also included in chapter 5
are the implications for social change, recommendations for action, limitamnoins

delimitations of the study, and suggestions for future research.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Organization of the Literature Review

The MCKYV is the major federal legislation designed to improve the educational
experience of homeless students. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the
educational effectiveness of the subgrant component of the program. This literature
review surveyed scholarly studies related to the phenomenon of homelessnass, payi
particular attention to the education of homeless children. | found an absenesatiri
directly related to an empirical review of the educational effectsenéthe subgrant
component of the program.

This literature review was organized around the history of homelessness; a
definition of homelessness; increases in the number of homeless individuals; and
particular topics, such as the physical and mental health of the homelessidaumeais,
and the homeless shelter experience. | paid special attention to the educationa
consequences of homelessness and to the public schools’ response to the homeless. There
is a section on the federal government’s responses to homelessness, espediatgry
leading up to the program of 2001. One section is devoted to the theory underlying the
program, and one section describes the research design employed to assegsatine pr
Another section is devoted to the North Carolina EOG tests used to measure the
mathematics and reading comprehension skills of Grade 6 students in the state.
Strategy for Searching the Literature

| began this evaluation of the educational effectiveness of the program by

conducting a search of literature in the databases available through Acadanit S
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Premier, PsycAtrticles, Social Service Abstracts, and Sociologicatasbst These

searches used key words in combination with the definition and growth of homelessness

in the United States, the changing demographics of the homeless population,ass well

the causes and consequences of homelessness. However, | found no assessment in any of
these searches to determine whether the subgrant component of the MCKV hasdmprove
the educational experience of homeless students.

In addition to the systematic literature search regarding the prograhd, | h
conversations about the assessment of the program with individuals who wereyarguabl
the most knowledgeable persons of the implementation of the program in North Carolina
in one case and in the United States in three other cases at the time ofyth€lstad
experts included Gary Rutkin, past program supervisor at the USDOE, and his@uccess
John McLaughlin; Deborah McHenry, North Carolina program state coordinator; and
Barbara Duffield, policy director for the National Association for the Btan of
Homeless Children and Youth. These conversations confirmed the lack of peer-deviewe
assessments of the program.

This study was a first step in evaluating dueicationaleffectiveness of the
subgrant component of the program regarding reading and mathematics comprehensi
among homeless Grade 6 students in North Carolina. This study was arguaioy the f
empirical study to evaluate the educational effectiveness of the program.

Relationship to Previous Research
No published reports exist that assess the educational effectivenesgaigham

subgrant component of the MCKV in North Carolina or anywhere else. However, a large
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amount of scholarly literature related to homelessness, including numerous studies
discussing the problem of educating homeless students, has been published. This
literature has documented a wide variety of studies regarding the eagses
consequences of homelessness, but the specific variables used in this study have not
previously been defined in the literature.
History of Homelessness

Doak (2006) reported that prior to thé"™@ntury, homeless individuals often
were blamed for their own homeless situation. The earlier attitudes wengasized in
the English Poor Law of 1601, which distinguished between the worthy poor and the
unworthy poor. The plight of the homeless in those days was attributed by society to
laziness, crime, or some other moral failing. This historical and traditatitade has
since been diminished, although it does continue to represent a fairly prevaletal soci
view that factors such as drug addiction or welfare dependence are theatauses
homelessness. Over the"™2€entury, not only social scientists but also the American
population, especially Congress, came to appreciate the fact that homeslessma® of
a systemic problem than a personal moral failure. This change in attitped bepave
the way for legislation that culminated in the program in 2001.
Definition of Homelessness

The definition of homelessness is not consistent and is often ambiguous. PL 100-
77 was one of the first attempts by Congress to provide a major congresspoabesto
the needs of homeless Americans. This law defined a homeless person as oneta/ho mee

the following conditions:
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1. Anindividual who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence.

2. Anindividual who has a primary nighttime residence that is:

A. A supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed to provide
temporary living accommodations including welfare hotels, congregate
shelters, and transitional housing for the mentally ill.

B. An institution that provides a temporary residence for individuals intended
to be institutionalized; or

C. A public or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a regular
sleeping accommodation for human beings. (p. 2)

One of the first challenges to research is the lack of consensus regaeding t
definition of homelessness. The aforementioned definition, created by PL 100-77,
remains the “government approved” definition of homelessness. It was relevaist t
current study because it applies to the program of 2001. It should be noted, however, that
Burt (2001) and her colleagues at the Urban Institute disagreed with whaotistyeced
to be the government’s overly narrow definition of a homeless person. The goveésnment
definition focuses on where a person is housed at night, that is, on the person’s sleeping
arrangements. Researchers from the Urban Institute preferred indindiggdefinition
of homelessness other elements, such as children in foster care, those doubled up for
short periods in conventional dwellings, and elderly family members who cannot afford
to live elsewhere.

The National Coalition for the Homeless (2007) understood the difficulty of
determining the number of homeless people. This coalition concluded that the question,
“How many homeless are there?” is a misleading way to state the prdiiiem.
researchers associated with this coalition preferred to discuss the nurmpbeplaf who

experience homelessness over a given time rather than try to estimatenther of

persons homeless at any given moment.
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Growth of Homelessness

There is no consensus that homelessness in this country is growing. The U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD, 2007) reported, “The results
suggest that, at a minimum, the homeless population did not increase substantially in the
1996 to 2005 period” (p. 26). It has been difficult to determine with any precision the
exact number of homeless individuals in the United States (HUD, 2007) because the issue
is largely one of definition (Burt, 2001; Jencks, 1994; Rossi, 1989). How long and under
what conditions a person has to live to be defined as a homeless person is a challenge,
whether one is counting the total number of persons who were homeless during a year or
counting the number of persons who were homeless in a particular category on a
particular night.

In the minds of the general public, the homeless population are usually thought to
be individuals who are living in cars or cardboard houses in vacant lots on the edge of a
city. Although a few people living in such situations do exist, they make up only b smal
fraction of the total homeless population. As Doak (2006) pointed out, the demographic
data have not been precise. In the numerous demographic studies mentioned in the
following paragraphs, a close reading reveals that the reports of the number lgfdsome
persons, although generally consistent, have varied in detail from report to Irepoyt
opinion, this variation is the result of one or both of the following factors: (a) the
definition of the homelessness problem; and (b) the counting problem, that is, whether t

count the homeless over an extended period of time, and, if so, what period of time
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(usually a year) or whether to report the number of homeless persons ocwdgrarti
night.

Counting the homeless population has been a subject of scholarly attention and
government reports for many years (Rossi, 1989). By 1995, the USDOE had concluded
that more than 740,000 children and youth in the United States were homeless. Gargiulo
and Kilgo (2005) asserted that by 2005, the number of homeless youth and children in the
United States had surpassed 1 million. They also pointed out that about 250,000 of these
homeless individuals were believed to be preschool-age children. Nufiez and Collignon
(1997) reported on the demographics of homelessness. They mentioned that the subgroup
composed of school-age children constituted the fastest growing segmentomtkless
population at the time of their study.

Of particular interest in this current study were the topics of the number of
homeless school-age children and the impact of homelessness on their livesltRingwa
Greene, Robertson, and McPheeters (1998) noted that the prevalence of hossetdssne
students in the 12- to 17-year age range was around 8% of the total homeless population
and that this age group generally comprised children in Grade 7 through theirysanior
in the education system. This is an important time in the lives of developing adtdesce
because their values and life directions are being established. A stalhje fa
environment is important for continuity, support, and consistency in the life of young
persons at this vital developmental stage. Popp, Stronge, and Hindman (2003) observed
that 1 million children experience homelessness at some time each year.r@oé thi

these children reside in shelters, and one third are in shared housing. Thesheesea
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also noted that on any given night, 100,000 youths may be in some type of homeless
situation.

The USDOE (1997) reported that the number of homeless children and youth
doubled between 1991 and 1993. The HUD (1996) estimated that approximately half of
all homeless children did not attend school regularly at the time of its raparimbre
recent survey, the Los Angeles Homeless Service Coalition (2007) provided what
appeared to me to be the best synopsis of recent homeless data, noting that “3.5 million
people experience at least one homeless night a year and of these 3.5 million, 1.35
million are children and 16% of the homeless are under 5 years of age” (p. 8).

Gargiulo (2006) reported that over the last few decades, the nature and character
of homelessness have changed. Until about 1985, the primary group of people who did
not have adequate housing comprised adult males. By 2006, in Garguilo’s opinion,
families and children composed the most rapidly expanding segment of the $®omele
population. Gargiulo and Kilgo (2005) asserted that by 2005, families and children
comprised about half of the homeless population. Duffield (2001) observed that an
estimated 1.35 million children in the United States were homeless early centusy.

Burt and Aron (2000) pointed out that at the time of their study, an astounding 40% of
homeless children in the United States were under the age of 5. Ringwali898). (
reported, without explanation, that adolescent boys are more likely than girls to be
homeless. They also concluded, with some surprise to me, that there was no differenc
the prevalence of youth homelessness based on race, poverty status, famiiestyuc

region of the country.



29

Comprehensive Treatments of Homelessness

From a long list of general studies of homelessness, a few significant book-length
works have appeared to me to be especially important in understanding the growth,
reality, and impact of homelessness. Jencks (1994) discussed many of the ngor topi
regarding homelessness. For example, he wrote about the complex and challenging
problem of counting the number of homeless persons, which is a daunting task (Doak,
2006; Mawhinney-Rhoads & Stahler, 2006). Jencks also reviewed the social and political
changes between 1985 and 1995 that exacerbated the problem of homelessness. These
factors are still relevant. They include the reduction in the number of individualsrevho a
mentally ill who previously were involuntarily committed. Many of theseqessre
now living on the streets. Another contributing factor to increased homelessnessrhas be
the impact of the epidemic growth of a crack culture. Jencks discussed theeidcreas
number of women with children in contemporary society who do not have husbands who
can provide support. He also commented on the increasing unwillingness of extended
families to provide housing for the less fortunate members of their families

In another impressive work, Hopper (2003) conducted an ethnographic study,
focused heavily on New York City, of the history of that city’s efforts to dehl
homelessness. Hopper’'s work was a good introduction to the social and politidsl eff
on behalf of the extremely poor. This early background of social concern and political
action was important to this study because the period that Hopper described sag the ri
of a national environment, especially in Congress, that resulted in PL 100-77, which wa

the basis of the MCKYV, the focus of this current study.
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Another study that | found useful was that of Rossi (1989). Although Rossi

covered many of the topics addressed by Jencks (1994), his treatment of the growing
presence of single women with children was especially insightful. Rossllurtted the
termdisaffiliation, which differentiated this new group from other extremely poor
persons. By disaffiliation, Rossi referred to homeless people as those whawtkeoat’
enduring and supporting ties to family, friends and kin” (p. 43).

In a completely different kind of study, Liebow (1993) collected and told the
stories of more than 50 homeless single women. Liebow used a method that he described
as “participant, observation research” (p. 321). Although Liebow’s work was devoid of
the statistics provided in many social science studies, it presented thveslagdtinto the
emotional and psychological experiences of the homeless. Liebow’s work is@ helpf
study to view homelessness existentially and personally, not just rerantely
analytically.

Specific Topics Related to Homelessness

In addition to these comprehensive studies, many peer-reviewed monographs and
focused articles in the scholarly literature have addressed a varissyes iof
homelessness. Although most of these monographs did not speak directly to the subject
of this dissertation, which is the evaluation of the program and its efforts to improve the
educational experience of homeless students, they were indirectly rededantportant
to my study. These studies of the various aspects of homelessness haveddscribe
ecological environment of homeless students. The works have contributed to the general

systems theory approach, or the ecological perspective, the term favoredtigosial
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workers (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Germain & Bloom, 1999). These studies have described
where homeless students live, and they have provided an understanding of the
environment in which the education of homeless students is conducted. Any program
aimed at understanding the education of homeless children needs to be cognizant of the
many issues of the homeless students’ environment.
Health Care of Homeless Children

One of the environmental problems faced by homeless children is that of poor
health. Compared to normally housed children, homeless students often do not have
access to regular preventive health care support, which includes such importarsssue
regular immunizations, dental visits, and vision examinations. Homeless child¥an oft
do not receive treatment when they are sick, and if they do receive treatnikrit iat a
frequently delayed. There has been general agreement among reseBeaiokrsl092;
Dordick, 1993; Hopper, 2003) that homeless people suffer from more types of illnesses
for longer periods of time and with more harmful consequences than normally housed
students do. Jozefowicz-Simbeni and Israel (2006) remarked that homelessageuth f
health problems arising frequently from poor living conditions and poor nutrition. Wong
et al. (2004) reported that homeless children “suffer from high rates of acute and chroni
illnesses including fever, ear infections, cough, stomach problems, asthmealend
headaches. Homeless children are more likely than other children to experience

emergency room visits, [and to] be hospitalized” (pp. 289-290).
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Psychological and Mental Health Issues of Homeless Children

The negative factors in the ecological environment that limit the lives and
educational opportunities of homeless students extend well beyond the issues of physica
health. The issues also include psychological stability and mental healtie!IRunsl
Williams (1998) reported that children who live in a homeless environment areatsvice
likely to experience learning disabilities and 3 times more likely to gikdeeace of
emotional problems than their peers in the same class who are normally housed. The
incidence of mental retardation is significantly higher among people who aredssmel
than among those who are normally housed, according to Zima, Bussing, Foreness, and
Benjamin (1997). Russell and Williams summarized their observations byradinat
homelessness is a breeding ground for disabilities among children. Tayltafdsdit
Broad, and Vostanis (2006) observed that even though homeless children have more
severe and frequent mental health problems, they are less likely than ndrousiy
children to receive treatment.

In the view of Swick (2006), the most damaging aspect of being homeless is the
experience of isolatior reality that all homeless persons, especially children,
experience. Having needed resources removed or threatened to be remoaadmsiéctr
experience for anyone. This sense of isolation is especially troubling tolpssver
children. According to Swick, a safe, secure, and dependable environmentas writi
ensuring the emotional security that children need. Children are espsuasdhptible to
feelings of insecurity that inevitably arise in homeless situations.derii950)

observed that stability is important for children to develop positive physical and
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emotional health. Erikson believed that a stable family is a key component af’a chil
ability to succeed in life. In the opinion of Berck (1992), many of the educational issues
that homeless children encounter in school arise originally from the inseduhty o
homeless experience.
The Challenged Homeless Family

The difficulties and challenges that homelessness presents create priuslédme
entire family system. Schmitz et al. (2001) asserted that homelesssdtsireparental
distress by undermining the authority of parents and diluting the parental role. &hafiez
Collignon (1997) pointed out that the average homeless family is “a young singjermot
with one or two children who reads below tffeggade level” (p. 57). Homeless parents
often are less responsive to their children’s needs. This neglect crgateal
splintering of the family unit. Although it is frequently an economic situahanleads
families to the homeless experience, the impact of homelessness often exyends be
economic issues to the psychological needs and stability of the family,adlyplecithe
children. Numerous relational issues (e.g., parent to parent, parent to childreendiildr
children) can arise from the lack of a permanent home. The needs of the famiigial ge
that are experienced during the time of the crisis of homelessness inebvéabie a
part of the emotional life of the children.

Kozoll, Osborne, and Garcia (2003) observed that migrant workers who are
voluntarily homeless often deal more effectively with homelessness than rhany ot
Americans do. Migrant workers often travel as families to new work sites, emaefrtly,

a connection to the extended family is maintained. The presence and power of a stron
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family, especially the support of the extended family, seem to compensatad@stent
among migrant workers for the absence of a permanent home.

Swick and Bailey (2004) argued that the lack of opportunities for homeless
parents and children to develop effective social, human relations, and communication
skills is a major consequence of homelessness. Such social skills aretorttiea
subsequent effective functioning of children in society. The lack of such skills
exacerbates the children’s educational problems. The absence of privgagah ty
shelters is clearly a barrier to effective parent-child communicatiom shelter or the
doubled or tripled family situation in which children may live does not support social
skill development. Swick (1994) pointed out that children and parents need to develop
enjoyable and meaningful family relationships, but this goal is difficultlicese in a
shelter setting or in a crowded environment in which many families ang liwgether.

This environment often increases the parents’ sense of dependency and discourages
individual initiative and action.

This passive indifference and dependence can be transferred to the children,
where it contributes, in Swick’s (1994) view, to the poor academic performance of
homeless children. The ultimate result of this dependency was identified ty &vd
Graves (1993) as the ecology of despair. They contended that poverty andyilibacic
enough when embedded in an ineffective human relationship and social service system,
can give rise to despair, powerlessness, isolation, and extreme insectiigypant of

homeless adults. When these attitudes permeate the family, they help to shvaheethe
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and attitudes of the children. These attitudes and values then influence the children’s
performance in the education system.
The Not-So-Good Life in the Homeless Shelter

Liebow (1993) observed that the homeless shelter culture and lifestyle lare suc
that sheltered families cannot provide their children with the stability thanhted.
Swick (2006) observed that almost all shelters experience overcrowding and pravide fe
opportunities for privacy. In addition, the frequent presence in the shelters sf\atalt
themselves have major mental health problems adds to the children’s negative
experience. The chaotic dynamics of street life move into the sheltgrseimsthe best
intentions of the shelter managers. The shelter environments creatgdeélinsecurity,
uncertainty, and fear, especially in children. This uncertainty clearlgdasational
implications: It is difficult to do algebra homework in such a chaotic environment.

Johnsen, Cloke, and May (2005) remarked that the problems with the quality of
life in the shelter and the attitudes of the shelter leaders have been redawtinnly as
an American problem but also as a problem in the United Kingdom. They claimed that
shelters often are spaces of fear more than they are spaces of cat€2806¢
described “the reality of not having a housing situation where one is safeamd s
creates multiple barriers to gaining control over one’s life” (p. 195).
Mistrust of Officials

Park, Metraux, Brodbar, and Culhane (2004) noted the importance for homeless
parents and children to have a frequent and a positive interaction and relationship with

public and private social service providers. These relationships should include social



36

workers, shelter operators, teachers, and school officials, but such positive reillasions
do not always happen. Park et al. discovered that living in some shelters and working
with some social service professionals actually may reduce the sestep@iverment
among individuals who are homeless. Swick and Bailey (2004) pointed out that the
attitudes and behavior of some social service professionals, as well as theymemor
negative experiences with authority figures, often cause some homeless joeagnid
interactions with the school and the support opportunities available to help theirrchildre
The hesitancy of parents to relate to the school is unfortunate because this is an
interaction and source of support that homeless children desperately need. Thgesame t
of problem has been found in health care services for the homeless population. Zlotnick
and Marks (2002) reported that because of their mistrust of health cardsffoiae
homeless people fail to obtain health services for themselves and their chieren, e
though these services are available to them.
Educational Consequences of Homelessness

If the researchers who are interested in the impact of the program on the
educational experience of homeless students narrow the scope of the diteraiew
from homeless in general to the more focused topic of the education of homeless
students, they will discover that although the amount of existent literatie@used,
there are still many scholarly studies directly related to the topic ofitt@gon of
homeless students. There also has been significant literature on a relatedaoeily,
the education of highly mobile students, or students who change schools frequently. A

partial list of this extensive collection of studies on school mobility includds suc
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researchers as Attles (1997); Buckner, Bassuk, and Weinreb (2001); Don@@d%y; (

Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin (2004); Heinlein and Shinn (2000); Jeynes (2002); and
Kerbow et al. (2003). Not all mobile students are homeless, but most homeless students
have experienced some degree of mobility (Black, 2006; Sanderson, 2004; Titus, 2007).

The correlation between homelessness and poor academic achievement is well
documented. The presence of homelessness produces low achievement teshacores, t
increased incidence of disabilities, poor grades, more frequent school behavior problems
more grade retentions, more severe truancy, and a higher incidence of school dropouts
(Israel, Urberb, & Toro, 2001; Jozefowicz-Simbeni, 2003; Masten, Miliotis, Graham-
Berman, Ramirez, & Neemann, 1993; Ziesemer, Marcoux, & Marwell, 1994). Rafferty
and Rollins (1989) found that only 42% of 3,800 homeless children in New York scored
at or above grade level on a reading test in 1988, as compared to 68% of normally housed
students citywide. Zima et al. (1994) concluded that homeless children are nmofe tha
times as likely to score at or below thé"¥Ercentile in a vocabulary and reading test, as
compared to the general population.

Homeless children also are more likely than are their normally housed péers t
retained. In Los Angeles, 30% of the homeless students were retained, 1&¥6 of the
normally housed students (Wood, Valdez, Hayashi, & Shinn, 1990). In New York, the
corresponding numbers were 20% versus 8% (Rubin et al., 1996). Rafferty (1998) also
reported that children who are homeless have lower standardized test andnashieve

test scores and are more likely than are normally housed students to bel iattiee
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same grade level. Nuiiez (2001) reported that 57% of school-age homeless children in
New York City had changed schools at least once since becoming homeless.

The negative impact of homelessness on academic achievement also was reported
by Bassuk and Rubin (1987) and Byrnes and Yamamoto (1986). Rafferty, Shinn, and
Weitzman (2004) conducted a detailed analysis and comparison of the school experience
and academic achievement of 46 adolescents in families that had formerig eogakr
homelessness and compared them to 87 permanently housed adolescents. Both groups of
students were from families that were receiving public assistande gBmips had
similar cognitive abilities. The 46 formerly homeless students had more schoatynobil
more grade retention, and lower plans for postsecondary education than the permanently
housed students. Fox, Barnett, Davies, and Byrd (1990) concluded that 79% of the
homeless students in New York City scored at or below the&fcentile on the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. This significant peer-reviewed litereggarding the
negative impact of homelessness on the education of children has correlated
homelessness with low achievement test scores, poor grades, frequent schoot behavi
problems, more grade retention, more severe truancy, and a higher incidence of school
dropouts (Israel et al., 2001; Jozefowicz-Simbeni, 2003; Masten et al., 1993; Zieseme
al., 1994).

Responses to Homelessness
Response of Schools to Homelessness
After the enactment of PL 100-77, but prior to the program of 2001, a few public

schools began to recognize the unique education problems that homeless children
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experience. These schools started to implement programs to address thespdsiaf
homeless students. A study in 2000 just prior to passage of the program (Stronge & Reed
Victor, 2000) described a few intervention programs for the homeless. The researcher
observed that many interventions for homeless children require activitiedeootshe

school system. At least three different schools have developed methodologiesddiEsigne
address the needs of homeless students. First, the Home, Education Readiness, and
Opportunity (HERO) program focused on special activities and services to erthanc
self-image of homeless students. Second, a program has been directed to shaping the
teachers’ attitudes and skills in working with the homeless. Third, a prograrauugs s

to improve the knowledge and skills of the school social workers and school counselors
who deal with the homeless.

Davey, Penuel, Allison-Tant, and Rosner (2000) commented on the success of the
HERO program of Nashville, Tennessee, which was funded under PL 100-77. The major
purpose of the HERO program was to reduce the effect of mobility on educational
achievement. All families and children who were residents of any Nashvilleg$see,
shelter for homeless people were eligible to join the HERO program. Onite$aand
their children were admitted to a shelter, the shelter director informeautiete of the
merits of the program, and the school was provided with the name of the family/child.
School social workers were notified after five or more unexcused absertbes of
homeless students. The HERO Program Homework Center is an after-school,
community-based program that provides educational training and support 2 hours per

night for 2 nights a week at four homeless shelters in the city. This learnieg cent
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provides homework instruction by certified teachers and computer games to promote
cognitive development.

A typical outing in a learning center might involve swimming, music, and art at
the local Boys and Girls Club, all designed to assist in the formation of avpasti-
image in children. According to Zufferey and Kerr (2004), such an image is agcéss
the development of self-confidence and personal strengths. The HERO prograredppear
to be successful. Daily school attendance rates in the last few weeks afgrepwere
90% higher than at the beginning.

Knowlton (2006) described a second type of intervention that involves an effort to
shape the classroom teachers’ understanding of homeless students. Attentiem s gi
the teachers’ response to homelessness within the classroom. Knowlton didueissed t
importance of three factors in educating homeless students: a closeatégsam
“buddy”; a mentor; and a structured daily routine. This second approach involves the
recognition of the role of the teacher in the homeless problem. Although it is gsalw
mentioned in the literature, individual classroom teachers spend more time witle$®me
students than do social workers, psychologists, administrators, or counselonsezbmbi
The relationship that is formed and the “homeless friendly” classroom settitigear
most important aspects of assisting homeless children. Support personnel such as school
counselors and social workers can provide needed services, but the presence of a
supportive and welcoming teacher with a thorough knowledge of homelessness is

paramount.
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A third school-based intervention was described by Baggerly and Borkowski
(2004), who noted the importance of the role of the school counselors who work with
homeless students. They contended that it is useful for school counselors to help shelte
staff and classroom teachers understand that they are on the same teartatdthélyad
the literature has not included many descriptions of the importance of school social
workers in dealing with homeless students. When a problem arises for a homeless
student, it is almost always the school social worker who is tasked to respond to the
problem on behalf of the school.

Response of Federal Government to Homelessness

The literature review of the government’s response to homelessness can be
described in two parts: (a) the general government’s action regarding honsdeasite
(b) the specific congressional legislation focused on education, namely, PL 1890-77,
amended, and the program of 2001, the government’s primary response to the educational
needs of homeless students. Concerning federal action, the plight of the homeheds has
gone unnoticed by the federal government. Weicker (2006), assistant secretary f
housing, pointed out that as early as 1949, the housing issue for the homeless population
began to be recognized by Congress. In that year, Congress passed the MduSinig
legislation enunciated a national goal of having a decent home, in a suitatge livi
environment, for every American family. This earlier attention was focoiséde
suitability of the living environment.

Later emphasis turned to the more general needs of the homeless and considered

the impact that homelessness has on the quality of life in particular. Tompsett, Tor
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Guzicki, Manrique, and Zatakia (2006) compared data regarding the attitude of the public

on the issue of homelessness from the period 1993 to 1994 to the more recent period.
They found that the American population and, ultimately, Congress had less sesteotyp
views of the homeless in 2006 than in the earlier period. By 2006, there also was an
increased appreciation that homelessness often involves more than economsid lasue
new attitude about homelessness helped to create the political climate in wioich se
legislation regarding homelessness became possible.
The McKinney-Vento Program

History

The program of 2001 had its origin in PL 100-77. According to the National
Coalition for the Homeless (2006), the original PL 100-77 was amended four times,
namely, in 1988, 1990, 1992, and 1994, before the 2001 program. The 1988 revision
expanded eligible activities and clarified the distribution of funds. Major matldits
that expanded programs for which program funds could be used were adopted in 1990.
The 1992 revision continued the expansion of the program into rural areas, provided
support for drugs and alcohol programs, and authorized support for mentally ill persons.
In 1994, more flexibility was provided to LEAS, specifying the right of homeless
preschoolers to a free and public education. In this revision, parents were providad wit
stronger voice regarding the placement of their children. In 2001, the Act waseana
the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act.

One overriding goal of the program was to allow students to return to their school

of origin during a homeless situation. School of origin was defined as the school Im whic



43

the children were enrolled when they became homeless. Another major goal of the
program was that homeless students should remain in a regular school and not be
segregated in special schools for homeless individuals. In the opinion of those who
drafted the legislation, this reduced the harassment and ostracism of beglgdsom

Slowly, separate schools for homeless children disappeared. Doak (2006)
commented that the proponents of separate schools have argued that separate schools
provide badly needed services, such as showers, clothing, hygiene items, dental and
medical care, psychological counseling, and birthday parties and giftprdpenents of
separate schools for the homeless also have asserted that separate sclibcisldiga
from the embarrassment and ridicule they might encounter in the regular phblit sc
setting. The opponents of separate schools also have argued that the stigma of being
outside of the mainstream outweighs any advantages. The Homeless Children é&nd Yout
Program passed in January 2002 as part of the No Child Left Behind Act (PL 107-110)
required the elimination of separate schools for homeless children. Doak notide that
PL 107-110 states, “Homelessness alone is not sufficient reason to sepaetesstom
the mainstream school environment” (p. 64). This law mandates that homelessichildre
be placed in the mainstream school environment.

The program (2001) mandated the designation of a state coordinator to promote
educational access for homeless students; however, this component was slow to be
activated. Thompson and Davis (2003) observed that even as late as 2003, 2 years after
the enactment of the program, a significant number of homeless liaisons in Wareis

not aware that they were the homeless designees. The liaisons alsdehaid it
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knowledge of the program. Thompson and Davis documented the need for school
districts to devote more training, outreach, and knowledge to services in the area of
MCKYV programming.
Lack of Evaluation of the Program

Just prior to the adoption of the program in 2001, Markward and Biros (2001), in
an assessment of PL 100-77 and its subsequent amendments, pointed out that excellent
initiatives had been taken to meet the educational needs of homeless studentsr,Howeve
it was clear to the advocates for the homeless that much more remained to be done. One
of the changes that Congress made in 1990 that was especially relevant to thisastudy w
the recognition that the purpose of PL 100-77 was not simply to enroll homeless children,
“but to promote their academic success in public schools” (Project Hope, 2008, p. 1).

| suspected, and the literature review subsequently confirmed, that the evaluation
of the federal programs for homeless children has focused on processesaather t
educational outcomes. There have been reports of improved services, but very little
attention has been given to identifying what improvements in education actualy hav
been achieved. The procespect of the program was evaluated, and that evaluation
documented that the services required by the program are being fulfilled- Hayes
Whigham (2006) and Rosenfeld (2003) reported on the process of the program, but
neither commented on the educational achievement. There was understandabt®ifrustr
in Congress about the absence of an assessment of educational outcomestratigfrus

led to specific language in 1990 that noted that the legislation was intended “ttgorom



45

academic success.” The intent of Congress was not only to improve services but als
improve education.

In the 1990 amendment, steps were taken to increase access to educational
services. These improvements were retained in the 2001 program. Project Hope (2008)
summarized the program of 2001 as follows:

Since 1990, however, states have been authorized within certain limits to award

grants to local educational agencies (LEAS) for an array of educatiahal an

support services in response to the needs of homeless students. Today, schools
that apply for and receive, McKinney-Vento funds may use them to provide
before school and after school programs, tutoring programs, referrals foemedic
and mental health services, pre-school programs, parent education, counseling,
social work services, transportation services, and other services thattmay no

otherwise have been provided by the public school program. (p. 2)

The program mandated that states initiate significant positive stepsdbths education
of homeless students. These include requiring transportation for homeless students i
manner that keeps them in their original schools, easing the enrollment prpcess b
reducing bureaucratic barriers, and providing meals and some or all of the si&stiedes
above.

The decision regarding particular services is at the discretion of thell k#s
not been demonstrated in the literature that these steps have been effectiveumgnpr
the educational experience of homeless students. In the manner of the logicians of
philosophy, the program may have provided the necessary, but not sufficient, conditions
for improving the educational experience of homeless students. As a result of the
program, people at the local and state levels are thinking about the topic of homeless

education. There is some federal money to support homeless education projects. The

2005-2006 Federal Data Collection Report on the program noted that during 2005-2006,
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there was a 28% increase in the number of homeless children and youth served by LEAs
with subgrants, as compared to 2004-2005 (as cited in National Center for Homeless
Education, 2007). Many services required under the act are now being provided.

All of these services are positive developments. However, individually and
collectively, they do not guarantee an improvement in educational achievement. There
may be other factors, known or unknown, limiting the effectiveness of the program. The
problem is that no one knows whether the process is achieving its goal. Beginning in
2002-2003, the federal government required states to provide academic achievement data
based on homeless students. These data, which were collected by the USDOE, suggested
that reading comprehension and mathematics scores across the nation have improved (
cited in National Center for Homeless Education, 2008). The process, however, does not
make it easy to determine what role the program, especially the subgmgnanpy has
played in this improvement (National Center for Homeless Education, 2008).

As part of the literature review, this researcher sought the advice of perbon
were especially knowledgeable about homeless education in general and the program
particular. First, | spoke with Gary Rutkin, who at the time of the conversation,
supervised the program at the USDOE. This researcher noted the lack of peeedevie
literature regarding the program. | asked especially about evaluatibe eflucational
effectiveness of the program. Rutkin replied, “If you find anything, let me know”

(personal communication, May 25, 2007).
| then spoke with Debra McHenry, arguably the most informed North Carolinian

regarding the program, especially its implementation in North Caroliné frears, she
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had the primary responsibility in the North Carolina DPI for implementing the pnogra

When | asked her where | might begin to look for scholarly, peer-reviewesbass@s

of the program, she, like Rutkin, also stated that she was not aware of any stutfie
educational effectiveness of the program (personal communication, October 28, 2007). |
also interviewed John McLaughlin, who followed Rutkin as the supervisor of the
program at the USDOE. McLaughlin also opined, in agreement with Rutkin and
McHenry, that there has been an absence of peer-reviewed literaturengdbessnpact

of this legislation on the educational experience of homeless children (dersona
communication, July 6, 2008).

These conversations confirmed my conclusion that although much had been
written about homelessness and the impact of homelessness on education, the initial
conclusion about the absence of peer-reviewed literature on this topic was twrect
empirical, scholarly, peer-reviewed evaluations of the program had been dane. Thi
absence has resulted in a serious gap in the literature. | suggest tsiatiyisas
responded to the need to fill that gap.

Research Design
Research Climate

Shadish et al. (2002) suggested, “Experiments are so highly prized that in a
research area such as medicine the randomized experiment is often refagéaetgold
standard” (p. 13). It provides the highest level of confidence regarding thevefiiess
of any program that is intended to alter outcomes. The purpose of an experiment is to

establish a causal connection between the independent and dependent variables when an
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experiment is possible, but therein is the challenge. This classical, posiapigroach,

found in the physical sciences, is not always possible in the social scienceenBawd
Sonenstein (n.d.) concluded, “In the human services arena, programs suited to a classic
experiment may be the exception rather than the rule” (p. 1).

Eisenhart and Towne (2003) observed that there has been much debate in recent
years among educational researchers about the definition of scientifiaaid research.

A postpositivist approach was favored by the National Research Council (2002), which
argued for a standard to be employed in determining federally funded edatati
research. As Eisenhart and Towne noted, however, the work of the National Research
Council did not end the debate.

A properly conducted scientific experiment designed to measure theadféect
treatment requires the utilization of a randomized control group. This control group,
which receives no treatment, is statistically identical to the expetaingroup (Shadish
et al., 2002). However, frequently in the social sciences and in medicine, and often in
economics, such classical scientific experiments are not feasible, atédraatale may
be necessary that often takes the form of a quasi-experiment. In a truenexpgiiis
possible to establish with a high degree of confidence a clear, causaltmnbetwveen
the independent and dependent variables. In a quasi-experiment, the best thaterssearc
can hope for is to develop arguments that support a relationship between the independent
and dependent variables, but there is always less confidence than in a truaemperi

that a causal connection has been established.
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Quasi-Experimental Study: Why It Is Needed and How It Is Done

In this study, the archival data that were utilized came from the EOG tests in
mathematics and reading comprehension for 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 school years for
homeless Grade 6 students in North Carolina. According to D’Agostino and Kwan
(1995), such data constitute a retrospective study because “the phenomenon under
investigation occurs before the onset of the study” (p. AS 101). Therefore, asgigome
groups is beyond my control.

In chapter 3, the process of selection is described. | paid particularcattenthe
control group and its relation to the experimental group because the character of the
control group was vital to the question of internal validity. Cook and Campbell (1979)
stated that internal validity “refers to the validity with which statet:ean be made
about whether there is a causal relationship from one variable to another in tie form
which the variables were manipulated or measured” (p. 38). The issue of esigblishi
internal validity, as Shadish et al. (2002) noted, is the ubiquitous problem in quasi-
experiments. How effectively the internal validity issue was addresseduieed the
level of acceptance of my claim of causality.

Alternative Research Design Methods

| considered and then rejected alternative methods of assessing the possible
impact of the program. One alternate method that was considered was to sacheyste
counselors, school social workers, and other persons who were knowledgeable about the
program. The purpose of the survey was to determine their opinions about the

effectiveness of the program. This method was less effective becausealibfichéy in
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qguantifying the results. Another method was to compare the retention statfstic

homeless students in funded and nonfunded LEAs. This method also was less desirable
than assessing the scores on the EOG tests because the number of studedt/astaine
only a small fraction of the number of students tested. In addition, | never waia teat

| would obtain retention data for North Carolina homeless students.

North Carolina EOG Testing in Reading Comprehension and Mathematics

The website for the North Carolina DPI (n.d.) indicates that the material
describing the EOG testing process was placed on the website in April 2003. Tiine Nor
Carolina testing process can be divided into two parts. The first part is theQédlina
Standard Course of Study (NCSCS). This established the standard Gradeusucarior
reading comprehension and mathematics. The responsibility for creating andgifuzati
NCSCS is assigned to the North Carolina DPI's Division of Instructionalcesr
(2002). The department is assisted by curriculum specialists, teacheirssadiors, and
university professors. The NCSCS is reviewed for possible revisions eveey$sby the
North Carolina DPI.

The second part of the EOG testing program is the test itself. “North Carolina
tests are curriculum-based tests designed to measure the objectives foendorth
Carolina Standard Course of Studiorth Carolina DPI Accountability Services, n.d.,

p. 2). There is a 22-step process for evaluating new test questions. Test dewveispme
continuous. A difficulty level is assigned to each test question. Easy test quastions

ones that about 70% of the students answer correctly. Medium test questions aratones th
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50% to 60% of the students answer correctly. Difficult test questions are on28%hto
30% of the students answer correctly.
Reliability of the North Carolina EOG Tests

Sanford (1996) noted that the North Carolina EOG tests control for relialitity a
validity with three types of reliability: alternate form, test-se¢teliability, and internal
consistency reliability. The alternate form reliability examines thdre¢quivalent forms
of the EOG tests yield the same results. The test-retest reji@isitmines whether two
test administrations yield the same results. One example of testtredtability of the
EOG tests identified a 0.86 reliability factor after three test adtratiens in Grade 7
reading comprehension. The internal consistency reliability examingbevhie test
measures a single basic concept. A national survey of teachers resaltset iof mixed
attitudes regarding the validity of the EOG tests. The largestimitiof teachers was
that the tests created a “teach to the test” classroom experieneen@btedulla, &
Madaus, 2003). A survey of North Carolina teachers resulted in a complaint from them
about the tendency of the testing process to encourage teachers to focus on the test
process (Jones et al., 1999).
Validity of the North Carolina EOG Tests

The NCSCS (North Carolina DPI Accountability Services, n.d.) defines the
competencies expected for reading comprehension and mathematicsoEaAéamn
Dyk, Kramer, Brown, and Yelton (2006) concluded that the EOG tests are designed to
measure reading comprehension and mathematics achievement. Content and construct

validity are used to determine that the test measures concepts from the NCSCS.
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Variables

Because there have been no previous studies directly related to the educational
assessment of the program, no literature-based variables were refereheddereture.
This study followed the process described by Creswell (2003) regarding the use of
independent and dependent variables in quantitative studies. The dependent variables
were the test scores in reading comprehension and mathematics. The independent
variables were funding versus no funding, grade level (Grade 5 and Grade 6), and
homeless versus normally housed.

Summary

Homelessness is a multifaceted problem that has given rise to a variety of
opinions. However, general agreement across the political spectrumdedys adcepted
that homelessness is a serious national problem, especially for homeless peasthool
school-age children. Politicians also have agreed that it is difficult tondate precisely
the number of individuals who are homeless, but all political persuasions would agree
that the number of homeless school-age children is too large.

Data have converged to show that when compared to normally housed children,
homeless children do not achieve at the same academic level. The findiadsaged on
retention statistics, standardized tests, and the opinions of teachers. Thergis st
support across the political spectrum for programs to improve the educational
experiences of homeless children. It is informative that Congressman McKuasesy
Republican and Congressman Vento was a Democrat. The requests for additional funds

for the program need to be buttressed by studies of the program’s effectiveness
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Beginning that assessment is the purpose of this study. Chapter 3 explainedtehres

method of the study.



CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHOD
Introduction

This chapter describes the research design used in the study. A prelimmaify pa
this study addressed the question of the impact of homelessness on the educational
success of students. Such a comparison had been done in other states, but never in North
Carolina. The primary research question of this study asked, “Does the MgRien&
Program improve the academic achievement of homeless students in the LEAs tha
receive program subgrants?” Some LEAs in North Carolina receive subtremigh the
program to support the education of homeless students; other LEAs do not. Of the 111
LEAs in North Carolina, 21 received funding, but 90 did not. The fact that some LEAs
received funding and others did not created the opportunity for a comparison and an
assessment of the subgrant program.

The North Carolina DPI, as a part of its assessment program every spring,
administers reading comprehension and mathematics EOG tests to all Gratkn6s
These test scores are retained by the DPI as a part of its arcbordlstel he data are, in
principle, public archival data and, in theory, they are available to any citi2eortf
Carolina, although these data are not normally published and are difficult to obtain.
Providing these data in response to a request from a private citizen requareésreive
effort on the part of the staff at DPI, who must extract the required dataakadtinem
available in a usable form. Following approval from Walden University’s Institai
Review Board (IRB approval # 07-07-09-0085392ngaged in many conversations

with the staff as they sought to understand and prepare the requested data.eBhferscor
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the reading comprehension and mathematics tests administered in the springasfd2006
2007 were made available to me by the DPI for this study. In addition, the scores of
homeless Grade 5 students for the preceding year were provided and wereaised a
pretest for comparison purposes.
Research Design

The archival data gathered by the DPI in 2005, 2006, and 2007 did not meet the
requirements of a random selection, as required in a true experimental stueyer
the data in Table 3 in chapter 4 are representative of the various geograuiaa of
North Carolina. In a later section of this study, | describe the procesbydiasl DPI to
determine which LEAs were funded. There were 21 LEAs funded in a basiélly s
selection process with minor DPI input. This nonrandom selection process is known as a
guasi-experiment. Bell (2008) commented that although “randomized experiments are
always preferred, where such experiments are not possible, a well-congeas:-
experimental design, if executadth statistical sophistication and in recognition of its
limitations|italics added], will provide better information than no evaluation at all”
(p- 1).

| used the funded LEAs as the experimental group and the nonfunded LEAs as the
control group. Shadish et al. (2002) labeled this quasi-experimental design as an
“untreated control group design with dependent pretest and posttest samples” (p. 136).
They described this design as “the most common of all quasi-experiments” (p. 136).

Similarly, Creswell (2003) referenced this a nonequivalent pretest and postits|
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group design. Using the symbols of both groups of researchers, the design can be

diagrammed as the following:

The NR indicates a nonrandom selection, and the X indicates a treatment. In the
case of this study, the treatment consists of some of the services approved artddsuppor
by the program. They are described later in this chapter. These servieegwea only
to the experimental group.;@dicates the pretest EOG scores of both groups. The
dashed horizontal line between the experimental and control group indicates that
comparison groups have not been established by random assignment.ifidhiea®es
the posttreatment EOG scores of both groups, even though only the experimental group
was treated. The left-to-right dimension implied that the treatment med¢kd final
observation. A comparison of the EOG scores of the funded and nonfunded groups, as
indicated by the change from @ O,, was the fundamental measurement of this study.
Research Questions: RQ 1 and RQ 2: The Preliminary Question

RQ 1 asked, “Do normally housed Grade 6 students in North Carolina
demonstrate higher academic achievement in reading comprehension than homeless
Grade 6 students?” RQ 2 asked, “Do normally housed Grade 6 students in North Carolina
demonstrate higher academic achievement in mathematics than homelds$ Gr
students do?” | used both of these RQs to study the EOG scaiédlofth Carolina
Grade 6 students, normally housed and homeless, in the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007

school years. RQ 1 and RQ 2 were not part of the fundamental focus of this study
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because they did not address the issue of the impact of the program on the academic
achievement of homeless students. Rather, these two questions considered the
educational impact of homelessness on students by comparing the readingheasipre
and mathematics EOG scores of both groups of students.

This comparison was included in this current study for two reasons. First, it
addressed the important preliminary question regarding the impact of homelessness
educational achievement. Second, there had not been a previous empirical analysis in
North Carolina of the impact of homelessness on education. The data available in this
study facilitated such an analysis. Third, it was important for North Carselina’
educational planners to know the extent to which homelessness has impacted educational
achievement in the state.

Hypotheses

Ho1: There is no significanp(< .05) difference in reading comprehension EOG
scores in North Carolina between normally housed Grade 6 students and homeless Grad
6 students in the 2006-2007 school year.

Ha: There is a significant differencp € .05) in reading comprehension EOG
scores in North Carolina between normally housed Grade 6 students and homeless Grad
6 students in the 2006-2007 school year.

Ho2: There is no significanp(< .05) difference in mathematics EOG scores in
North Carolina between normally housed Grade 6 students and homeless Grade 6

students in the 2006-2007 school year.
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Ha2: There is a significanp(< .05) difference in mathematics EOG scores in
North Carolina between normally housed Grade 6 students and homeless Grade 6
students in the 2006-2007 school year.
Analysis of RQ 1 and RQ 2

Separate comparisons were made about the educational effects of homelessness
for 2006 and 2007. In each year, the independent variable was a nominal level variable,
state of housing, which had two values: normally housed and homeless. The dependent
variable was a ratio level variable, namely, the EOG score. | compared that ohpa
homelessness on the academic achievement of Grade 6 students from across North
Carolina. | calculated the mean EOG scores and standard deviation for the komeles
children and the mean EOG scores and standard deviation for the normally housed
children and used independem¢sts to determine whether there were statistically
significant differencesp(< .05) in the scores between the normally housed and the
homeless students. | made four separate comparisons of the EOG scores &f normal
housed students with those of homeless students: reading comprehension (2006),
mathematics (2006), reading comprehension (2007), and mathematics (2007).
Research Questions: RQ 3 and RQ 4: The Primary Question

In contrast to RQ 1 and RQ 2, which considered all North Carolina Grade 6
students, RQ 3 and RQ 4 used only data related to homeless students. RQ 3 asked, “Do
homeless students from LEAs that receive program funding achieve higher Ed{§ rea

comprehension scores than students from LEAs that are not funded? RQ 4 asked, “Do



59

homeless students from LEAs that receive program funding achieve higher EOG
mathematics scores than students from LEAs that are not funded?”

RQ 3 and RQ 4 compared the change from the pretgsh e posttest, O
scores of homeless students in the 21 LEASs receiving funding to the EOG scores of
homeless students in the 90 LEAs that are not funded. Separate calculations were don
for reading comprehension and mathematics for 2006 and 2007. The possible impact of
the program on the educational achievement of homeless students was the major focus of
this study.
Hypotheses

Hos: There is no significant increage< .05) in North Carolina from the Grade 5
pretest to the Grade 6 posttest of the EOG mathematics scores in thehhEkseived
program treatment compared to the LEASs that were not funded in the 2006-2007 school
year.

Has: There is a significant increase< .05) in North Carolina from the Grade 5
pretest to the Grade 6 posttest of the EOG mathematics scores in thehhEkseived
program treatment compared to the LEASs that were not funded in the 2006-2007 school
year.

Hos: There is no significant increage< .05) in North Carolina from the Grade 5
pretest to the Grade 6 posttest of the EOG reading comprehension scores iAghieatE
received program treatment compared to the LEAs that were not funded in the 2006-2007

school year.
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Ha4 There is a significant increage< .05) in North Carolina from the Grade 5
pretest to the Grade 6 posttest of the EOG reading comprehension scores iAghieatE
received McKinney-Vento treatment compared to the LEAs that were not funded in t
2006-2007 school year.

Analysis of RQ 3 and RQ 4

For this study, each student had to have both a Grade 5 pretest score and a Grade
6 posttest score. There were two independent nominal level variables in thesedggothe
One was year, and the other was the nominal level variable, funding cateigjotyyav
values, namely, funded or nonfunded. The dependent variable was a ratio level variable,
EOG score.

A 2 x 2 repeated-measures ANOVA was used to determine whether tleege wa
significant difference between the EOG scores for the two funding states, fumitled a
nonfunded, and for the 2 years, Grade 5 (pretest) and Grade 6 (posttest). | alzaanaly
the data by checking to see whether the interaction of grade by fundingyniéisaant.

Setting and Sample
Sample Size

In 2006-2007, the North Carolina DPI administered EOG tests in reading
comprehension and mathematics to an estimated 107,000 Grade 6 students across the
state. In 2006, EOG scores were reported for 54,000 students, about 50% of the total. In
2007, scores for about 94,000 students, or about 88%, were reported. These numbers
were above the minimums suggested for the statistical tests thatm@oyed (Johnson

& Christensen, 2004). About 0.5% of the Grade 6 students in North Carolina have been
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identified as homeless. It should be noted, however, that this study considered only
homeless students who attend public schools. The HUD (1996) estimated that one half of
all homeless children do not attend school regularly. In my opinion, the passage of the
program in 2001 has increased the percentage of homeless students who attend school
regularly, even though attendance is still much less than 100%.

Statistical Power

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) commented, “A critical issue in designing any
study, is whether there is adequate power, that is, a strong probabilityf¢lotd dfat
actually exist have a chance of producing statistical significance ireyeutual data
analysis” (p. 11). Weinbach and Grinnell (2007) defined statistical power as “litg abi
of the statistical analysis to correctly detect a true relationshigeba variables”

(p. 124).

The power of a test depends on the size of the sample, level of significance, and
the size of the effect. Pollant (2007) noted that power is seldom an issue for saimples
100 or more. Given the size of the DPI data, low power was not a problem in this study.
The program G*Power 3 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) was used to @alculat
statistical power. Power exceeded .95 with respect to detecting a mdfiansiee.

Instrumentation and Materials
Instrumentation
The EOG tests were developed by DPI to determine skill levels in reading

comprehension and mathematics. The EOG is designed to assess the students’
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understanding of the concepts presented in the North Carolina Standard Course of Study
(NCSCS; DPI, 2002). Both tests employ a multiple-choice methodology.

The mathematics test consists of 82 multiple-choice questions and is adwetniste
in two parts: calculator active (54 questions) and calculator inactive (28ansdsfihe
reading comprehension test consists of 9 reading selections, with 6 to 9 adsociate
guestions for each selection. Each student is asked to read 5 literary se(@diiction,

1 nonfiction, 2 poems); 3 informational selections (2 content and 1 consumer); and 1
embedded experimental selection (may be fiction, nonfiction, poetry, consumer, or
content).

Reliability of the North Carolina EOG Test: Mathematics

Reliability refers to the consistency of the score for a repeatétgtesthe same
population. The DPI considers a test reliable when the reliability creeifis at least
0.85. According to Bazemore et al. (2006), “The internal consistency coeffieaséed
on “scores derived from individual items or subsets of items” (p. 62). In 2001, the Grade
5 internal consistency coefficient was 0.95, and the Grade 6 internal consistency
coefficient was 0.96. Both were well above the 0.85 accepted by the industry and the
DPI.

Validity of the North Carolina EOG Test: Mathematics

The standard definition for validity is whether a test measures what it putgorts

measure. Validity has had a somewhat different focus in its use by the DPI. ffoidete

validity, “test scores are evaluated rather than the test itselfe(Bare et al., 2006,
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p. 87). The DPI surveyed North Carolina mathematics teachers for their opinions about
the adequacy of the match between the EOG tests and the NCSCS. The questionnaires
asked the teachers to evaluate five statements regarding this match 3spomeLikert
scale. The highest rating score i@ superior degreghe next level waw ahigh
degree and the lowest wasot at all The percentage of teachers ranking the test to a
superior or high degree ranged from 85% to 48%.
Reliability of the North Carolina EOG Test: Reading Comprehension

The reading comprehension internal consistency coefficient is based on “scores
derived from individual items or subsets of the items within a test or subsets &f item
(Bazemore et al., 2006, p. 62) from a single administration of the test. In 2001, the Grade
5 internal consistency coefficient was 0.918, and the Grade 6 internal consistency
coefficient was 0.937. These were well above the 0.85 accepted by the DPI.
Validity of the North Carolina EOG Test: Reading Comprehension

The validity of the reading comprehension EOG test is determined by the
relevancy of the teacher’s judgment regarding student achievement orugdeEaaG
test scores. Bazemore et al. (2006) reported that the Pearson correlgfficrents range
from 0.49 to 0.65, indicating a moderate to strong correlation between student
achievement and the teacher’s judgment of student achievement.

Data Collection

The data were the EOG scores in reading comprehension and mathematics

administered to all North Carolina Grade 6 students in the spring of 2006 and 2007. For

the Grade 6 class of 2006, | used their Grade 5 EOG scores from 2005 as a pretreatment
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baseline. For the Grade 6 class of 2007, | used their Grade 5 scores from 2006 as a
pretreatment baseline.

My decision to study the 2005-2006, 2006-2007 school years was influenced by
the opinion of the person who for many years directed homeless education in North
Carolina. In her opinion, 2006 was the first year in which North Carolina had useful
guantitative data on homeless education (personal communication, D. Mchenry, October
28, 2007). The data provided by the North Carolina DPI (2002) included the following:

1. Homeless or normally housed status.

2. The LEA of the student, but not the student’s individual school, student’s

name, or student’s gender.

3. The mathematics score of the student. The range for the mathematissiscore

0 to 381. The same scale score was used for the Grade 5 and the Grade 6 tests.

4. The reading comprehension score of the student. The range for the reading

comprehension scores is 0 to 348. The same scale was used for the Grade 5
and Grade 6 students.

The pretest and the posttest data were matched. This meant that the Grade 5
scores of a particular student could be compared to the Grade 6 scores of the same
student. In addition to the EOG scores, the DPI provided me with a separate li2Dbf the
LEAs in North Carolina that received funding in the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 funding

cycles (K. Gattis, personal communication, August 12, 2008).
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Requirement for Normality of the Data

An important step required intaest or an ANOVA statistical process is to
determine whether the data form a normal distribution. Triola (2008) observed $hat thi
a “loose requirement” (p. 585) and that the method works well unless the data
distribution is far from normal. The process can tolerate major departuresdromality,
especially if the number of data units is large, as was the case in thisAtualynality
plot was made for each set of data. In each case, the general shape of the ptothaa
Generally, the normality of the data is acceptable if the data have @ siade and there
are not a large number of outliers. The data for this study did not contain many .outliers

Program Treatment: What Was Done To Improve Education?

LEAs receiving funding can use 18 different categories of servicem(lsht
Center for Homeless Education, 2008) to improve the educational experience of komeles
students. Following is a list of the approved program services:

1. Tutoring or other instructional support.

2. Expedited evaluations (Quick and easy registration in a new school).

3. Staff professional development and awareness.

4. Referrals for medical, dental, and other health services.

5. Transportation.

6. Early childhood programs.

7. Assistance with participation in school programs.

8. Before- and after-school mentoring in regular and summer programs.

9. Obtaining or transferring records necessary for enrollment.
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10. Parent education related to rights and resources for homeless children.

11. Coordination between schools and agencies.

12.Counseling.

13. Addressing needs related to domestic violence.

14.Clothing to meet a school requirement.

15. School supplies.

16.Referral to other programs and services.

17.Emergency assistance related to school attendance.

18. Other services.
As this list indicates, each of these items provides a special and, in sogieveage
important service to homeless students. Based on the variety in this list, there is no
standard program-assisted support service program.

Each funded LEA in North Carolina almost certainly has used a different set of
the 18 authorized program service options. According to aggregated data coNettted b
National Center for Homeless Education (2008) from across the United Statessthe
frequently supported service has been the provision of school supplies. | was unable to
locate the 2006 and 2007 archival records that indicated the detailed allocation of funds
across the various funded North Carolina LEAs. According to the program diaéthait
time (D. McHenry, personal communication, February 16, 2009), the state veryditely
not collect or retain the allocation data. The administration of each LEAllva®d to
determine the greatest need of the homeless students in that particularmdgmn a

establish the optimum use of the program funds in the LEA.
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| was not concerned with the detailed utilization of subgrant funds, nor was |
concerned whether a LEA was using its subgrant for school supplies, transppdati
referrals for medical or dental services. As mentioned in chapter 1, tieenas not
whether program services are being provided, but whether the goal of the program, whic
is the academic improvement of homeless students, was being achieved, aglibglicate
the analysis of the archived data. The focus of this study did not depend on detailed
knowledge of how the subgrant funds were used. This study considered the relationship
between program funding and academic achievement. It treats program funaing as
holistic variable with many subcomponents.

Threats to Internal Validity

As Shadish et al. (2002) report@dmajor concern of any study is to justify its
claim to internal validity. The issue of internal validity is always theary challenge in
any quasi-experiment. Creswell (2003) noted, “Internal valitiityats are experimental
procedures, treatments, or experiences of the participants that threatse#reher’s
ability to draw correct inferences for the data in an experiment” (p. 171). Tm¢2601)
defined internal validity as “the approximate truth about inferencesdiagazause-effect
or causal relationships.... For studies that assess the effects of sociahmagr
interventions, internal validity is perhaps the primary consideration” (p. 172).

My analysis suggested that of the eight possible threats to internal validity
identified by Shadish et al. (2002), only selection bias and attrition constitutezhait

this study. Even though a strong argument could be made that even selection bias and
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attrition did not threaten this study, the conclusion that it was safe to ighecgBsebias
and attrition remained only a conjecture, not a compelling conclusion.
Ambiguous Temporal Precedence

Ambiguous temporal precedence refers to the possible confusion in the order of
the treatment and the test. It was not a threat in this study because thertréatm the
program services such as transportation, school of origin, ease of registratiorlieguns
etc.) always preceded the final EOG tests.
Selection Bias

There could have been a threat to internal validity arising from selecéisnibi
might have been the case that prior to the subgrant treatment, the LEAs that were
subsequently funded were already performing services for homeless students tha
exceeded the services provided in nonfunded LEAs. In short, these funded LEAsS may
have been a select and privileged group not typical of North Carolina LEAs. If ssch bia
was in place, the funded LEAS’ preferential status may have given thetueatienal
advantage that resulted in higher EOG test scé&®far as | could ascertaithere was
no preliminary evidence that the experimental LEA group had such prefereasial bi

I could find no evidence of selection bias that shaped the experimental group.
There was, however, no conclusive proof that selection bias did not exist. It is possible
that when they applied and were selected, the funded LEAs were already doanipam
the nonfunded LEAs to support homeless students. Conversations with the DPI personnel
who administered the program reveadledt the program coordinator was unaware of any

bias in the funded LEAs.
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History

Typically, the threat due to history is concerned with events that occur betwee
pretreatment and posttreatment, in addition to the treatment. | found no genemal event
that were peculiar or special to the program-funded counties. The state cooradlitiae
program reported that one goal of the DPI was to ensure that the funded LEAS were
spread across the state (D. McHenry, personal communication, August 12, 2007). This
DPI goal was achieved by the fortunate distribution of the participatifgL.not by DPI
administrative action. There was no apparent preferential selection ofraioy {he
state. Likewise, if there had been broad public issues at work in the statassuese
would have with high probability also impacted the nonfunded LEAs as well as the
funded LEAs. There was no evidence that any of the funded LEAs experienced a history
that influenced the students’ reading comprehension or mathematics scores.
Maturation

Maturation is concerned with changes that occur between the pretreatrdehée
posttreatment. | could find no evidence of maturation differences during the lstigdy
difficult to imagine any maturation changes that might have been linoiti ttunded
LEAs that did not influence the rest of the state.

Regression
| could find no evidence that the LEAs forming the experimental group were

selected because of extreme EOG test scores.
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Attrition

The EOG tests in reading comprehension and mathematics that were administered
to Grade 5 homeless students in 2005 for test year 2006 and in 2006 for test year 2007
were used as a pretreatment baseline. These homeless students from Gade 5 w
identified so that when they were tested as Grade 6 students, the chdmege in t
performance could be tracked. There was significant attrition that may hawvéhiee
result of the following factors: (a) Students moved to a new LEA, (b) studerdsae
homeless in either Grade 5 or Grade 6, and (c) the record keeping of the LEAulyas f
Testing

Because this test was a one-time test, the threat arising frorpleulti
administrations was not applicable.
Instrumentation

Instrumentation was not an applicable threat because for each year witkteach s
of students, there was only a single administration of the North Carolina EOG
examination.

Protection of Participants’ Rights

The protection of the participants’ privacy rights was ensured through the manner
in which the data were supplied by the North Carolina DPI. The DPI did not make
available the names of the individual students who took the EOG tests. Rather, the DPI
used a random coding system to match individuals to the archival data, a protocol that did
not allow any identification of the students. As mentioned in the Data Collection and

Analysis section, the information that the DPI provided indicated each studEA{'s



71

mathematics score, reading comprehension score, and homeless or normally housed
status. | did not have access to each student’s school, gender, or name.

Limitations and Assumptions
Limitations

| consulted with national and state officials who were familiar with effiar

provide educational services to homeless students, especially in North Carols®&. The
conversations led me to conclude that this study, although valuable, involved certain
limitations, including the following:

1. Although this study was large, it was limited to North Carolina. It involved
about 107,000 Grade 6 students, of whom approximately 0.5% were
considered homeless. It is unclear whether a study in only one state is useful
as a means to assess the entire national program.

2. North Carolina is a diverse state whose culture and economy vary
significantly from the coast to the mountains. There are large and affluent
urban counties, and there are small and poor rural counties.

3. Data were available only for students who took the EOG tests, and not all
homeless children enroll in or attend school. The DPI notified me that a few
students who were identified as homeless had no EOG test scores. It is likely
that these students were absent on the day of the test. Their absence was in
addition to homeless students who are never engaged with the public schools

(HUD, 1996).
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4. The educational needs of students vary widely from elementary school to
middle school to high school. It is not clear that the one-size-fits-all agproac
of this study can be applied to Grades Kindergarten to 12. It is uncertain that
an assessment of the program on the middle school level (Grade 6) can be
reliably extended to elementary or high school situations.

5. There are a few more North Carolina LEAs over and above the 111 mentioned
here. They are usually charter schools, and in 2006 and 2007, their
enrollments were very small, and none of them had any homeless students
enrolled. As mentioned previously, they were not included in this study.

Assumptions

1. | assumed, but could not verify, except by the statements of the DPI, that the
EOG tests in reading comprehension and mathematics are valid indicators of
the educational achievement of Grade 6 homeless students in North Carolina.

Conclusion
When the data were received from DPI, | analyzed them according to thesproces
described in this chapter. The results are presented in chapter 4. The nornaallithatzt
sets was assessed and determined to be satisfactory. As the data sinalysd, RQ 1
and RQ 2 revealed that homelessness has a significant negative impact on edlucationa
success. The data for RQ 3 and RQ 4 showed that the program has not resulted in a
significant improvement in the educational achievement of the students in LEAs that

were funded by the program versus LEAs that were not funded.



CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
Introduction
The primary purpose of this quasi-experimental study was to examine whether the
federally funded subgrant program of the McKinney-Vento Act (MCKV) adopted in
2001 has had a positive impact on the educational outcome of Grade 6 homeless students
in North Carolina. The secondary purpose was to evaluate the academic differences
between homelessness and normally housed Grade 6 North Carolina students. More
specifically, the following research questions guided this study:

1. Do normally housed Grade 6 students in North Carolina demonstrate higher
academic achievement in reading comprehension than homeless Grade 6
students?

2. Do normally housed Grade 6 students in North Carolina demonstrate higher
academic achievement in mathematics than homeless Grade 6 students do?

3. Do homeless students from local educational authorities (LEAS) thateeceiv
program funding achieve higher end-of-grade (EOG) reading comprehension
scores than students from LEAs that are not funded?

4. Do homeless students from LEAs that receive program funding achieve higher
EOG mathematics scores than students from LEAs that are not funded?

Conceptual Framework of the Study

The rationale behind the MCKV program is that homeless students with better

physical and emotional health and with more effective support services frioracti@ols

will improve in their educational achievement and social development. This is a
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reflection of systems theory’s emphasis on the connections between and among all
aspects of human development rather than a focus on one domain at a time (Bertalanff
1968; Bowen, 2007; Germain & Bloom, 1999; Lewin, 1951).

The MCKYV program implemented the general systems theory approach
(Bertalanffy, 1968) by attempting to change the environment within which the education
of homeless students is conducted. The fundamental concern of the program is very
similar to Bowen’s (2007) contention that general systems theory faas|iat
understanding of the importance of how the local environment in which students are
embedded influences their academic performance. Powers, Bowen, and Rose (2005)
identified social and environmental dimensions external to the public schools that are
factors in the adjustment and academic success of middle and high school studants. Thei
research resonated with general systems theory and the MCKYV program.

The MCKYV program identified issues in the experience of homeless school-age
children that impede their educational success. In response, the program maartited c
actions by local and state educational agencies, and it also provided limited smppor
implement these mandates. The philosophy supporting the program is that a change in
homeless students’ environment will improve their opportunities for educational succes
The program has not addressed all of the barriers that limit the educaticres s of
homeless children, but it has been a strong initial step. Some of the importansg barrier
addressed by the program are that (a) absences from school interfereadé@me
success, (b) poor physical health is a barrier to academic success, aedt&t)amd

emotional problems are barriers to academic success.
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Congress, by enacting PL 100-77 in 1987, recognized that homeless children were
not attending school regularly and that other factors such as complicated entollm
procedures discouraged attendance. The 1987 Act, which later evolved into the MCKV
program, emphasized the importance of school attendance. Amendments to the act in
1990 recognized that there were educational problems resulting from the poorlphysica
and emotional health of homeless children, so Congress authorized the use of program
funds to address these problems (Project Hope, 2008). The program of 2001 continued
the congressional commitment to these attendance, medical, and psycholaggsal iss
and other services. The theoretical approach undergirding the program hysathesi
systems theory manner that homeless students with better physical arahahinealth
and with more effective support services from their schools would improve their
educational achievement. In short, the MCKYV program is an effort to improve ietducat
by shaping the system within which education is occurring.

Data Used in the Study

The data used for this study were part of the archival records retaineel by t
North Carolina DPI for the purpose of program evaluation. The data were comprised of
the EOG test scores in reading comprehension and mathematics. North Carolina
administered the tests to students in Grades 5 and 6 in the spring of 2006 and the spring
of 2007. The data were requested from and supplied by the DPI. For the Grade 6 class of
2006, | used their Grade 5 EOG scores from 2005 as a pretreatment baseline. For the
Grade 6 class of 2007, | used their Grade 5 EOG scores from 2006 as a pretreatment

baseline.



76
Decision To Use Data From 2006 and 2007

| made the decision to use test data from the spring of 2006 and the spring of 2007
after consulting with the person who directed homeless education in North Carolina for
many years (D. McHenry, personal communication, July 6, 2008). In her opinion, North
Carolina collected very little data on homeless students prior to the 2005-200&i@cade
year; therefore, | chose to use data from the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 academic years.
The state director of homeless education said these were the first yeargrifigant
and useful data were available. She also mentioned, as | subsequently discovered, that t
2007 data were of higher quality than the 2006 data.

North Carolina, responding to federal requirements after 2001, began to improve
its collection of data related to the education of homeless students. However, even by
2007, the effectiveness of the data collection, as revealed in the archival reas dsr
from complete. For example, in 2007, of the 90 LEAs in North Carolina that did not
receive funding, the scores for only 35 (39% of the total) were reported andkzviaila
the archival data records. The data for the funded LEAs were better lbut stil
disappointing. In 2007, the scores of 14 (67%) of the 21 funded LEAS were reported in
the archival data supplied for this study. The funded LEAS were representeiglatia
rate than nonfunded LEAs (67% vs. 39%), indicating that the funded LEAS wereyalread
paying more attention to homeless students than the nonfunded LEAs. Although the data
were not as complete as | had hoped, they did show that the program was havstg at lea
some impact on school systems, as indicated by increased attention to the educationa

needs of homeless students and improved data collection procedures overtime.
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Information Included in the Data

The North Carolina DPI provided the data for this study as Excel files on flash
drives and compact disks. The data included the following:

1. Homeless or normally housed status of each student.

2. The students’ EOG mathematics scores.

3. The students’ EOG reading comprehension scores.

4. The LEA of each student.

5. The data provided no indication of the students’ names, gender, race, or the

names of the individual schools in the LEA.

Along with Grade 6 test data for 2006, the DPI also provided for the same students their
Grade 5 scores, which | used as a pretest base. Similarly, the DPI providedsGeat
data for 2007, along with the pretest data from Grade 5 administered in 2006.
Size of Data Files

Table 2 summarizes the size of the data files used intéise analyses comparing
EOG scores between types of housing (normal housing vs. homeless status) f@ Grade
students in North Carolina. The limitations of the data already were appareasen t
initial reviews. For example, it was unreasonable to expect that the numbedef &
students actually increased from 57,721 in 2006 to 94,409 in 2007. Likewise, it was
unreasonable to expect that the number of homeless Grade 6 students increased twofold
from 247 to 495. This was obviously an archival or a reporting problem. In either case, it

was a limitation of the quality of the data available.
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Table 2

Number of Students Taking EOG Tests

Year and EOG test Homeless Grade 6 students Ngrimalised Grade 6 students
2006 Reading 249 57.721
2006 Mathematics 247 57,966
2007 Reading 496 94,026
2007 Mathematics 495 94,409

Demographics of the Data

Table 3 provides demographic information for the 21 LEAs that received program
funding in the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 academic years. In Table 3, LEA refers to the
county in North Carolina, income refers to the average family income, localyrisotine
county’s financial contribution to public education, and poverty percentage refers to the
percentage of families with income below the official poverty level. THet@smn
identifies whether the LEA identified and reported information on homeless sudent
EOG scores for 2006 and 2007. As Table 3 reveals, the LEAS receiving program funding
were very diverse. For example, the large population counties were repidsente
Mecklenburg, Wake, and Forsyth; the small population counties were represented by
Perquimans, Ashe, and Halifax; the wealthy counties were representeakieyavtl

Mecklenburg; and the poor counties were represented by Robeson and Halifax.
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Demographic Data of Funded LEAs
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LEA Population Income Local money Poverty perceatag Reported data
2006-2007

Alamance 130,800 19,391 28,160,000 11 No/No
Ashe 24,384 16,429 4,910,000 10 Yes/No
Chatham 49,329 23,355 15,386,000 10 No/No
Cleveland 56,207 17,466 12,872,000 12 No/Yes
Cumberland 271,172 17,916 68,583,000 13 Yes/Yes
Duplin 49,063, 14,499 7,446,000 20 Yes/Yes
Durham 223,314 23,156 84,612,000 13 No/Yes
Forsyth 306,067 23,023 98,850,000 11 Yes/Yes
Franklin 47,260 17,562 10,433,000 13 No/Yes
Gaston 190,365 19,225 36,021,000 11 Yes/Yes
Guilford 421,048 23,340 151,309,000 10 Yes/Yes
Halifax 35,317 12,900 511,4000 27 No/Yes
McDowell 42,151 16,109 5,567,000 13 Yes/Yes
Mecklenburg 695,454 27,352 207,482,000 8 Yes/Yes
Nash 101,264 17,746 23,650,000 16 No/No
Onslow 115,935 15,719 23,117,000 12 Yes/Yes
Pasquotank 34,897 14,815 8,715,000 18 No/No
Perquimans 11,368 15,728 2,200,000 19 No/No
Robeson 123,339 13,224 16,825,000 24 No/No
Rowan 123,023 18,303 29,121,000 11 Yes/Yes
Wake 627,846 27,004 217,052,000 7 Yes/Yes

Data Analysis: The Effect of Housing

Reading Comprehension Scores by Housing StRiQsl

RQs 1 and 2 addressed the issue of how housing status influences EOG scores.

RQ 1 asked, “Do normally housed Grade 6 students in North Carolina demonstrate highe

academic achievement in reading comprehension than homeless Grade 6 stutients do?

| created histograms to confirm the normality of the reading comprehensgon dat

(see Figures A1-A4). | then conducted independent sarnfgsts to compare the reading

comprehension tests scores for normally housed and homeless students for Spring 2006

and Spring 2007. | also conducted Levene’s tests to evaluate the equality mdegria
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Table 4 presents the means, standard deviations, and sample sizes for the Reading
Comprehension 2006 and 2007 tests.
Table 4

Reading Comprehension 2006 and 2007: Descriptive Statistics Results

Housing status M SD N
Reading comprehension 2006
Normally housed 255.24 28.35 57,721
Homeless 247.73 32.18 249
Reading comprehension 2007
Normally housed 254.28 30.44 94,026
Homeless 245.43 29.57 496

Table 5 presents the Levene’s test for the equality of variances andyegualit
means for the Reading Comprehension 2006 and 2007 tests. Because the Levene’s test
shows that equal variances cannot be assumed, for the 2006 test, + @s@8, which
corresponds tp = .000 and supports the rejection of the null hypothesis for the equality
of means. In short, the null hypothesis of no significart (05) differences between the
2006 reading comprehension scores of normally housed and homeless students is
rejected. For the 2007 test, | usedl6.57, which corresponds po=.000 and supports
rejection of the null hypothesis of the equality of means. In short, the null hyesthies
no significant p < .05) differences between the 2007 reading comprehension scores of

normally housed and homeless students is rejected.
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Table 5

Reading Comprehension 2006 and 2007: Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances

Levene’s test for Test for equality of

equality of means

variances
Reading
comprehension 2006

F Sig. t df Sig.

Equal variances 5.02 .025 4.17 57968 .000
assumed
Equal variances not 3.68 249.66 .000
assumed
Reading
comprehension 2007
Equal variances 5.88 .015 6.38 94520 .000
assumed
Equal variances not 6.57 500.55 .000
assumed

Mathematics Scores by Housing StalR® 2

RQ 2 asked, “Do normally housed Grade 6 students in North Carolina
demonstrate higher academic achievement in mathematics than homals$ Gr
students do?”

| created histograms to confirm the normality of the mathematics data (se
Figures B1-B4). | then conducted independent santjdests to compare the
mathematics scores for normally housed and homeless students. | also conducted
Levene’s tests to evaluate the equality of variances and means. Table 6 pinesents
results for means, standard deviations, and sample sizes for mathematicgpimthef

2006 and 2007.
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Table 6

Mathematics 2006 and 2007: Descriptive Statistics Results

Housing status M SD N
Mathematics 2006
Normally housed 347.80 46.42 57,966
Homeless 336.34 54.29 247
Mathematics 2007
Normally housed 346.80 48.51 94,409
Homeless 334.38 59.69 495

Table 7 presents the Levene’s test for the equality of variances for the
Mathematics 2006 and 2007 tests. Because the Levene’s test shows that equabkvarianc
cannot be assumed, | uded 3.31, which corresponds po=.001 and supports rejection
of the null hypothesis of the equality of means for the Mathematics 2006 tdsartn s
the null hypothesis of no significang £ .05) difference between 2006 mathematics
scores of normally housed and homeless students is rejected. Because thes ltesene’
shows that equal variances cannot be assumed, t esed 4, which corresponds to
p = .000 and supports rejection of the null hypothesis of the equality of means for the
Mathematics 2007 test. In short, the null hypothesis of no signifipantQ5) differences

between 2007 mathematics scores of normally housed and homeless studenteds rejec
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Table 7

Mathematics 2006 and 2007: Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances

Levene's test Test for equality of
for equality of means
variances
Mathematics 2006
F Sig. t df Sig.

Equal variances 7.97 .005 3.87 58211 .000
assumed
Equal variances not 3.31 247.54 .001
assumed
Mathematic 2007
Equal variances 14.55 .000 5.68 94902 .000
assumed
Equal variances not 5.14 498.24 .000
assumed

Table 8 summarizes the foutests evaluating the null hypothesis of equality of
means for homeless and normally housed Grade 6 students. In all four testsgsbks
indicated that normally housed students scored significantly higher than homeless
students.

Table 8

Summary of Comparisons of Homeless and Normally Housed Students

Test M normally housed M homeless t df Probability
Reading comprehension 2006 255.24 247.73 3.68 249.6 .000
Reading comprehension 2007 254.28 245.43 6.57 500.5 .000
Mathematics 2006 347.80 336.34 3.31 247.54 .001
Mathematics 2007 346.80 334.38 5.14 498.24 .000

Although these differences were statistically significant, the differe observed
were fairly small. The obtained effect sizd} (vhich were measured by dividing the
difference between means by the standard deviation for the normally housed group,
varied fromd = .25 for mathematics in 2006 do= .29 for reading comprehension in

2007. This was very close to Cohen’s (1969) convention for a small effec(). |



84

used the program G* Power to calculate the statistical power. | seleetagtlori as the
type of power analysis aridest for type of test. Alpha was set at .05. The G * Power
program (Faul et al., 2007) calculated the actual power.

Although the effect sizes were small, the large sample sizes (57,000 and 94,000)
serve to enhance the strong power results. The power results were as. fRéading
Comprehension 2006 was .99, Reading Comprehension 2007 was .99, Mathematics 2006
was .98, and Mathematics 2007 was .99.

Data Analysis: The Effect of MCKV Funding

The following tests addressed the primary purpose of this study, which was to
determine whether there was experimental support for the hypothesis that MCK
funding improved the test scores in reading comprehension and mathematics of homeless
Grade 6 students. Based on information provided by North Carolina’s director of
homeless education (D. McHenry, personal communication, July 6, 2008), | added a new
variable to the SPSS data file to indicate which LEAs received MCKYV funding. Thi
information made possible the comparison of the academic performance of lsomeles
students in funded and nonfunded LEAs.

Types of Data Used in the Analysis of RQ 3 and RQ 4

The EOG test is given only once a year in the spring near the end of the school
year. This single annual administration of the test means that there is rimlipps$ia
true pretest to be used as a baseline. | made the decision to use the Graderesess s
a baseline for this study. The DPI agreed to provide the Grade 5 scores. Imrag,opi

even though establishing a baseline was desirable, this process creatstiéso is
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The first issue was whether the Grade 5 EOG test was approprigtectssa for

the Grade 6 test. A study of the literature and test descriptions from tHe(mr|
Bazemore et. al., 2006) convinced me that the Grade 5 test was useful as a baseline.
Subsequently, | discussed this issue with one of the psychometricians at the®PI. S
acknowledged that the Grade 5 and Grade 6 standard curricula and course of shely for
2 years were, of course, different. Although the curricula were diffehentests for
Grade 5 and Grade 6 were aligned to measure growth from one year to the méxt. In t
way, the test results could be normalized to provide an accurate comparison and a useful
baseline (M. Taylor, personal communication, November 13, 2009).

The second issue was that the data often contained a Grade 6 posttest score, but
no Grade 5 pretest score, or vice versa. This requirement of a matchinglasédise
had a positive and a negative effect on the data. Positively, it meant that atluativi
posttest student scores were matched to the pretest scores of the same 3tnidenas
a useful baseline. Negatively, however, this process reduced the number of scores
available to me because the unmatched cases were omitted. The absencegif a prete
score was more common than the absence of a posttest score, but both instancds occurre
Approximately 26% of the 2006 data and 23% of the 2007 data were unmatched and
were subsequently not used in the study.

Effect of the MCKV on Reading Comprehension and Mathematics Scores

In contrast to RQ 1 and RQ 2, both of which considered all Grade 6 students in
North Carolina, that is, normally housed and homeless, RQ 3 and RQ 4 considered the

test scores of only the homeless Grade 6 students. Using these scora$ireauttech
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smaller sample size, as was shown in Table 2. In the 2 years of this study, about .5% of
Grade 6 North Carolina students were reported as homeless.

| used a 2 x 2 repeated-measures ANOVA to compare the students’ scores in
MCKV-funded LEAs to the students’ scores in the nonfunded LEAs. This study had two
independent variables: grade and funding status. Each student in the study had a Grade 5
and a Grade 6 EOG score, and these scores became part of the within-subjedisetie
Tables 10, 12, 14, and 16). Regarding funding status, each student was in either a funded
or a nonfunded LEA, but never both. Thus, they were part of the between-subject effects
(see Tables 10, 12, 14, and 16).

| used the program G* Power to calculate the statistical power. Alpha tats se
.05, and the effect size was calculated using the descriptive statistieslidest. The G
* Power program (Faul et al., 2007) calculated the actual power. The power resudlts for a
four tests are reported in the introduction to Tables 10, 12, 14, and 16. The large sample
size resulted in useful power, even when the effect size was small.
2 x 2 ANOVA Results for Reading Comprehension 2006

Table 9 displays the mean, standard deviation, and number of cases for the

Reading Comprehension 2006 ANOVA generated by SPSS.



Table 9

Reading Comprehension: 2006 Posttest Versus 2005 Pretest

Funding status Pretest Posttest Total
(Grade 5 2005) (Grade 6 2006)

Funded M = 252.55 M = 253.44 M = 252.99
SD=10.33 SD=2.85 SD=19.09
N =250 N =250 N =500

Nonfunded M = 254.37 M = 255.02 M = 254.69
SD=11.89 SD=12.63 SD=12.26
N =89 N =89 N=178

Total M = 253.46 M = 254.23 M = 253.84
SD=11.11 SD=10.24 SD=10.67
N =339 N =339 N=678

These data resulted in a Bowk=57.125 angb = .000.

Table 10 displays the SPSS ANOVA output of the within-subject and the
between-subject effects for Reading Comprehension 2006. The within-subjeat effect
indicated no significant main effect across graé€s, 337) = 1.14, and no significant
interaction effect for grades by fundirfg(l, 337) = .026p = .872, power = .25.
Sphericity is assumed. The SPSS ANOVA output of the between-subject &ifects
Reading Comprehension 2006 indicated no significant main effect (i.e., no differenc
between funded and nonfunded LEA$§], 337) = 2.81p =.094, power = .950.

Table 10

Test of Within-Subject and Between-Subject Effects (2006 EOG Reading Test)

Source Type lll sum of squares df MS F p
Within-subject effect
Grade 77.39 1 77.39 1.14 .286
Grade* funded 1.77 1 1.77 .026 .872
Error (Grade) 22870.92 337 67.87
Between-subject effect
Intercept 3.383E7 1 3.383E7 250316.59 .000
funded 380.540 1 380.540 2.81 .094
Error 45551.1 337 135.166

2 x 2 ANOVA Results for Reading Comprehension 2007



88

Table 11 displays the mean, standard deviation, and number of cases for the
Reading Comprehension 2007 ANOVA generated by SPSS. These data resulted in a
Box’sM =.139 ang = .99.

Table 11

Reading Comprehension: 2007 Posttest Versus 2006 Pretest

Funding status Pretest Posttest Total
(Grade 5 2006) (Grade 6 2007)
Funded M = 345.13 M = 348.42 M = 346.87
SD=19.89 SD=8.19 SD=14.04
N =249 N =249 N =498
Nonfunded M = 345.56 M = 348.36 M = 346.49
SD=19.50 SD=7.98 SD=13.74
N =86 N =86 N=172
Total M = 345.34 M = 348.39 M = 346.86
SD=19.69 SD=8.08 SD=13.89
N = 335 N = 335 N =670

Table 12 displays the SPSS ANOVA output of the within-subject and the
between-subject effects for Reading Comprehension 2007. The within-subje effect
displayed a significant main effect across graéés, 333) = 4.94, and no significant
interaction effectp =. 860, power = .995. Sphericity is assumed. The SPSS ANOVA
output of the between-subject effects for Reading Comprehension 2007 indicated no
significant main effect (i.e., no difference between funded and nonfunded LIHAS),

333) =.020p = .888, power = .950.
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Table 12

Test of Within-Subject and Between-Subject Effects (2007 EOG Reading Test)

Source Type Il sum of squares df MS F p
Within-subject effect
Grade 1184.39 1 1184.39 4.94 .027
Grade* funded 7.45 1 .031 .860
Error (Grade) 79885.2 333 239.81
Between-subject effect
Intercept 6.153E7 1 6.153E7 282030.35 .999
Funded 4.338 1 4.338 .020 .888
Error 72647.03 333 218.16

2 x 2 ANOVA Results for Mathematics 2006

Table 13 displays the mean, standard deviation, and number of cases for the Mathematic
2006 ANOVA generated by SPSS. These data resulted in a Box’5.561 and

p=.142.

Table 13

Mathematics: 2006 Posttest With 2005 Pretest

Funding status Pretest Posttest Total
(Grade 5 2005) (Grade 6 2006)

Funded M = 252.69 M = 254.24 M = 253.46
SD=6.91 SD=7.14 SD=7.02
N =154 N=154 N = 308

Nonfunded M =252.31 M = 254.40 M = 253.35
SD=8.70 SD=17.82 SD=8.26
N=35 N=35 N=70

Total M = 252.62 M = 254.27 M = 253.41
SD=7.25 SD=17.25 SD=7.64
N =189 N =189 N =378

Table 14 displays the SPSS ANOVA output of the within-subject and the
between-subject effects for Mathematics 2006. The within-subject effigitated a
significant main effect across grade¢l, 187) = 12.43, and no significant interaction
effect for grade by fundingd;(1, 187) = .273p = .602, power = 0.83. Sphericity is

assumed. The SPSS ANOVA output of the between-subject effects for matisezfatic
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indicated no significant main effects (i.e., no difference between funded and nonfunded
LEASs), F(1, 187) = .008p = .930, power = .950.
Table 14

Test of Within-Subject and Between-Subject Effects (2006 EOG Mathemalics Test

Source Type lll sum of squares df MS F p
Within-subject effect
Grade 188.014 1 188.014 12.43 .001
Grade* funded 4.162 1 4.162 273 .602
Error (Grade) 2848.46 187 15.23
Between-subject effect
Intercept 1.465E7 1 1.465E7 1611999.16 .000
Funded .695 1 .695 .008 .930
Error 16912.25 187 90.440

2 x 2 ANOVA for Mathematics 2007

Table 15 displays the mean, standard deviation and number of cases for
Mathematics 2007 ANOVA generated by SPSS. These data resulted in &/BoX$51
and p =.092.
Table 15

Mathematics: 2007 Posttest With 2006 Pretest

Funding status Pretest Posttest Total
(Grade 5 2006) (Grade 6 2007)

Funded M = 345.18 M = 348.15 M = 346.66
SD=19.79 SD=9.70 SD=14.75
N =252 N =252 N =504

Nonfunded M = 345.22 M = 349.13 M = 347.18
SD=14.56 SD=7.66 SD=13.61
N =85 N =85 N=170

Total M = 345.20 M = 348.64 M = 346.92
SD=19.68 SD=8.68 SD=14.18
N = 337 N = 337 N=674

Table 16 displays the SPSS ANOVA output of the within-subject effects for
Mathematics 2007. The within-subject effects indicated a significaettedtross grades,

F(1, 335) = 8.25, and no significant interaction effect for grades by furigfhg335)=
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15,p = .698, power = 0.99. Sphericity is assumed. The SPSS ANOVA output of the

between-subject effects for Mathematics 2007 indicated no significant nfectsdf.e.,
no difference between funded and nonfunded LERE), 335) = .113p = .737,

power = .950.

Table 16

Test of Within-Subjects and Between-Subject Effects (2007 EOG Mathemdjics Tes

Source Type lll sum of squares df MS F p
Within-subject effect
Grade 1505.21 1 1505.21 8.25 .004
Grade* funded 27.47 1 27.47 .15 .698
Error (Grade) 61123.55 335 182.46
Between-subject effect
Intercept 6.120E7 1 6.120E7 209531.65 .998
Funded 33.039 1 33.039 113 737
Error 97844.71 335 292.07
Conclusion

RQ 1 and RQ 2: Effect of Housing on Academic Performance

All four tests (Reading Comprehension 2006, 2007 and Mathematics 2006, 2007)
supported the finding that the normally housed Grade 6 North Carolina students scored
better than the homeless Grade 6 students on the EOG test. Thus, the null hypotheses for
RQ 1 and RQ 2 were rejected.
RQ 3 and RQ 4: Effect of MCKV Funding on Academic Performance

Three issues were addressed:

1. The most important issue was to determine whether MCKYV funding improved
academic performance, or stated differently, was there a main effe@KYM

funding? The data (see Tables 10, 12, 14, and 16) did not support rejection of the
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null hypotheses for RQ 3 or RQ 4. There was no significant difference in the
funded and nonfunded scores.
2. There was a main effect of grade on academic performance for three of the four
tests: Reading Comprehension 2007 (see Table 12), Mathematics 2006 (see Table
14), and Mathematics 2007 (see Table 16). These tests supported the finding that
the Grade 6 posttest scores were significantly better than the Gradesb prete
scores.
3. There was no significant interaction effect between grade and MCKYV furaling f
any of the four tests (see Tables 10, 12, 14, and 16).
That this study did not support the conclusion that MCKYV funding for LEAS
significantly improved the EOG scores of homeless Grade 6 students in Nortim&erol
not the final word on the MCKYV program. The MCKYV program, even in its moderately
funded state, achieved such important goals as increasing the school attehdance
homeless student (Attles, 1997; Heinlein & Shinn, 2000; Jeynes, 2002; Kerbow et al.,
2003).
The overall value of MCKYV is discussed in chapter 5, which includes a summary
of the findings and a discussion of the conclusions, the implications for social change,
recommendations for action, limitations and delimitations of the study, and saggest

for future research.



CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction

The primary purpose of this study was to evaluate empirically whether the
subgrant program of the McKinney-Vento Act of 2001 (MCKYV) resulted in an
improvement of the educational achievement of homeless Grade 6 students in North
Carolina as revealed by the EOG reading comprehension and mathematicsitests
2006 and 2007. This issue was addressed by comparing the student scores in LEAs that
received program funding to the student scores in LEASs that were not funded. A
secondary purpose of the study was to compare the academic achievement egsromel
and normally housed Grade 6 students. Stated another way, did the normally housed and
homeless students score differently on the EOG tests?

The findings were reported in chapter 4. In chapter 5, | interpret the findings,
discuss the implications for social change, and make recommendations for fegarehme
as well as improvements to the program. The motivation of the study was to clgae the
in the literature resulting from the absence of an evaluation of the MCKV.

As early as 1997, Stronge identified the need for a comprehensive evaluation to
determine empirically which programs for homeless students are w#f@cimproving
their educational experience. However, there has been no evidence that Stronge’s
suggestion has been implemented. Similarly, Anderson et al. noted in 1995 that even
though program grants were being made available to local districts sng@orange of
services for homeless students, the educational impact of the grants hdseeaver

identified. Markward and Biros (2001) commented, “No attempts were made toststabli
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empirically how well these activities work. Without this information neitheicgol
makers nor practitioners can accurately predict which intervention sesuggrk best”
(p. 185). The current study was a preliminary step in helping policymakers and
practitioners to determine whether the program has had a positive impact oaddmiac
achievement of homeless students.

The literature search revealed no earlier studies from anywhere iatibie n
describing an empirical analysis of the impact of the MCKV on academic acteate
This study was the first attempt in North Carolina to compare the EOG scatesiefts
from funded LEAs to the scores of students from nonfunded LEAs. This study compared
the academic achievement of homelessness and normally housed students.

These studies were conducted to provide assessment information to congressional
and North Carolina state government leaders, budget planners, and educatdirsgega
the impact of homelessness on academic achievement and the effectiven€s8voihiv
addressing the problem. | used archival data that are collected each gghadNorth
Carolina DPI as part of its process to evaluate the effectiveness of Nootm&a
public school education program.

Interpretation of the Findings

In preparing for the study, | held conversations with the director of homelsssnes
for North Carolina (D. McHenry, personal communication, February 16, 2008%e
conversations with her led to my decision to analyze data from 2006 and 2007, which, in
her opinion, were the earliest years that North Carolina had collected us&ue&O

data on homeless students. She observed that before 2006, the North Carolina collection
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and archival process was ineffective because of the lack of a fedesaltiated
reporting system. She opined that the 2007 data were probably better than the 2006 data.
When | eventually obtained the data from the DPI, her opinion regarding its lack of
completeness and uneven quality was confirmed. In addition, the data from 2007 were, as
she had predicted, much more complete than the data from 2006.

The data from the DPI for this study became available to me after thecresea
proposal was submitted. When | received the data from the DPI, | was surpriseid at t
lack of completeness. The major disappointment had to do with the low number of test
scores reported from the nonfunded LEAs. Compared to the data for RQ 1 and RQ 2 (i.e.,
the study of the effect of housing status), the data available for stug{irgyand RQ 4
(i.e., the impact of the MCKV program) were less complete. These data for RQ ®and R
4 dealt only with homeless Grade 6 students and were much fewer than the datd for RQ
and RQ 2 because only about 0.5% of the Grade 6 population were reported as being
homeless.

The data problem was more fundamental than just a smaller number of students.
As an example, 90 North Carolina LEAs were not funded, and 21 LEAs were funded;
therefore, | had expected that there would be 4 to 5 times more homeless gwoted re
from the nonfunded LEAS, but this was not the case. There were actually considerably
more homeless students’ scores reported from the 21 funded LEAs than from the 90
nonfunded LEAs. Some of the difference could be explained by the fact that the 21
funded LEAs included some of North Carolina’s largest counties. However, the 21

funded LEAs also include some of the smallest counties. Thus, the shortage of nonfunded
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homeless scores cannot be explained easily. This discovery was the larges
disappointment in the data. For example, in the 2007 mathematics scores, there were 252
funded scores and 85 nonfunded scores. The low number of homeless scores from
nonfunded LEAS could probably be explained by the fact that the staff in the nonfunded
LEAs were not as attentive or careful in reporting the scores of homeless stau@nt
that they had no resources to support the reporting requirement. This imbalance appeared
in all data sets for RQ 3 and RQ 4. For the funded categories, the data were probably
more representative because some of the largest counties in the stateekignidblirg-
Charlotte, Wake- Raleigh, Cumberland- Fayetteville, and Winston Salenth~orsy
Winston Salem) were included.
Homelessness and EOG Scores

A sizeable data set (2006: 57,000; 2007: 97,000) was available for theadets
used to determine the general impact of homelessness (RQ 1 & RQ 2) on academic
achievement. In these years, there were about 105,000 Grade 6 North Carolina.student
In 2006, the scores of 57,721 normally housed and 249 homeless students were reported.
These scores represented about 55% of the total enrollment in Grade 6. In 2007, the
scores of 94,026 normally housed students and 496 homeless students, or about 89% of
the total enrollment, were reported. The numbers indicated that between 0.45% and
0.55% of the Grade 6 North Carolina student population were identified by DPI as
homeless. The actual homeless population was probably larger because somgshomele
Grade 6 students were not tested and some homeless students had never been enrolled in

school.
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The analysis for RQ 1 and RQ 2 was based on two academic subjects, namely,
reading comprehension and mathematics for the 2005-2006 academic year and the 2006-
2007 academic year. The four tests revealed a difference between the nean of t
normally housed and the homeless students, with the homeless scores alwhgs less t
the scores of the normally housed students. The findings supported my conclusion that
homelessness had a negative effect on the academic achievement of the Gdel®$ st
in this study.

MCKV and EOG Scores

RQ 3 and RQ 4 addressed the fundamental question of this study: Did the
homeless students in LEAs that received program funding achieve highercB@& s
than the homeless students in LEAs that were not funded? There were fouesegtsat
relevant to RQ 3 and RQ 4, namely, the 2006 and 2007 mathematics tests and the 2006
and 2007 reading comprehension tests. | found no signifipantd5) differences
between funded and nonfunded LEAS, as well as no significant interactions of funding
over time. The lack of significant interactions meant that the scores fraimithed
LEAs did not increase at a faster rate than the scores from the nonfunded LEA

Theory Underlying th&rogram

The theoretical basis of this study was general systems theory, whibledra
used frequently as a guiding principle in social work and other social ssience
(Bertalanffy, 1968). It is sometimes called the person in the environmentof@astr
2004). As Netting et al. (2004) noted, the environment within which an individual lives,

works, and studies has a major influence in shaping that individual’s life. General
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systems theory asserts that it is difficult to separate the individumaltfre systems in
which the individual lives. The program operates within a general sythemy
approach, and it supports changes in the environment within which a student lives, works,
and studies. The so-called program “treatment” is a collection of environmergioha
interventions designed to facilitate improved academic achievement.

The program identifies issues in the experience of homeless schoolddgenchi
that impede their educational success. In response, the program provides interventions
and, in some cases, mandated actions by local and state educational agkacies
program also provides limited financial support to the LEAs to implement these
interventions. The philosophy underlying the program is that a positive change in
homeless students’ environment will improve their likelihood of educational success

Recommendations for Action

Two recommendations will improve the assessment and effectiveness of the
program if they are implemented. The first involves a more scientificgllyaus
evaluation of the program. The second involves the provision of adequate financial
support for the basic program and the implementation of creative additions to the
program.
Improve Assessment of the Program

This study was limited because the archival nature of the data resulted in-a quas
experimental study. There was a difference between the quality of the eéat® us
answer RQ 1 and RQ 2 and the data used to answer RQ 3 and RQ 4. There were no

fundamental concerns about the data for RQ 1 and RQ 2. They were sufficient to
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demonstrate the negative impact of homelessness on academic achieveraevdsThi

not a surprising conclusion. As reported in chapter 2, more than 20 scholarly studies on
homelessness and its close relative, student mobility, have been published. The findings
agreed with my conclusions that homelessness is related to academicraehieve

Many of those studies were not as quantitative as this study, and even though none of
them use the North Carolina EOG data, their basic conclusions were the same.

For RQ 3 and RQ 4, the number of EOG scores was small for the nonfunded

LEAs; however, the fact that statistical power was sufficient to ideet#n a small
effect size did not lead to a rejection of the null hypotheses for RQ 3 and RQ 4. The data
for the funded and nonfunded LEAs were adequate and representative of student scores
in North Carolina. Nevertheless, a higher level of confidence would have resatted f

more complete and balanced data set.

Impact of the Program

There is no easy answer to explain why the program has not had a greater impact

on the educational experience of Grade 6 homeless students. The 18 activitiasHor wh
the program can legally provide support are inherently valuable to the education of
homeless studentt.is difficult to find fault with wanting children to be present in
school, providing transportation, facilitating registration, providing school supphes
so on. All of these educational services are of great value to homeless students. Each
LEA in North Carolina determines how the subgrant funds are to be used. As a result

there are many approaches to meeting the academic needs of homeless Stoents
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them are probably more effective than others. It is difficult to identify kvapproaches
are more important in improving academic achievement.

Homeless children of all ages are under tremendous strain. In my opinion, the
sum total of the program treatments, good as they are, cannot overcome the massive
negative consequences of homelessness. For example, most homeless children lack a
good place to study. In addition, they often are uncertain about the next meal, and they
are concerned about where they will sleep. These basic issues of survival caatelomi
the lives of homeless children and their parents, and they can seriously core@oynis
academic concentration.

Another fact is that even good parents often find themselves distracted by
financial and personal crises. In such an environment, parental involvement in
encouraging and assisting their children with homework is a low priority; lessel
parents often do not engage in this activity at all. Beyond the parental issues, the
disruption of normal social relationships and the general lack of stability, \aHioh
were documented in the literature review, create challenging issussni@ess
education. In short, although the program is well intentioned and inherently valuable, it
not powerful enough to overcome the disruptions in the homeless students’ lives in only 1
year.

More resources for the program would certainly help to meet these cleslleng
although more resources are not a panacea for this complex problem. | algree wit
advocates for the homeless (e.g., National Association for the Education ofddemel

Children and Youth, 2008; Wong et al., 2004) that the funds currently allocated to
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support homeless students are insufficient. Advocates for the homeless population have
attempted to make a strong case for increased funding. | believe thaffibres are

worthy of attention. The first two RQs supported the finding of a relationship &etwe
homelessness and academic achievement. This empirical study stretlgthehgocates’
case that more needs to be done. In short, this underfunded program is important but
inadequate.

In the literature review, | discussed three earlier school prograngndddio
address the needs of homeless student. Each of these programs focused on aamdctivity
intervention specifically and directly addressed in the list of 18 servitker&zed by the
MCKV. In my opinion, these creative interventions have not been adequately pursued,
even though they are promising.

The first, the HERO program, was described by Davey et al. (2000). It focused on
activities and services designed to enhance the social environment and tmageltf
homeless students. Self-image, confidence, and motivation are fundamental to
educational success. These characteristics are subject to speceaigaslespecially for
homeless students. These important concepts are not specifically addresseaf itha
18 MCKV-approved services.

The second program (Knowlton, 2006) was designed to shape the classroom
teachers’ knowledge of and ability to respond to homeless students. Typical classroom
teachers lack adequate training and knowledge of the special needs of hotmetgs.s
This lack of preparation exists, even though classroom teachers usually sperniaor

with homeless students than do school psychologists, social workers, administrators, or
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counselors combined. In my opinion a “homeless friendly” classroom may be the single
most important at-school factor in the academic and social success of roshadients.
As currently structured, the MCKV does not support a major emphasis in créating t
best possible classroom experience for homeless children.

A third intervention modality stresses the importance of the role of counselors and
social workers in dealing with homeless situations (Baggerly & Borkowski, 2004)
Although the social worker is almost always the person at the school chariged wit
responding to the problems and special needs of homeless students, the literature has
been generally silent on the importance of this interaction. Social workgianselors
need to be better trained in the special issues relevant to homelessness.

Possible modifications to the program show promise in contributing to the
academic achievement of homeless students. Just as the prograor thds f
appointment of coordinators to oversee the services provided to homeless students, |
believe that the program should mandate that teachers, counselors, and socialbgorkers
trained and become better prepared to serve the needs of homeless students. Proper
training of teachers, counselors, and social workers regarding the syseszial of
homeless students should be a required condition for any LEA that applies for a program
grant. Such changes in the program may increase the probability that the pragram

make an educational difference in the lives of homeless students.
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Limitations and Assumptions
Limitations

| consulted with national and state officials who were familiar with effiar

provide educational services to homeless students, especially in North Carols®&. The
conversations led the researcher to conclude that this study, although valehble, di
involve certain limitations:

1. Although this study was large, it was limited to North Carolina. In 2007, it
involved 94,000 students. One might question whether these students were a
representative sample of the entire nation.

2. North Carolina is a diverse state whose culture and economy vary
significantly from the coast to the mountains. There are large and affluent
urban counties, and there are small and poor rural counties. One might
guestion whether a generalized study over the whole state was valuable in
assessing the specific needs of these diverse areas.

3. Data were available only for students who took the EOG tests, and not all
homeless children enroll in or attend school. For 2007, about 90% of the
Grade 6 students had test scores reported. For 2006, only about 55% of the
Grade 6 students had test scores reported. It is likely that some students were
absent on the day of the test. This absence was in addition to homeless
students who had never been enrolled in public school (HUD, 1996).

4. The educational needs of students in elementary school, middle school, and

high school vary widely. It is not clear that the one-size-fits-all approach of
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this study can be applied to Grades Kindergarten to 12. It is uncertain that an
assessment of the program on the middle school level (Grade 6) can be
reliably extended to elementary or high school situations.

5. The two groups that were compared were funded and nonfunded LEASs. They
may, or may not, have been characterized by selection bias. Shadish et al.
(2002) noted that the question of selection bias is the fundamental
differentiation between experimental and quasi-experimental researghsdes
In my opinion, whether the experimental and control groups were truly
randomized represented a borderline case. Therefore, | took a conservative
approach and labeled the study as quasi-experimental.

6. There are a few more North Carolina LEAs over and above the 111 mentioned
in this study. They are usually charter schools, and in 2006 and 2007, their
enrollments were very small, and none of them had any homeless students
enrolled. As mentioned previously, they were not included in this study.

7. Itis unreasonable to expect that the number of Grade 6 students actually
increased from 57,721 in 2006 to 94,409 in 2007. Likewise, it is unreasonable
to expect that the number of homeless Grade 6 students grew 100% from 247
to 495. This was obviously an archival and reporting problem, and a limitation
on the quality of the data.

Assumptions
1. The data in the quantitative section of this study and obtained from the North

Carolina DPI were of high quality. The tests were administered properly, few



105

counties or schools were omitted from the test, the tests were properlydsecure
before administration, and the data were properly secured after adatiomnst
2. lassumed, but could not verify, except by the statements from the DPI, that
the EOG tests in reading comprehension and mathematics were valid
indicators of the educational achievement of Grade 6 homeless students in
North Carolina.
Implications for Social Change
Beginning about 25 years ago, the national problem of homelessness began to be
recognized by Congress. Included in this recognition was the awarendse thainber
of homeless children is growing, resulting in an increased number of homeless school
aged children. Since the adoption of the Stewart B. McKinney Act of 1987, federal
programs have sought to address the special educational needs of homeless shiglents. T
congressional interest culminated in the McKinney-Vento Program of 2001, whidh is st
the major federal program addressing the educational needs of homeless children. T
effectiveness of the program has not been adequately evaluated.
The analysis of the primary research question concluded that the program has not
improved academic performance of homeless Grade 6 students. The policy iomndicat
of this conclusion, however, have to be interpreted carefully. Although the direct
academic implications of this study are disappointing, | do not question the overall va
of the program. That would be a premature and unjustified conclusion. The failure to
improve the educational achievement of homeless Grade 6 students from one year to the

next should not be interpreted a fundamental weakness of the program.
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The program has made many other contributions that should not be ignored,
although an improvement in EOG scores is not one of them. It is important, for example
that homeless students attend school regularly, that they are provided with adapid a
noncomplicated enrollment protocol, and that they remain in their school of origin. The
special transportation services provided for homeless students also have beembenefic
The services provided by the program have contributed to such important ends as
socialization and stability, both of which often are absent in the lives of homeless
students. The program’s broad services, a total of 18 separate items, arantmpatt
are these services enough? It may be that even though the programé&ssaneithe
necessary conditions for academic improvement, these services also mayiuat pr
sufficient conditions for educational improvement. This study was a beginnmonste
resolving this uncertainty.

There are significant indirect implications of the value of the program. For
example, indirectly, the fact that funded LEAs are much more diligent in ¢ofeantd
reporting data regarding the academic achievement of homeless studeritengps s
evidence that the program is having a positive impact in creating awaretiesneéds
and situation of homeless students. It is important for Congress, the USDOE, educational
leaders, and budget planners to have information regarding the extent to which the
program is achieving its intended or direct purpose. Social change is enhanced when
leaders have knowledge of the effectiveness of social intervention profgrainasneless

children.
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Conclusion

Three clear conclusions emerged from this study. First, as currentlystdiche
program does not improve the academic achievement of homeless students. This basic
and important goal of the program has not yet been achieved. However, the second
conclusion is that the program does provide valuable services to homeless chilosen acr
the United States. Without the support of the program, many students would not be
transported safely to school or have the opportunity for an adequate education. The
program helps to overcome enrollment difficulties and supports many students who
otherwise would be deprived of the necessary school supplies and other support services.
In my opinion, the program contributes to such important issues as the socialization,
citizenship, and emotional stability of homeless children. The school expenaycee
one of the few, perhaps the only, stable experiences in the lives of homeless students.
These valuable contributions of the program need to be recognized and apprgciated b
educational leaders as they seek ways to improve the students’ acacl@everaent.

Finally, possible modifications to the program may offer the promise of
improving its impact on education. These modifications primarily involve training and
sensitizing teachers, counselors, and social workers to the special needgleshom
students, with the goal of creating a better at-school experience. Howeger changes
are but a first step in altering the unstable and disruptive homeless environitinesieof

students.
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APPENDIX A: HOUSING STATUS AND READING COMPREHENSION SCORE
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Figure A1.Normally housed (2006) status and reading scores.
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Figure A2.Homeless (2006) status and reading scores.
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Figure A3.Normally housed (2007) status and reading scores.
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Figure A4.Homeless (2007) status and reading scores.



APPENDIX B: HOUSING STATUS AND MATHEMATICS SCORES
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Figure B1.Normally housed (2006) status and math scores.
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Figure B2.Homeless (2006) status and math scores.
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Figure B3.Normally housed (2007) status and math scores.
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