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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 
 
 Although the educational achievement of many young people in foster care is relatively 
poor, very few well validated educational interventions exist to help them (Trout, Hagaman, 
Casey, Reid, & Epstein, 2008). The present report describes the results of a randomized field 
trial (RFT) of academic tutoring in which foster parents provided tutoring in reading and math to 
selected foster children in their own homes.  Besides its primary focus on improving the basic 
academic skills of children in care, the project also contributed to the dissemination of 
knowledge in many sectors of the child welfare community about Registered Education Savings 
Plans (RESPs)  It thus furthered the objectives of the Education Savings Community Outreach 
(ESCO) program of the Canada Education Savings Plan at HRSDC, which include encouraging 
savings for children's postsecondary education, greater access to education savings incentives, 
and enhanced financial literacy.  The ESCO priority groups include children in care and other 
low-income groups, such as single parents, Aboriginal peoples, families living in rural and 
remote areas, official languages minority communities, and recent immigrants. 
  
 Research question. We sought to answer the following question: Does tutoring by foster 
parents help foster children make gains in reading and math? This study is perhaps the first 
randomized evaluation of tutoring by foster parents of foster children of primary-school age. Our 
RFT was designed as an effectiveness (real-world) rather than an efficacy (laboratory-like) test of 
Maloney’s (1998) direct-instruction model of academic tutoring, in a foster-care context. We 
wanted to know whether and to what extent Maloney’s tutoring approach would allow foster 
children to make greater progress in reading and math than would be expected simply from an 
additional year of primary schooling. 
  

Participants. The overall sample was composed of 77 young people (51% female, 49% 
male) who resided in family foster care homes in the province of Ontario, Canada. At the pre-
intervention assessment, the young people were 6 to 13 years of age (M = 10.7; SD = 1.6) and 
enrolled in primary grades 2-7. All assented to participate. In addition, 68 foster parents 
consented to take part as tutors. Most o the foster parents tutored only one foster child in their 
respective homes, although, to increase recruitment, we allowed a few foster parents to tutor two 
children. We had asked CAS staff to nominate only foster children whom they thought would 
benefit from tutoring and were likely to remain in the same foster home for the next two years. 

  
Evaluation design. We randomly assigned 42 foster children and their foster parents to 

the tutoring (experimental) condition and 35 foster children and their foster parents to a wait-list 
control condition (the control-group foster children received the tutoring intervention during a 
second school year). 

 
Tutoring intervention. Maloney’s (1998) Teach Your Children Well model uses direct 

instruction and well organized, step-by-step teaching materials. In a 6-hour workshop, Michael 
Maloney trained the foster parents in the intervention group at the beginning of year one and the 
control-group foster parents at the beginning of year 2. He also provided regular opportunities 



                                                                           Final Report of RESPs for Kids in Care Project 

3 
 

for coaching (e.g., individual telephone consultations, monthly telephone seminars, and 
newsletters). 

 
Each foster parent in the tutoring condition agreed to provide 3 hours of individual 

tutoring per week for 30 weeks in her or his own home. The 3 hours included 2 hours of 
instructing the child in reading, 30 minutes of listening to him or her read aloud, and 30 minutes 
of supervising him or her in the use of a CD-ROM that contained 225 step-by-step math lessons. 
Each foster parent also agreed to collect data on the child’s performance and send the data each 
week by e-mail or telephone to the project team. 

Outcome measures. At baseline (October, 2008), the end of school year one (June, 
2009), and the end of school year two (June, 2010), we administered the Wide Range 
Achievement Test (WRAT4) to the foster children in the intervention and control groups. The 
WRAT4 is a widely used instrument that comprises four standardized measures: Word Reading, 
Reading Comprehension, Spelling, and Math Calculation. 
 
Tutoring Results 
 

Baseline measures. The mean scores of the tutoring and wait-list control groups were 
very similar at baseline (i.e., before the intervention) and also similar to the standardized pre-test 
scores summarized by Trout et al. (2008). The foster children in our study were one-fifth to one-
third of a standard deviation below the population mean in reading but a full standard deviation 
below the population mean on math computation. 

 
 Post-test educational-achievement outcomes. We focused on the results after the first 
school year (i.e., at the post-test) because the main purpose of the second school year was simply 
to allow the wait-list control children to experience the tutoring intervention. We used the most 
powerful statistical analysis that was feasible for a pre-test/post-test experimental design such as 
the present one, namely, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) carried out via multiple 
regression (Gliner, Morgan, & Harmon, 2003). We compared the year-one post-test scores of the 
tutoring-group and control-group children, after adjusting the post-test scores for the children’s 
pre-test scores. Specifically, we compared the year-one adjusted post-test scores of the 30 (out of 
42) foster children in the intervention group who had actually received the tutoring intervention 
and had completed the post-test, with the year-one adjusted post-test scores of the 34 (out of 35) 
wait-list control group children who had also completed the post-test at the end of year one. 
Comparisons made via t-tests on the adjusted post-test mean scores showed that the foster 
children who had received tutoring had made significantly greater gains than those in the control 
group on a reading-related WRAT4 sub-test, namely, Sentence Comprehension (p < .05, one-
tailed) and Math Calculation (p < .01, one-tailed). On both subtests, the effect sizes of tutoring 
were well above the level that the US Institute of Educational Sciences considers to be of 
“substantive importance”, namely, a Hedges’ g of 0.25. These effect sizes were comparable in 
magnitude to those found by Ritter, Denny, Albin, Barnett, and Blankenship (2006) in a 
systematic review of 21 randomized studies of tutoring for primary-school aged children in the 
general population. On Word Reading and Spelling, on the other hand, the gains of our tutored 
foster children were not significantly greater than those observed in our control group (p > .05, 
one-tailed).  
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Implications and Recommendations 
 
 The results of this RFT were encouraging. The tutored foster children made statistically 
and practically important gains in key aspects of reading and math, compared with the control 
group. This occurred despite the fact that we found that only about half (48%) of the children in 
the intervention group had received foster-parent tutoring that we considered of high fidelity. 
The Maloney (1998) model thus appears to be implementable and effective with many foster 
parents and children, although not all. Also, we believe that the Maloney approach would yield 
stronger effects if the foster parents were to receive more intensive initial training, took greater 
advantage of opportunities for individual or group coaching by telephone, and used the child 
reward system more systematically. Overall, the findings of our RFT suggest that tutoring by 
foster parents is a feasible and economical way of improving many foster children’s academic 
skills in key aspects of reading and math. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 Research in many countries, including Canada, suggests that one of the greatest needs of 
many young people living in out-of-home care (hereafter, ‘in care’ or ‘looked after’) is 
improvement in their educational achievement (Flynn, Ghazal, Legault, Vandermeulen, & 
Petrick, 2004; Jackson, 2007; Trout, Hagaman, Casey, Reid, & Epstein, 2008). Studies have 
consistently demonstrated that many young people in care experience serious difficulties in their 
primary and secondary school achievement, often lagging one or two years behind their peers in 
the general population (Trout et al., 2008). This disparity can be attributed to factors such as the 
looked after children’s pre-care experiences of abuse, neglect, or extreme poverty, as well as in-
care events such as disruptive changes in placements or schools. As a result, young people in 
care are less likely to obtain a high school diploma or enrol in and graduate from post-secondary 
education (PSE), including university, college, and skilled-trade/apprenticeship programs.  These 
findings underline the necessity of increasing the amount and quality of research focused on 
effective ways of helping young people in care improve their short-term and long-term 
educational outcomes and the vocational, and personal consequences that are attendant upon 
educational achievement. 
 

Given the foregoing, the main purpose of the present study was to investigate whether 
tutoring by their foster parents would improve foster children’s basic academic skills in reading 
and math.  We have limited the scope of the present report to an analysis and discussion of this 
primary purpose.  We leave to a doctoral thesis that will completed by the end of 2011 the task of  
evaluating the results of the secondary purpose of the project, namely, to assess the possible 
impact of the tutoring process on foster children’s mental health and relationship with their 
foster-parent tutors. 

 
A Heuristic Model of the Educational and Mental Health Effects of Maltreatment 
 

We begin our review of the literature with a heuristic model that identifies key factors 
contributing to the academic difficulties of looked after young people.  Slade and Wissow (2007) 
proposed a useful heuristic model that links child maltreatment in the family of origin to the 
young person’s development of mental health and behavioural problems and to the lower level of 
educational achievement that has been amply documented by Trout and her colleagues (2008).  
We shall use the Slade-Wissow model to structure our review of research on the educational 
achievement of young people in care. 

 
According to Slade and Wissow (2007), two parallel processes mediate between 

maltreatment and educational outcomes. First, abusive or neglectful parent-child interactions, 
coupled with parent-parent conflict, increase the child’s risk of developing mental health 
problems.  The maltreated child may develop a heightened sensitivity and harsh reaction to 
perceived or actual threats, going on to exhibit more disruptive classroom behaviours, more 
frequent suspensions, and greater cognitive impairments (e.g., difficulties of concentration, 
motivation, short-term memory, impulsivity, and executive functioning).  Second, abused or 
neglected  children are likely to experience family conflict, have fewer resources and less 
cognitive stimulation at home, receive lower-quality informal and formal education, and develop 
poorer basic academic skills in areas such as word knowledge, literacy, or numerical reasoning.  
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Maltreatment and family conflict may thus lead to lower levels of child mental health and 
academic skill-development, raising the child’s risk of adhering inconsistently to behavioural 
norms at school, obtaining less support from teachers and classmates, performing more poorly on 
homework assignments and tests, and, overall, achieving less well educationally.  A negative 
feedback loop may develop in which the child’s poor academic achievement may aggravate his 
or her already vulnerable mental health, leading to an increase in behavioural and emotional 
difficulties which, in turn, may further impair his or her educational success, and so on.   

 
Low Educational Achievement of Many Children in Care 
 
 An abundant international literature reveals that, as predicted by the Slade-Wissow 
(2007) model, many young people in care do indeed experience significant academic problems,  
including inconsistent school attendance, below-grade academic performance, and low scores on 
standardized tests of academic achievement in reading, writing and mathematics (Jackson, 2007; 
Kufeldt, Simard, & Vachon, 2000; Mitic & Rimer, 2002; Osborn, 2006; Pantin & Flynn, 2006; 
Shonk & Cicchetti, 2001; Slade & Wissow, 2007; Stone, 2006; Trout et al., 2008). Many of these 
young people also have significant cognitive and language-skill deficits, coupled with poor 
problem-solving and reasoning skills (Kufeldt et al., 2000; Trout et al., 2008). As a result, they 
are approximately three times as likely as their peers in the general population to be involved in 
special education (Trout et al., 2008). 
 
 The relatively few published Canadian studies on the educational attainment of children 
and adolescents in care have found results similar to those found in other countries.  For 
example, young people living in out-of-home care in Ontario were found to have higher rates of 
grade retention and school suspension than their same-aged peers in the general population 
(Flynn & Biro, 1998).  In the long-term Ontario Looking After Children (OnLAC) project, Flynn 
et al. (2004) compared two groups of young people in care in Ontario, aged 5 to 9 and 10 to 15, 
respectively, with nationally representative samples of the same age from the general Canadian 
population.  Eighty percent of the older children and 78% of the younger children in care were 
rated by their foster parents as performing educationally in the same range as the lowest third of 
the comparison groups from the general population, who themselves had been rated by their own 
parents in terms of their reading, spelling, math, and overall educational performance.  In more 
recent data from the OnLAC project, 68% of young people in care aged 10-15 years changed 
schools three or more times for reasons unrelated to the normal progression through the school 
system (Miller, Flynn, & Vandermeulen, 2008).  Also, the proportion who repeated a grade 
increased with age, such that 16% of 5-9 year olds in care, 27% of 10-15 year olds, and 32% of 
16-20 year olds were found to repeat a grade. 
  
 Data from the OnLAC project have shown that academic difficulties among young 
people in out-of-home care are especially prevalent among boys. Miller, Vincent, and Flynn 
(2009) found, for example, that among almost 2500 youths aged 10-15 in care in Ontario, girls 
were less likely than boys to undergo assessments for learning-related problems (58% vs. 79%), 
to have an individual education plan (51% vs. 73%), or to receive special academic help at 
school (49% vs. 69%).  The girls’ school performance was also evaluated more highly by their 
caregivers: 24% were rated as performing “Very Well” or “Well” in written work, compared 
with 13% of the boys; 41% (vs. 28%) were seen as doing “Very Well” or “Well” in reading, and 
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29% (vs. 20%) were rated as doing “Very Well” or “Well” overall.  Only in math were equal 
proportions of boys (23%) and girls (24%) rated as performing “Very Well” or “Well” by their 
caregivers.  The girls also tended to be more positive about educational matters than the boys, 
with 37% (vs. 28%) reporting that they read for fun every day and 40% (vs. 26%) aspiring to 
attain one or more university degrees. 
 
Maltreatment and Poor Educational Outcomes 
 
 Previous research has indicated that the educational disadvantage of young people in care 
is due in part to their experiences of violence, abuse, neglect, or severe poverty in their families 
of origin (Crozier & Barth, 2005; Flynn et al., 2004; Hawkins, Catalano, Kosterman, Abbott, & 
Hill, 1999; Jaffee & Gallop, 2007; Pantin & Flynn, 2006; Thompson & Raikes, 2007). Indeed, 
the experience of adverse life events, such as maltreatment or extreme poverty, has been 
associated with mental health difficulties, poor emotional regulation, behavior problems, and 
cognitive or language skill delays (Crooks & Peters, 2005; Hawkins et al., 1999; Thompson & 
Raikes, 2007).  Research has ascertained that these troubles hinder the young person’s abilities 
needed for optimal learning—short-term memory, the ability to concentrate, and the motivation 
to complete work (Slade & Wissow, 2007).  Young people who experience these difficulties are 
more likely to avoid school, be rejected by their peers, be less likely to participate in class, 
perform poorly on tests of academic achievement, have more failing grades, be more likely to be 
held back a grade, and drop out of school (Crooks & Peters, 2005; Shonk & Cicchetti, 2001; 
Thompson & Raikes, 2007). 
 
Interventions to Improve the Academic Achievement of Young People in Care 
 
 Controlled studies. Given the substantial educational difficulties of children and 
adolescents in out-of-home care, one might expect that researchers have developed a number of 
effective interventions to improve the situation.  Unfortunately, such is not the case.  In fact, 
there are virtually no well validated interventions to improve the academic status of children in 
care.  This was made clear by Trout and her colleagues (2008) who, in their comprehensive 
review of US research on the academic status of young people in care, had originally intended to 
include a synthesis of extant studies on validated interventions.  Despite reviewing 66 years 
(1940-2006) of research, Trout et al. (2008) found too few controlled evaluations to be able to 
conduct their intended synthesis. 
Courtney and his colleagues (2008) produced one of the very few controlled evaluations of an 
educational intervention for young people in care.  Their report is of particular relevance to the 
present study because they evaluated a randomized tutoring intervention that was aimed at 
improving the reading and math skills of 14 and 15 year old foster care youths.  The young 
people were one to three years behind their expected grade level in both subjects. The program, 
called the Early Start to Emancipation Preparation (ESTEP) Tutoring Program, took place in Los 
Angeles County, California.  The youths in care were eligible to receive up to 65 hours of 
tutoring from college-age tutors who met with them in their homes and used curricular materials 
that matched the youths’ level in reading, spelling, and math. 
 
 In all, 226 foster youths were randomly assigned to the ESTEP Tutoring group and 209 to 
the control group. Two years later, at the final follow-up, 94% of the ESTEP Tutoring group and 
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91% of the control group were re-interviewed.  Of the original participants randomly assigned to 
the ESTEP-Tutoring group, only 62% had actually participated in the tutoring program, 
receiving an average of only 18 hours of tutoring in math and 17 hours in reading.  Also, 
reflecting the fact that Courtney and his colleagues were not administratively in charge of the 
operation of the program, they discovered that approximately 12% of the control group had 
actually received the tutoring intervention, with a dosage level similar to that of the experimental 
group.  Regarding the overall results of the tutoring intervention, Courtney et al. (2008) found no 
statistically significant effects of the ESTEP-Tutoring program on any of the educational 
outcomes.  Over the course of the two years of the study, both groups made statistically 
significant gains on passage comprehension but also lost a significant amount of ground on 
letter-word identification and math calculation. 
 

Uncontrolled studies.  Barth and Ferguson (2004) reviewed the results of 12 
nonrandomized and relatively uncontrolled evaluations of the effects of educational interventions 
for young people in care.  Three were assessments of a program in California known as Foster 
Youth Services (FYS), seven were evaluations of independent living programs (ILPs), and two 
were assessments of experiential learning programs.  The FYS program included four major 
types of services: school placement and advocacy, one-on-one tutoring, counselling, and 
employability training.  According to Barth and Ferguson (2004), the design of each FYS 
evaluation was weak, consisting of one-shot case studies or one-group pre-test/post-test designs. 
Barth and Ferguson suggested, however, that despite these severe methodological shortcomings, 
the results of the three evaluations indicated that the tutoring component of the program may 
have helped improve students’ educational outcomes.  The absence of comparison groups, low 
response rates, and other limitations, however, precluded any firm conclusions.  The seven ILP 
programs had been designed to facilitate the transition of young people in care towards 
independence and self-sufficiency, such that improving educational functioning was only one of 
several program goals.  Three of the ILP programs had stronger evaluation designs than the 
others due to the inclusion of comparison groups.  Barth and Ferguson tentatively suggested that 
these three ILP programs may have had a positive effect on educational outcomes for young 
people in care aged 16 years and over.  Finally, only one of the two evaluations of experiential 
learning programs included in Barth and Ferguson’s review utilized a comparison group. 
Focused on work experience, this program saw a higher proportion of young people graduate 
from high school or receive a GED certificate by the time they had left care at the age of 18. 
 
Tutoring by Foster Parents as a Potentially Promising Educational Intervention 
 
 Although Courtney et al. (2008) found no effects of tutoring with youths in foster care 
who were 14 or 15 years old, a recent systematic review and meta-analysis of tutoring by 
volunteer adults in the general population (Ritter, Denny, Albin, Barnett, & Blankenship, 2006) 
provides several grounds for posing the question of whether academic tutoring by foster parents 
may be useful for children in care.  Ritter et al. (2006) synthesized the results of 21 studies 
published between 1985 and 2005 that had investigated the effects of adult volunteer tutoring on 
the reading abilities of primary school-aged children in the general population.  The findings 
indicated that adult, nonprofessional volunteer tutoring was indeed effective in improving 
children’s progress in language and reading.  Small to moderate and statistically significant mean 
effect sizes were found on global reading (d = 0.26), reading oral fluency (d = 0.30), reading 
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letters and words (d = 0.41), and writing (d = 0.45).  In addition, positive (but not statistically 
significant) effects were found on mathematics and reading comprehension. 
 
  High-structure programs specifying the amount of time to spend on various reading 
activities or providing tutors with specific materials and lessons to administer had significantly 
higher mean effects (d = 0.59) on the outcome of global reading than did low-structure programs 
that were nondirective or had the tutor and child simply read together  (d = 0.14). The degree of 
program structure did not appear to influence, however, the effects on the other reading 
outcomes. Also, the type of tutors (i.e., college-age, community, or parent tutors) was unrelated 
to the children’s outcomes. 
 
 Although the systematic review and meta-analysis by Ritter et al. (2006) were based on 
research on tutoring in the general population, there is no obvious reason, in our opinion, why 
tutoring should not work in the foster care context as well.  This is especially true in light of the 
finding that tutoring by parents was as effective as tutoring by other types of volunteer adults, 
namely, high school or college students or retired individuals.  If tutoring by foster parents were 
to prove effective in improving foster children’s basic academic skills, it would offer at least two 
important advantages.  First, it would capitalize on the potential of a readily available but 
relatively untapped resource—foster parents—to contribute to the educational progress of their 
foster children.  This would be consistent with Jackson’s (2007) advocacy of a much greater role 
for foster parents in the academic education of their foster children. Second, in being based in the 
foster home rather than in the school, tutoring by foster parents would complement rather than 
compete with current efforts to make schools and school systems more responsive and hospitable 
for young people in care.  In Ontario, such efforts have taken the form of Crown Ward Education 
Championship Teams, in which youths who are Crown Wards and thus in long-term care receive 
mentoring, peer support, motivation, and guidance from volunteer representatives across many 
community organizations, including school boards, colleges, universities and other agencies 
(Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies, 2007).  

 
RESPS FOR KIDS IN CARE PROJECT 

Rationale   
 
 Trout and her colleagues (2008) suggested that many young people in care will require 
intensive educational assistance to address their difficulties.  They also advocated that future 
research in this area examine the effects of evidence-based interventions and use standardized 
achievement tests as outcome measures, in specific academic domains such as receptive or 
expressive language, reading comprehension, or math calculation.  We took these suggestions 
into account in designing the present study. 
 
 In the UK, Jackson (2007) pointed out that there has been little research conducted on the 
basic reasons for the “huge and persistent gap in attainment between care leavers and others” (p. 
4) and drew attention to the vital role that foster parents can play in enhancing the educational 
performance of young people in care.  She added that the UK and other English-speaking 
countries--the US, Australia, and Canada—have neglected the education of young people in care. 
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 In Canada, there have been encouraging signs that education is being taken more 
seriously by governments.  In Ontario, for example, Crown Wards have had their post-secondary 
education (PSE) application fees waived since 2008.  They also receive a grant covering up 
to $3,000 of their first year tuition and an additional $3,000 grant if registered in a PSE program 
of more than 24 months duration (Ontario Ministry of Training, Colleges, and Universities, 
2007). 
  
 While financial support for PSE from governments is praiseworthy, the bases of 
educational success must be laid down much earlier, in early childhood and the primary school 
years. Given the current lack of evidence-based interventions to improve the educational 
outcomes of young people in care (Trout et al., 2008), Jackson’s (2007) suggestion that foster 
parents be engaged in their foster children’s education, and widespread governmental interest in 
improving the educational outcomes of young people in care as a strategic priority, the current 
RESPs for Kids in Care project seemed very timely when initiated in 2007.  The project sought 
to test the hypothesis that academic tutoring provided by foster parents to their foster children of 
primary-school age would improve the children’s reading and math skills.  The long-term goal 
was to enhance the foster children’s chances of succeeding in high school and eventually 
enrolling in and graduating from PSE programs, whether in university, college, or 
trade/apprenticeship settings.  With the exception of the ESTEP Tutoring program evaluated by 
Courtney et al. (2008), this is the first study of which we are aware that used a randomized 
design to assess the effects of tutoring in a child welfare context. 
  
Research Hypothesis  
 
 As is further described in the Method section, 77 children who were in primary school, 
resided in family foster care, and had given their written assent to participate in the present study 
were randomly assigned to either an experimental group or a wait-list control group.  Those 
assigned to the experimental condition received a Registered Education Savings Plan (RESP) 
and a 30-week program of tutoring from their foster parents that was designed to improve their 
basic reading and mathematical skills. Those randomized to the control condition received only 
the RESP.  The primary goal of the study was thus to evaluate the effects of the tutoring 
intervention on the foster children’s academic skills, with the added intent of making RESPs 
better known in the child welfare community and securing resources in the form of RESPs for 
the 77 foster children’s future PSE.  Although the tutoring portion of the study lasted for two 
school years, the main objective of the second year was to provide the 30-week tutoring 
intervention to the wait-list control children.  Our analyses will thus be limited to the results of 
year one of the study. 
  
 Our research hypothesis was as follows:  The foster children in the experimental (i.e., 
tutoring) group would experience pre-test to post-test gains in the basic academic skills of 
reading and math that would be statistically and practically greater than the gains observed in 
the foster children in the wait-list control group.  In other words, we expected that tutoring 
would produce gains in reading and math that would exceed the gains anticipated from simply 
being exposed to an additional year of primary schooling. 

 
 



                                                                           Final Report of RESPs for Kids in Care Project 

11 
 

METHOD 
 

 The present Registered Education Savings Plans (RESPs) for Kids in Care study was 
designed as an effectiveness trial (i.e., conducted under real-world conditions) rather than an 
efficacy trial (i.e., carried out under near-ideal, laboratory-like conditions). The study was 
approved by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Ethics Board of the University of 
Ottawa.  
 
Participants 
 
 Nine of the 53 Children’s Aid Societies (CASs) in Ontario agreed to collaborate in the 
project.  These CASs were located in several different regions of the province: three in Northern 
Ontario and two each in Southwestern, Central, and Eastern Ontario. Within each collaborating 
CAS, direct-service staff members (i.e., child welfare workers) nominated foster child-foster 
parent pairs as likely candidates for the study because both were likely to agree to participate in 
the tutoring intervention and the child in question was likely to benefit. 
 
 In Ontario, foster homes may house a maximum of four foster children.  Most of the 
foster parents who expressed an interest in participating in our study agreed to tutor only one 
foster child, which was our preference.  To maximize recruitment, however, we allowed a small 
number of foster parents to tutor two eligible children and, in one case, agreed to a request from 
two foster-parent tutors in one home who wanted to tutor three foster children. 
 
 Power analysis.  To determine the number of young people in foster care needed in the 
study sample, we conducted an a priori power analysis using the G*Power 3.1 program (Faul, 
Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007).  The power analysis indicated that a test of the groups-by-
time interaction F in a repeated-measures ANOVA would require a minimum sample size of 54 
foster children to detect a small-to-medium effect of f = 0.25 with 95% power and an alpha level 
of .05. 
  
 Foster children. Seventy-seven children who were residing in family foster care within 
the 9 CASs assented to participate in the study.  In order to participate, each child had to have 
met the eligibility requirements (see Appendix C).  In sum, the foster child had to be in grades 2-
7 at the start of the study, speak English as his or her primary language, be in a stable placement, 
and be evaluated by their child welfare worker as likely to benefit from the intervention (i.e., as 
being neither too intellectually impaired nor too behaviourally disturbed to profit from tutoring). 
At the pre-intervention assessment at the beginning of year 1, in September-October, 2008, the 
77 foster children were between the ages of 6 and 13 years (M = 10.7 years, SD = 1.6) and in 
grades 2 through 7 (M = 5.3 years; SD = 1.5).  Forty-two foster children were randomly assigned 
to the experimental group (52.4% male, 47.6% female) and 35 to the control group (45.7% male, 
54.3% female). 
 
 Foster parents.  Foster parents rather than other categories of adults (e.g., university 
students or retired persons) were chosen to deliver the tutoring program because they were 
already available and actively involved in their foster children’s lives.  Ritter et al. (2006) had 
found that parents were as effective as other types of adult volunteers in tutoring their own 
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children.  In order that particular foster children could be eligible to participate in the study, at 
least one of their respective foster parents had to be recommended by CAS staff, pass a literacy 
placement test, agree to tutor one (or, in a few cases, two) of their foster children for a total of 3 
hours per week for 30 weeks during the school year, and give their informed consent (see 
Appendix A).  Sixty-eight foster parents met the study inclusion criteria (see Appendix C). 
Thirty-six foster parents were randomly assigned to the experimental group and 32 to the control 
group, for a total of 68. 
 
Random Assignment to Experimental (Tutoring) and Wait-list Control Groups 
 
 Several weeks prior to the random assignment of participants to groups, which took place 
immediately after the signing of assent and consent forms at the pre-intervention assessment, the 
sample was divided into six categories of foster parent-foster child pairs. Individual foster-parent 
tutors were paired with the following categories of foster children: (a) one girl, (b) one boy, (c) 1 
girl and 1 boy (from the same foster home), (d) 2 girls (from the same foster home), (e) 2 boys 
(from the same foster home), and, in one case, (f) three boys (from the same foster home).  For 
the required number within each of these six categories of foster-parent/foster-child pairs, an 
envelope was prepared.  Then, within each category, a table of random numbers was used to 
randomly assign each envelope to the experimental (tutoring) or wait-list control group.  A slip 
of paper was inserted into each envelope to indicate to which group the foster parent-foster child 
pair would be assigned.  The envelope was then sealed.  This randomization process ensured, 
when there were two (or three) children to be tutored from the same home, that they would both 
be randomly assigned to the same tutoring or wait-list group.  This rendered the tutoring 
logistically feasible and also eliminated the risk, within a particular foster home, that the tutoring 
provided for a child in the experimental group would also be offered to a foster child in the wait-
list control group. 
 
Instruments 
 
 As recommended by Trout and her colleagues (2008), standardized measures of academic 
achievement were used to assess the foster children’s basic reading and math skills. 
 
 Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE).  The TOWRE (Torgensen, Wagner, & 
Rashotte, 1999) is a standardized measure of word reading accuracy and fluency among 
individuals between the ages of 6.0 years and 24.11 years.  Form A of the test was used as a 
warm-up for the children before administration of the main measure of academic achievement, 
namely, the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT4), described below.  The TOWRE is 
composed of two speeded subtests: Sight Word Efficiency requires the child or youth to read 
aloud for 45 seconds from a list of sight words, with the total number of words pronounced 
correctly constituting his or her score.  Phonetic Decoding Efficiency requires the child or youth 
to read aloud from a list of non-words, with the number correctly pronounced again serving as 
the total score. 
 
 It was our original intention to use the TOWRE as a measure of the foster children’s 
reading fluency.  However, the three members of the project team who administered the 
instrument found it difficult to administer correctly to the sample of foster children, particularly 
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those with substantial educational difficulties.  Also, we found at the post-test (at the end of year 
1, in June, 2009) that the TOWRE seemed insensitive to change, unlike our main measure of 
academic skills, the WRAT4.  Thus, we retained the TOWRE at the post-test and follow-up 
assessments not as an outcome measure but only as a “warm-up” for the WRAT4. 
 
 The Wide Range Achievement Test—Fourth Edition (WRAT4). The WRAT4 
(Wilkinson & Robertson, 2006) is a standardized, norm-referenced test that assesses basic 
reading and math skills.  It was developed for use with individuals between the ages of 5 and 94 
years, or in Grades K though 12.  Two equivalent forms of the WRAT4 are available, the Blue 
and Green Forms.  We used the Blue Form on all three assessment occasions (the pre-test, in 
September-October, 2008, the post-test, in June,2009, and the follow-up, in June, 2010). 
 
 The WRAT4 was our main measure of the foster children’s academic achievement. The 
WRAT4 is composed of four subtests: Word Reading, Sentence Comprehension, Spelling, and 
Math Computation.  Word Reading measures letter and word decoding through identification and 
word recognition.  Sentence Comprehension measures the ability to gain meaning from words 
and to comprehend ideas and information contained in sentences.  Spelling measures the ability 
to encode sounds into written form through the use of a dictated spelling format containing both 
letters and words.  Finally, Math Computation measures the ability to perform basic 
mathematical computations through counting, identifying numbers, solving simple oral 
problems, and calculating written math problems. 
 

In administering the WRAT4, we followed the recommended order of subtest 
administration, namely, the order just mentioned.  The average administration time is estimated 
to be between 15 and 25 minutes for children aged 5 to 7 years, and 30 and 45 minutes for 
individuals aged 8 years and older.  The foster children’s WRAT4 standard scores, computed 
from their raw scores, indicated how their level of educational achievement compared with that 
of children of the same chronological age in the general population, whose scores on each subtest 
had a Mean (M) of 100 and a Standard Deviation (SD) of 15.  The psychometric properties of the 
WRAT4 Blue Form are excellent, with internal consistency reliability coefficients for all four 
subtests between .87 and .96 and good evidence of validity (Wilkinson & Robertson, 2006). 

 
 Foster parent questionnaire. This questionnaire, developed by the study research team, 
was administered at the pre-test, post-test, and follow-up assessments (see Appendix I).  The 
version for the experimental group allowed the foster parents in the tutoring condition to 
communicate the number of lessons they had completed with their foster child during year 1 
(2008-2009) in reading, the number of weeks spent on reading and math tutoring, and the time 
spent weekly, on average, on different components of the tutoring program.  They were also 
asked questions pertaining to their use of tutoring resources made available to them during the 
year and provided updates on the children’s medication, Individualized Education Plans (IEPs), 
etc.  The version for the control group was similar to the one just described except that questions 
related to the tutoring intervention were obviously omitted.  The questionnaire asked about any 
other tutoring or special help that the foster child in the wait-list control group have received 
during intervention year one, as well as any changes in medication, IEPs, etc.  The questions in 
this version of the questionnaire were also designed to detect whether any of the wait-list control 
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children had mistakenly received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring program (described 
below) during intervention year one. 
  
Weekly Data Collection 
 
 In consenting to take part in the study, each foster parent had agreed to collect data on the 
foster child’s performance in reading and math during each tutoring session and to send the data 
weekly by e-mail or telephone to the project coordinator, located at CRECS at the University of 
Ottawa.  Regarding reading, the foster parent measured sound fluency (i.e., the number of sounds 
read from a list of sounds per 30 seconds), word fluency (i.e., the number of words read from a 
word list per 30 seconds), and story fluency (i.e., the number of words read from a story in 1 
minute).  The foster parent also recorded the number of lessons completed during the week and 
the amount of time spent on reading practice, during which the child read out loud to the foster 
parent or another adult in the home for practice.  For math, the foster parent collected data on the 
number of lessons completed by the child on the math software, in addition, subtraction, 
multiplication, division, fractions, etc.  Once submitted to the project coordinator, these data 
were kept in weekly spreadsheets sent to the coach, Michael Maloney, for monitoring.  When the 
project coordinator had not received expected data from a given foster parent, she followed up by 
sending e-mail reminders and then by phoning if the data had still not been sent to her.  These 
data were a key means of assessing the foster parents’ fidelity in implementing the tutoring 
intervention. 
 
Interventions 
 
 Wait-list control intervention: Registered Education Savings Plan (RESP).  During the 
first and second years of the study (2008-2009 and 2009-2010), the foster children in both the 
control and experimental groups received an RESP from their respective CASs for their future 
postsecondary education (PSE).  As instruments designed to encourage families and CASs to 
save for their children’s post-secondary education, RESPs are financial accounts offered by 
financial institutions across Canada within a regulatory framework provided by the Canada 
Education Savings Plan (CESP) of Human Resources and Skill Development Canada (HRSDC).  
As a condition of joining the study, each of the nine participating CASs made a commitment to 
open an RESP for each of its foster children enrolled in the study and to deposit $500 each year 
in the child’s RESP, for a total of $1,000.  This deposit triggered the deposit in the child’s RESP 
by the federal government of matching funds of $200 each year, for a total of $400, a match of 
40%.  Thus, each child enrolled in the study was assured of receiving $1,400 in his or her RESP.  
These and any additional funds received in the future will garner interest on a tax-free basis until 
eventually used by the child, at age 18 or later, for postsecondary educational expenses. 
 
  The foster parents in the control and experimental groups received basic information 
about RESPs and agreed to communicate weekly or more often to their foster child that his or 
her RESP was both a symbol of his or her great value and an investment in his or her future. 
 
 Experimental intervention: RESP and tutoring by foster parent.  Besides the RESP, the 
foster children in the experimental group received, during intervention year 1, the Teach Your 
Children Well (TYCW) tutoring intervention developed in Belleville, Ontario, by Michael 
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Maloney (1998).  The program is based on direct instruction, a well-organized, structured 
teaching methodology designed to enhance the reading, language, and arithmetic skills of 
educationally disadvantaged children.  Direct instruction teaches children individual, specific 
skills needed to achieve academically (Ryder, Burton, & Silberg, 2006).  It was found to be the 
most effective method for teaching educationally disadvantaged children in a large-scale 
evaluation, Project Follow Through, in the US (Bereiter & Kurland, 1981-1982).  A recent meta-
analysis found that, at the level of the school, direct instruction was one of the three most 
effective models for improving educational outcomes in urban, low-performance schools 
(Borman, Hewes, Overman, & Brown, 2003).  Combined with contingency management, direct 
instruction has also been found effective in improving academic outcomes for young people at 
risk for school failure (Dolezal, 2007).  The study research design is shown in Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1. Research Design of Randomized Field Trial   

 
  To the best of our knowledge, the present study was one of the first evaluations of direct 
instruction with foster children.  It was also the first controlled assessment of the impact of 
Maloney’s (1998) TYCW operationalization of the approach. 
 
 The TYCW tutoring program that we evaluated consisted of 3 hours a week of individual 
tutoring to each foster child, for 30 weeks.  As noted previously, the first year (2008-2009) 
provided the basic test of our hypothesis, and is the subject of the present report.  The second 
year (2009-2010) served mainly to provide the 30 weeks of intervention to the wait-list control 
children.  The 3 hours of weekly tutoring consisted of the provision by the foster parent of 2 
hours of one-on-one direct instruction to the foster child in reading, 30 minutes of reading aloud 
by the foster child to the tutor or another adult in the home, and 30 minutes by the foster child of 
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self-paced instruction in math.  The math component of the tutoring was taught through step-by-
step instruction in the form of a computer-based CD-ROM that the foster child used at his or her 
own pace.  The reading component consisted of a four-level learn-to-read series of books, written 
by Michael Maloney and his team.  For each level of the reading series, there was a detailed 
instructor’s manual and a student reader, and, for some levels, there was also a student 
workbook. 
 
  To determine at which level of the program the foster child should begin, his or her 
current reading level was determined by means of an assessment passage (see Appendix D), 
which as administered by a research team member right after the child had been randomly 
assigned to the tutoring or wait-list control group.  (The same procedure was used with the 
tutoring group in year 1 and with the wait-list control group in year 2.)  The foster children began 
by reading the Level 1 passage aloud.  If they made four or more mistakes, they started the 
program at Level 1.  If they made fewer than four mistakes, they read aloud the assessment 
passage for Level 2.  The same threshold of four mistakes was applied at successive levels until 
each child’s reading level had been identified. Also, to teach and promote behavioural self-
regulation, the TYCW program also incorporated a behaviour-management component, to help 
motivate the foster children to maintain appropriate behaviour during each lesson to optimize 
learning.  The behaviour management component used a reward system, in which the child was 
to be awarded points for positive behaviour in a given tutoring session. The child could collect a 
predetermined number of points, agreed upon with the tutor, which he or she could redeem for a 
reward (e.g., playing on the computer). 
 
 As previously mentioned, the young people randomly assigned to the experimental group 
received the RESP intervention plus 30 weeks of foster-parent tutoring in both years of the study 
(i.e., during the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 school years, whereas the control group got the 
intervention only during year 2.)  The funding of the study was sufficient to ensure that all of the 
participants were provided as many levels of the tutoring program as required, based on their 
progress. 
 
Procedure 
 
 The current study was undertaken by a five-person research team at the Centre for 
Research on Educational and Community Services at the University of Ottawa and was 
conducted in three phases.  Phase I (2007-2008) involved the design and launch of the project 
and the recruitment of participants.  Phase II (2008-2009) consisted of intervention year one and 
included the random assignment of the foster parents and foster children, the training of the 
foster parents as tutors in the experimental group, the implementation of the RESPs in both 
groups, the tutoring intervention in the experimental group, and the post-test assessment of the 
foster parents and foster children who remained (i.e., 30 of the 42 children in the experimental 
group and 34 of 35 in the wait-list control group).  Phase III (2009-2010) consisted of 
intervention year two, in which both groups continued to receive RESPs, the wait-list control 
children received the TYCW tutoring intervention, and the experimental group received a second 
year of TYCW tutoring. 
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 As anticipated, attrition in the experimental group was high in intervention year two.  At 
the follow-up assessment in June, 2010, only 16 of the original 42 experimental-group children 
remained in the study. Attrition was also high in the control group in year 2, with only 19 of the 
original 35 control-group children remaining.  Given this attrition, and the fact that intervention 
year 1 was of primary interest because it allowed a relatively clear-cut comparison of the effects 
of the tutoring and wait-list control groups, the present report is limited to the results of year 1. 
 
 Phase I. During this initial launch and recruitment phase, the research team recruited 
nine Ontario CASs to collaborate and participate in the study.  Various means were used to 
approach CASs, including a presentation of the project to the directors of service from many of 
the 53 CASs in the province who were attending a meeting at the Ontario Association of 
Children’s Aid Societies in Toronto. CASs that joined the study appointed a “lead hand” who 
was responsible for acting as a liaison with the research team for the duration of the study.  The 
lead hands also recruited prospective participants (i.e., foster children and their foster parents 
who met our inclusion criteria) and were to be available to assist in solving any difficulties that 
might arise. Each CAS signed a letter of agreement (see Appendix E) to confirm their 
participation in and agreement with the requirements of the study. Once the agreement had been 
signed, the lead hand actively recruited participants. 
 
 Phase II. At the beginning of intervention year one (i.e., in September and October, 
2008), three research team members traveled to each of the nine participating CASs. At each 
CAS, a research team member met with the foster children and their foster parents individually 
and used a recruitment script (see Appendix B) to explain the purpose of the study. The research 
team member was responsible for ensuring that both the foster children and their foster parents 
were clear about their respective responsibilities as participants in the study (e.g., receipt of the 
RESP, 3 hours of tutoring per week in the experimental group, and participation in pre-
intervention, post-intervention, and follow-up assessments).  The foster children and parents had 
the opportunity to ask questions and, if clearly hesitant, were encouraged not to join the study. If 
a particular foster parent did not have a computer in the home, the local CAS was responsible for 
providing one. 
 
 Once the participants’ written assent and consent had been obtained, the foster parent was 
asked to read aloud the Level 3 reading assessment passage from the TYCW program, to ensure 
that she or he had adequate reading skills to administer the tutoring program. (In the event, all of 
the foster parents were able to read the passage successfully.)  The research team member then 
selected a randomization envelope from the top of the appropriate pile, which corresponded to 
the particular type or category of foster parent-foster child pair described earlier. The envelope 
was opened in front of the foster child and foster parent, who were then immediately informed 
that they had been randomly assigned to either the experimental or the wait-list control group.  
All of the foster parents were next given a handout that provided more information about RESPs. 
Only the foster parents assigned to the experimental group received an additional handout that 
presented more detailed information about the TYCW tutoring program.  The foster parents in 
the experimental group were also given a sheet of paper that provided the date, time, and place of 
the mandatory one-day training session (given by Michael Maloney) that they had to attend 
before they could begin to tutor their foster children.  Finally, each participating young person, in 
both the experimental and control groups, received a bag containing RESP-labelled materials 
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provided by CESP at HRSDC, including a piggy bank, a growth chart, a calculator, plastic rulers, 
and pens. 
 
 After giving the foster parent a brief explanation about the foster parent questionnaire and 
other instruments they were to complete while the foster child was being assessed, the research 
team member brought the foster parent to a CAS waiting room before returning to the initial 
CAS interview room to assess the foster child.  The pre-intervention assessment tests were 
administered in the following order: the TOWRE, the TYCW reading passages, and the four 
WRAT4 subtests, Word Reading, Sentence Comprehension, Spelling, and Math Computation.  
The child’s experimental versus control condition was not masked, as the research team member 
had opened the randomization envelope only moments before. 
 
 Within a week of the pre-intervention assessments, the foster parents assigned to the 
experimental group were required to attend a one-day, 6-hour training session in their region, 
conducted by Mr. Michael Maloney, the author of the TYCW program.  Once they had begun 
tutoring, the foster parents were required to collect performance data during each tutoring session 
(e.g., on the number of words read per minute by the foster child) and forward the data weekly 
by email or telephone to the project coordinator at the University of Ottawa.  The coordinator, in 
turn, forwarded it to Mr. Maloney, who monitored each child’s progress.  The foster parents 
were also encouraged to contact Mr. Maloney via email or a toll-free hotline for support and 
troubleshooting if they experienced difficulties in the implementation of the program or if a 
particular young person’s performance data indicated that he or she was not making adequate 
progress. Mr. Maloney also provided ongoing consultation, in the form of monthly teleseminars, 
one-on-one coaching through his toll-free tutor hotline, and project newsletters. The project 
coordinator was also in frequent contact with the foster parents to furnish a good deal of 
encouragement. 
 
 The post-test assessment that brought intervention year one to a close took place in June, 
2009.  The same three research team members met again with the foster parents and foster 
children who remained in the study (30 of the 42 children originally randomly assigned to the 
experimental group and 34 of the 35 originally assigned to the wait-list control group).  The 
parents again completed the foster parent questionnaire and other instruments.  The children 
were again administered the TOWRE and the four WRAT4 subtests, in the same order as at the 
pre-test. 
 
 Foster parents who were members of the year 1 wait-list control group were notified of 
the date in September, 2009, when they would receive the TYCW tutoring training.  The foster 
parents in the experimental group were advised that they were not required to continue tutoring 
during the summer months.  They were asked, however, to begin tutoring again during the first 
week back to school in September, 2009. 
 
 Phase III. Intervention year two began in September, 2009.  The foster parents in the 
experimental group were contacted by the project coordinator and reminded to start the tutoring 
as soon as possible.  The foster parents in the control group attended a one-day, 6-hour training 
session in their region, conducted by Mr. Maloney.  The newly trained foster parents were asked 
to begin tutoring within a week of their training session.  As in Phase II, the foster parents in 
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both groups were asked to collect data on the young person’s weekly performance and to 
forward the data by email or telephone to the project coordinator, who sent it to Mr. Maloney for 
monitoring purposes. All of the same supports (i.e., teleseminars, newsletters, etc.) that had been 
provided to the parents in the experimental group during the previous year were now available to 
both groups of foster parents during year two. 
 
 The third and final wave of child and parent assessments took place in June, 2010.  The 
same three research team members met with the participants who remained in the study at that 
time (only 16 experimental-group and 19 control-group children).  The assessment process was 
very similar to that used during the first two waves.  The foster parents were asked to complete 
the foster parent questionnaire and other measures, and the foster children again completed the 
TOWRE and four WRAT4 subtests, in the same order as before. 
 
Treatment Fidelity 
 

Judgments about treatment fidelity (i.e., high, medium, low, or zero fidelity) were based 
on two main sources: the weekly performance data furnished during year 1 to the project 
coordinator by the foster parents, and the post-test data in the foster-parent questionnaire related 
to the number of lessons actually covered during the year, the number of weeks of actual 
tutoring, and on the average number of hours per week actually dedicated to tutoring.  Separate 
judgments were made to rate fidelity on reading and math, respectively. 

 
Data Analysis 
 
 Gliner, Morgan, and Harmon (2003) noted that the analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 
through multiple regression has been recommended as the most powerful approach for analyzing 
pre-test/post-test comparison group designs such as the one here.  The ANCOVA approach takes 
account of any differences in the pre-test scores of the experimental and control groups, thereby 
reducing error variance by adjusting the post-test scores.  Participants’ pre-test scores serve as a 
covariate.  Huitema (1980, pp. 65-66) describes how adjusted post-test scores are to be 
calculated.  T-tests are then carried out on the adjusted post-test means of the experimental and 
control groups. The analyses conducted for the present report used the ANCOVA via regression 
approach, including t-tests on the means of the adjusted post-test scores in the experimental and 
control groups, to test the study hypothesis that tutoring by foster parents would improve the 
academic skills of foster children in reading and math, as assessed by the four WRAT4 subtests. 
Any missing data on the various measures were imputed according to the instructions in the 
respective test manuals.  Also, as necessary, the coordinator made follow-up contacts with the 
foster parents in question. 
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PROCESS RESULTS 
 

Equivalence of Experimental and Wait-List Control Groups at Pre-test 
 

There were no statistically significant differences (p > .05) between the experimental 
group (21 boys and 21 girls) and the wait-list control group (15 boys and 20 girls) at the pre-test 
in terms of gender, age (experimental group: M = 10.51, SD = 1.56; control group: M = 10.97; 
SD = 1.58), on the TOWRE sub-tests, or any of the WRAT4 subtests (see Figure 2).  Thus, the 
randomization process can be said to have “worked”. 

 
Judgments about treatment fidelity (i.e., high, medium, low, or zero fidelity) were based 

on the weekly performance data furnished by the foster parents and the post-test data in the 
foster-parent questionnaire on the number of lessons covered during the year, on the number of 
weeks of tutoring, and on the average number of hours per week actually spent on tutoring.  
Separate judgments were made regarding fidelity to the reading and math components of the 
tutoring program. 

 
 
Attrition During Intervention Year 1 
 
 Between the pre-test (September-October, 2008) and the post-test (June, 2009), 12 of the 
42 foster children (28.6%) in the experimental (tutoring) group and 1 of 35 (2.9%) in the wait-list 
control group withdrew from the study.  This attrition, however, did not destroy the equivalence 
of the two groups. The 30 foster children remaining at the post-test in the tutoring group (13 boys 
and 17 girls) and the 34 in the wait-list control group (15 boys and 19 girls) were not 
significantly different (p > .05) on gender, age (experimental group: M = 10.42, SD = 1.55; 
control group: M = 10.95, SD = 1.60), or TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency, TOWRE  Phonetic 
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Decoding Efficiency, or WRAT4 Word Reading, Sentence Comprehension, Spelling, or Math 
Computation. 
 
 The reasons for attrition varied (see Table 1).  Endogenous reasons were directly related 
to the tutoring intervention, which was variously seen as too demanding by the foster parent or 
child, as eliciting conflict between them, or as unnecessary because the child was already doing 
well in school.  Exogenous reasons were unrelated to the intervention, such as the child’s being 
placed in a different home, or illness of the foster child or foster parent.  Two children withdrew 
for what seemed to be a combination of endogenous and exogenous reasons. 
  
Table 1 
 
Reasons for Withdrawal from the Study During Intervention Year 1 

Year 1 withdrawals 
 

Experimental Control

Mainly Endogenous Reasons   
     Tutoring takes too much time, or causes 
     conflict, or is not needed because child is 
     already doing well in school 

5 0 

Mainly Exogenous Reasons   
     Foster parent or foster child illness, 
     or change in placement 

2 1 

     Other  1 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous Reasons 2 0 
 
Total 

 
12 

 
1 

 
Overall, the tutoring program was indeed demanding in terms of time and effort, and 

many of the foster parents reported being very busy, with several foster children or their own 
birth children in their homes.  Extracurricular activities, the placement of an additional foster 
child in the home, or illnesses of the foster parent, foster child, or other family members were 
cited by some families as reasons for withdrawing from the study.  There were very few changes 
of placement, probably because of the careful selection by agencies of foster children who were 
likely to remain in the same placements for the duration of the study.  When placement changes 
did occur, however, we found it impossible to retrain the new foster parent.  There appeared in 
these few cases to be too many obstacles for either the new foster parents or the foster child to 
continue in the study. 

 
Funds Deposited in Foster Children’s Registered Educational Savings Plans 
 

An obvious reason for the interest in and financial support of the present study on the part 
of the Canada Education Savings Plan at HRSDC is the concerted effort at present by the 
Government of Canada to render RESPs and other savings vehicles more readily available to 
socially vulnerable young people such as those in foster care.  The intent is to increase their 
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representation among youth who enrol in and graduate from post-secondary education 
(university, college, or apprenticeships in the skilled trades).  Other underrepresented groups in 
the Canadian population include children from low-income families, Aboriginal children, and 
children with disabilities. 

 
As a condition of its participation in the study, each of the nine collaborating local CASs 

had agreed to open an RESP for each of its enrolled foster children.  As noted earlier, the CASs 
were to deposit $500 in each foster child’s RESP in intervention year 1 (2008-2009) and again in 
intervention year 2 (2009-2010).  This sum of $1,000 would then attract a 40% match of $400 
($200 each year) from the federal government.  Appendix F provides detailed information on the 
RESP amounts allocated for each child who participated in the study. 
 
Implementation Fidelity 
 
 In consenting to be in the study, each foster parent had agreed to provide 3 hours of 
individual tutoring each week to one or two foster children for 30 weeks during the 2008-2009 
and/or 2009-2010 school years, depending on which group they were assigned to at the pre-test. 
That is, foster parents randomly assigned to the experimental group would tutor their child for 30 
weeks during both school years, whereas foster parents randomly assigned to the wait-less 
control group would tutor their child for 30 weeks during the 2009-2010 school year only.  The 
number of weeks of tutoring actually completed during each intervention year was quite variable, 
ranging from only a few weeks to more than 30 weeks (see Appendix G, Table 1).  The wait-list 
control-group foster parents, who had received training in September, 2009 (i.e., at the beginning 
of year 2), began the tutoring intervention earlier in the school year than the experimental group 
had done in the previous year.  This seems to have been reflected in the higher number of weeks 
they completed in tutoring reading—but not math—over the course of year 2.  
 
 During the weekly 3-hour tutoring period, foster parents were expected to instruct the 
child in reading for 2 hours, using the step-by-step Teach Your Children Well instructional 
manuals.  They were also expected to ensure that the child worked independently on the 
computer with the math software for 30 minutes and to listen to the child read out loud for 30 
minutes.  The actual amount of time spent in an average week on the different components of the 
tutoring program varied (see Appendix G, Table 2), with most of the time spent on reading 
instruction.  Reading instruction using the detailed instructor and student manuals was the most 
structured component of the program.  Most of the training received by foster parents during 
their 6-hour, one-day training session had also focused on reading instruction.  
 
 It was expected that each foster child would complete a minimum of 60 lessons in the 
reading program during the 30 weeks of tutoring in each school year.  There was a large 
variability in the number of lessons completed: in 2008-2009, the number of lessons completed 
ranged between 10 and 128 lessons, and in 2009-2010 between 26 and 180 lessons.  On average, 
however, the mean number of lessons completed was close to 60 lessons in both years (see 
Appendix G, Table 3).  It is somewhat surprising that the number of lessons was quite similar 
each year, given that the control group had begun tutoring, in 2009-2010, much earlier than had 
the experimental group in 2008-2009. 
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 After the post-test, in June, 2009, two members of the research team, the project 
coordinator and the principal investigator, went through the file of each child in the experimental 
group to categorize the degree to which the foster parents and foster children had succeeded in 
implementing the reading and math tutoring intervention during 2008-2009.  Each child was 
categorized as having received either a high, medium or low level of implementation, or no 
tutoring at all.  A child was categorized as having received a high level of implementation if he 
or she had received a substantial number of weeks of tutoring (i.e., approximately 25 weeks or 
more), had completed a substantial number of lessons (i.e., approximately 60 lessons or more, or 
30 lessons for young children in levels 1A and 1B of the TYCW reading books), and had spent a 
substantial amount of time on the different components of the tutoring per week.  A child was 
categorized as having received a medium level of implementation when the degree of tutoring 
received was judged as less than high but more than low. A rating of low implementation was 
made when the child had received only a relatively small amount of tutoring but still enough, in 
terms of weeks (i.e., more than 5 weeks), lessons (i.e., more than 10 lessons), and time per week 
to qualify as having received a low level of the intervention (rather than none at all). Finally, 
children who were judged as having received no tutoring at all had clearly fallen below the “low 
implementation” threshold just defined. 
 
 The children received two separate levels of implementation fidelity ratings, one for 
reading and one for math.  After the follow-up test, in June, 2010, the same procedure was 
repeated for the control group. In Appendix G, Table 4 summarizes the implementation fidelity 
of reading and math tutoring in both years.  
 
 In the second year, we decided to put more emphasis on math during the training because 
we had found at the pre-test that math was the area in which foster children were the farthest 
behind their peers in the general population (i.e., a whole standardized deviation below average).  
Math was also the academic skill in which the children had made the largest gains in year 1.  We 
added a counting fluency book that foster parents were instructed to begin shortly after training 
to build up the child’s counting skills, and the math software was to begin once the counting 
fluency book was complete or, at the latest, by January, 2010.  In addition, foster parents were 
instructed how to create flashcards with math facts.  Unfortunately, despite these attempts to 
improve the math tutoring during year 2, it appears that implementation fidelity of the math 
component of the program was, in fact, worse for the control group in 2009-2010 than it had 
been for the experimental group in 2008-2009.  This counterintuitive process finding is perhaps 
explainable in terms of insufficient training of the foster parents in the control group to execute 
the new elements with high fidelity. 
 
 In the foster parent questionnaire, foster parents were asked about their use of a reward 
system with their foster child or foster children (see Appendix G, Table 5).  The low rate of 
implementation of the reward system is probably best explained by the lack of attention to this 
program feature in training that lasted only a total of 6 hours.  In 2009-2010, we added a Star 
Reward chart to the training for the control group to improve this, but this did not appear to 
increase use of the reward system.  If anything, the foster parents in the control group seem, in 
year 2, to have used the reward system even less than the foster parents in the experimental 
group had in year 1.  
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Use of Tutoring Supports by Foster Parents 
 

The foster parents were asked how often they used different supports that were available 
to help them with the tutoring, such as monthly newsletters and teleseminars, a toll-free phone 
number to reach the coach, Michael Maloney, and a toll-free number to call the project 
coordinator (see Appendix G, Table 6).  Most of the foster parents in both groups submitted 
weekly data to the project coordinator, read correspondence by email or regular mail, and read 
monthly newsletters.  On the other hand, few participated in the monthly teleseminars or called 
Michael Maloney or the project coordinator if they had a problem or a question.  Participation in 
the teleseminars remained low in 2009-2010 even after efforts had been made to increase 
participation by setting the dates and topics well in advance and printing them in monthly 
calendars that had been handed out to the foster parents during training.  Also, with some 
exceptions, the foster parents in both groups reported receiving relatively little support from their 
local CASs.  

 
Support by the Lead Hands in the Local Children’s Aid Societies 
 

Each of the nine local CASs had appointed a lead hand to oversee the project at the 
agency-level. The work of the lead hands was essential, especially in preparing for the pre-test, 
post-test, and follow-up assessments.  The lead hands were responsible for scheduling the foster 
parents and children, reminded families of the dates and times of their appointments, reserved 
assessment rooms, and ensured that all of the other logistical items had been taken care of prior 
to the visit of the research team to their local CAS. 

 
We are indebted to the lead hands who provided timely and consistent assistance to the 

project; such support will be essential in any CAS that envisions future implementation of the 
tutoring intervention.  Our task and those of the foster parents and children were made difficult 
when lead hands were hard to reach, responded to requests from the project coordinator only 
after many prompts, or did not ensure that a computer was made available to foster homes 
without delay so that the children could begin work quickly on their computer-based math 
lessons. 

  
One CAS, in particular, stood out by the high level of support offered to participating 

foster parents and can serve as a model.  This CAS had no attrition in either year of the study and 
a very high level of implementation fidelity in reading and math tutoring in both years.  The CAS 
had appointed a very committed lead hand who decided to tutor her own child using the Teach 
Your Children Well program. She organized regular meetings and contacts with foster parents 
and was able to offer “hands on” support since she was very familiar with the program and its 
requirements after tutoring her own child.  Also, she worked with the children’s service workers 
and resource workers in her CAS to ensure that the foster parents received high levels of support 
and that each foster child’s school was informed of his or her participation in the project.  
Appendix H provides further details on the impressive and effective implementation plan 
followed in this CAS. 
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Perceived Usefulness and Adequacy of Tutoring Training 
 
Most of the foster parents felt that they were adequately trained to tutor their foster child 

or children during their 6-hour, one day training session (see Appendix G, Table 7).  They rated 
the TYCW reading materials and explanations of the reading tutoring much higher than the math 
materials, explanations of the math tutoring, or the reward system.  This reflects, no doubt, the 
fact that more emphasis was placed on the reading component of the program during the training 
and that the reading materials were much more comprehensive, with a detailed instructor’s 
manual and an accompanying manual for the student.  Overall, the perceptions of the foster 
parents suggest that while the training in the reading component of the program was adequate, 
training in the math tutoring and in the behavior-management, positive-reinforcement 
components both need improvement.  The 6-hour training program appears to need revision, in 
these two latter domains. For, the data on the foster children in our study (like the data on the 
samples of foster children reviewed by Trout et al., 2008) indicate greater weakness in math than 
in reading. Also, given that a good number of foster children have behavior problems, additional 
training in behavior management also seems necessary to ensure more effective tutoring. 

  
Obstacles to Tutoring Identified by Foster Parents 
  

The foster parents identified several things that were likely to interfere with the tutoring 
process (see Appendix G, Table 8).  Foster child behaviour problems and resistance to tutoring 
were often noted by the foster parents, which reinforces our suggestion to provide more training 
in the positive-reinforcement/behaviour-management component of the TYCW program.  
Extracurricular activities and homework were often noted by foster parents as interfering with 
the tutoring.  The research team sent a letter to each participating child’s teacher to inform him or 
her of the child’s involvement in the tutoring program, with the hope that the teacher would 
adjust the amount of homework to allow more time for tutoring.  Regarding the problem cited by 
foster parents of finding time to tutor in the face of extracurricular activities, the outstanding lead 
hand whose efforts were described earlier (see Appendix H) encouraged her foster parents to 
schedule their tutoring sessions in their calendars during their quarterly support meetings.  This 
allowed the foster parents to help one another by brainstorming and identifying ways in which 
they could fit the tutoring into their busy lives. 
 
Maintaining Integrity of Experimental and Control Conditions 
 

We were concerned that some of the children in the control group might receive the 
TYCW tutoring intervention during year 1, 2008-2009 (as had happened in the evaluation 
described by Courtney et al., 2008). At the post-test, we asked these foster parents whether their 
child had received tutoring using the TYCW method, and none of the children in the control 
group had received it.  This is likely due to the fact that we offered a wait-less control group, so 
the control group only had to wait until the following year to receive the tutoring. We had also 
made an explicit agreement with each foster parent in the control group at the outset of the study 
that the TYCW tutoring was not be administered to the child (or children) until the following 
year. 
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Foster Parents’ Overall Opinion of the Teach Your Children Well program 
 
In general, the foster parents had a favorable view of the TYCW tutoring program (see 

Appendix G, Table 9), with the great majority stating that they would recommend the program 
materials to other foster parents.  It was not surprising, however, that many—even those who 
remained in the study—found it difficult to fit into their and the child’s weekly schedule the 3 
hours required. 

  
 During years 1 and 2, the project coordinator had a great deal of contact via e-mail and 
telephone with the foster parents.  She noted that many foster parents had very positive things to 
say about the program, often attributing desirable changes in the foster children to the tutoring. 
Some of these anecdotal observations were as follows (identifying information has been removed 
to protect participants’ confidentiality): 
 

o “The foster child is so proud of herself. She has reached 200 words/minute (in fluency), 
which brought tears to her and her foster parent’s eyes.  The child is excited because she 
sees her progress and thanks her foster parent every night.” 
  

o “The foster child reports that her reading is much better in class and that she is 
participating more in the regular classroom.”  
 

o “The foster child is enjoying the one-on-one special time he gets during the tutoring.”  
 

o “The foster child’s interest in the tutoring is unbelievable.  The child’s sentences and 
words are getting longer, and pronunciation is a lot better.”  
 

o “The foster child knows he’s getting smarter as he learns more words and cooperates well 
with the tutoring.”  
 

o “The foster child is doing very well. She really loves the math and can’t wait until she 
catches up to her class!” 
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OUTCOME RESULTS 
 

 As noted earlier, we limit attention in this report to the primary purpose of the study, 
namely, to compare the gains in reading and math made by the foster children in the 
experimental (tutoring) group during year 1 with the gains made by the foster children in the 
wait-list control group.  A PhD thesis to be completed by one of the team members in 2011-2012 
will investigate the secondary purpose of the study, namely, to discover whether the tutoring 
intervention produced greater gains in the experimental group, compared with the control group, 
in terms of mental health and higher-quality foster child-foster parent relationships.   
 

As mentioned earlier in the Method section, we used analysis of covariance (ANCOVA), 
implemented via multiple regression, to adjust the post-test scores of the foster children in the 
experimental and control groups by the children’s pre-test scores. We then computed t-tests on 
the adjusted post-test mean scores, using 1-tailed tests because our hypothesis was a directional 
one.  Finally, in accordance with the recommendation of the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC, 
2008) of the US Institute of Educational Sciences, in its Procedures and Standards Handbook 
(version 2.0), we used Hedge’s g to compute effect sizes unbiased by small sample size.  We also 
adopted the WWC convention that effect sizes of 0.25 are to be considered “substantively 
important” (p. 22), even if the effects are not statistically significant.  

    
Figures 3 through 6 display the impact of the tutoring intervention on the four sub-tests of 

the WRAT4.  As mentioned earlier, the WRAT4 is composed of four subtests: Word Reading, 
Sentence Comprehension, Spelling, and Math Computation.  Word Reading assesses the 
decoding of letters and words through identification and word recognition.  Sentence 
Comprehension assesses one’s ability to gain meaning from words and comprehend ideas and 
information contained in sentences.  Spelling measures the ability to encode sounds into written 
form through the use of a dictated spelling format that contains both letters and words.  Lastly, 
Math Computation assesses the ability to perform basic mathematical computations through 
counting, identifying numbers, solving simple oral problems, and calculating written math 
problems. 
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Figure 3 shows that on the first WRAT 4 measure of academic skill, Word Reading, the 

difference between the means of the experimental (tutoring) and wait-list control groups on the 
adjusted post-test scores was not statistically significant (p  = .19, 1-tailed).  Moreover, the effect 
size (Hedges’ g = 0.19) was below the threshold of 0.25 that WWC (2008) considers 
“substantively important”. 
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 Figure 4 displays the adjusted post-test means on Sentence Comprehension.  Unlike the 
results on the previous WRAT4 subtest, the difference between the group means on Sentence 
Comprehension was statistically significant, in the hypothesized direction, and the effect size 
(Hedges’ g = 0.38) was well above WCC’s threshold of substantive importance. 
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 Figure 5 shows the adjusted post-test means on Spelling.  The difference between the 
tutoring and control group means was not statistically significant, and Hedge’s g (-0.08) was far 
below the WWC threshold and, in fact, negative.  In fact, its slightly negative value ran counter 
to the positive value that we had expected.   
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Finally, Figure 6 shows the results for the WRAT4 subtest, Math Computation, on which 
at the pre-test the foster children had scored lowest, approximately one standard deviation below 
the population mean.  Despite this, and despite the fact mentioned earlier that we had evaluated 
the reading component of the tutoring as having been better implemented than the math 
component, the group difference on the adjusted post-test means was statistically significant in 
the hypothesized direction and the size of the effect (Hedges’ g = 0.46) was much above the 
WCC threshold of 0.25. 
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IMPLICATIONS OF RESULTS AND LESSONS LEARNED 
 

 The most important finding from the present study is that tutoring, though challenging for 
foster parents and foster children alike, had positive effects on reading (i.e., Sentence 
Comprehension) and math (i.e., Math Computation) that exceeded the gains accruing from 
simply spending an additional year in primary school. Moreover, our results were broadly 
consistent with the positive conclusions regarding tutoring reached by Ritter et al. (2006) in their 
systematic review and meta-analysis of tutoring by adult, nonprofessional volunteers of children 
in primary school in the general population.  The magnitude of the statistically significant effects 
found in our study was in the same range as those reported by Ritter et al. (2006).  On various 
measures of reading, they found small to moderate and statistically significant mean effect sizes 
(using Cohen’s d, which is very similar to Hedge’s g) that ranged between 0.26 and 0.45.  It is 
interesting, however, that our statistically significant effects were found in domains (i.e., 
mathematics and reading comprehension) that were positive but not statistically significant in the 
meta-analysis by Ritter et al. (2006), partly because of small numbers of studies. 
  
Lessons Learned at Each Project Stage 
 
 Choosing the intervention.  The Maloney Teach Your Children Well (1998) method of 
tutoring appears to be implementable and effective with many foster parents and children, 
although not all.  In the present study, we chose to use the TYCW model because it is based on 
direct instruction which, according to a substantial body of research, is a very effective method 
for teaching educationally disadvantaged children.  In a future study, however, we would 
recommend doing a thorough review of other available versions of direct instruction before 
settling on the particular model to be used. The What Works Clearinghouse would be a good 
place to start, given its tradition of rigorous evaluation.  In general, we think that computerized 
reading and math interventions would be particularly interesting to consider, both for their 
stimulus value for young people who have never know a world without computers and because 
they would probably take some of the burden of tutoring off the shoulders of busy foster parents.  
The reading or math tutoring program chosen should be as engaging as possible for the children 
involved. 
  
 Advertising and launching the project.  We approached all 53 CASs in Ontario about 
participating in our study and are grateful that 9 chose to do so.  A major hurdle was our 
requirement that participating CASs open an RESP account for each child enrolled and deposit 
$1,000 ($500 each year) in the RESP.  Many CASs in the province were in difficult financial 
circumstances in 2007, when we launched the study, and felt unable to make this financial 
commitment.  Our study also came at a time when the Ministry of Children and Youth Services 
(MCYS) had issued a directive that CASs establish RESPs for children in care aged 0-6 and 
deposit the children’s Universal Child Care Benefit (UCCB) of $1200 per year in the RESP.  
Thus, CASs were coping with implementing this new MCYS directive and with the logistics of 
opening RESPs for an already large number of young children.  Finally, it must be added that the 
specific tutoring intervention that we proposed to test had never been evaluated before.  There 
would presumably be greater interest in the intervention today among CAS managers and staff, 
given the positive findings reported here. 
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 In our preliminary discussions with CASs, there was an occasional perception that use of 
a randomized design would be unfair to those assigned to the control group and even unethical.  
We responded to this issue by explaining the importance of using a strong (i.e., randomized) 
research design, to arrive at robust conclusions about the effectiveness of tutoring.  In 
teleconferences that we organized to discuss this and other issues, some of the project lead hands 
who had backgrounds in research helped to convince their colleagues of the importance of 
having a randomized design.  Also, we ensured that the wait-list control group would get the 
intervention during year 2, to assuage any fears of unfair or unethical treatment.  We also 
emphasized that our tutoring intervention was being offered over and above standard care and 
thus no child would be deprived of services that he or she would otherwise receive. 
 
 Recruitment.  Given that the nine CASs were located in widely separated locations in 
different regions of Ontario, we were unable to organize screening assessments of potential 
participants.  Instead, we asked staff members in the collaborating CASs to nominate only foster 
children who, in their judgment, would be able to benefit from tutoring (i.e., whose intellectual 
or behavioural problems were not such as to preclude benefitting).  In the event, some children 
were enrolled in the study despite intellectual or behavioural functioning that made tutoring very 
difficult and contributed to their eventual withdrawal.  In future studies, especially if done in a 
single location, screening children and foster parents with more objective measures would be 
more feasible.  It would also help if children at the high end of the achievement spectrum could 
be identified and screened out because they do not need tutoring. In our study, we enrolled 
several pupils who were very gifted (e.g., in the top 1% of the general population on the 
WRAT4), partly because we were worried about not having enough children in the sample.  
These high-scoring pupils eventually withdrew because they felt little personal need for tutoring. 
    

Regarding the foster parents whom we recruited, some were very motivated to 
participate, implemented the tutoring with a high level of fidelity, and sent in their weekly data 
with very little prompting from the project coordinator.  Other foster parents, however, needed to 
be reminded often.  Also, even though we had met with each foster parent and described the 
demanding tutoring regime of 3 hours per week for 30 weeks before they consented to 
participate in the study, many were still surprised to find that the tutoring required a lot of work.  
Obviously, the more we can identify and resolve uncertainties before a study about participants’ 
motivation or ability to tutor, the better. 

   
 Training.  One of the most important lessons we learned is that more extensive training 
for foster parents as tutors is required than we provided in the present study.  A 6-hour, one-day 
training session is simply not enough for foster parents to learn and begin to master all the 
components of the Teach Your Children Well tutoring program, including the reading, math, 
positive reinforcement, and behaviour management components.  In the present study, the 
emphasis in the training was placed on the reading aspect, with less on math and little on 
positive-reinforcement and behaviour-management. 
  

We also believe that the tutoring training should be more directive than it was in our 
study.  After the day of training, several foster parents were not clear about when to begin 
tutoring, which caused delays in getting started.  When foster parents did not get started quickly 
after the training, they proved to be at considerable risk of not starting at all and withdrawing 
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from the project.  Also, even after receiving training, many foster parents were unclear about 
what was expected of them, often directing questions to the project coordinator.  A common 
misunderstanding occurred related to the directive that children receiving the intervention should 
complete at least 60 lessons in the reading component of the tutoring program during the 30 
weeks.  As a result, when the child had completed the first 60 lessons and was sent the next level 
of books (with another 60 lessons), many foster parents and children were unpleasantly 
surprised.  They had thought that the tutoring ended when the first book of 60 lessons had been 
completed and did not understand that at least 60 lessons did not mean a maximum of 60 lessons. 
In any future study, these kinds of issues should be clarified during the training process. 

 
It is also important to prepare foster parents during training for the difficulties they will 

face in implementing the program.  Improving the academic outcomes of foster children who are 
struggling academically is not easy, and some foster parents were disappointed that their hard 
work led to only modest improvements in their foster child’s academic skills.  Sharing success 
stories during training may indeed motivate foster parents; however, such stories should not be 
allowed to induce unrealistic expectations, as disappointment and discouragement are likely to 
set in later when gains turn out to be only modest. 

 
 Coaching.  In addition to providing the initial training session, Michael Maloney 
provided opportunities to the foster parents for coaching, in the form of individual telephone 
consultations, group teleseminars, and newsletters.  Means need to be found, however, to 
improve the impact of coaching.  Participation in monthly teleseminars was consistently low, 
even when we offered both afternoon and evening sessions, and announced topics and dates well 
in advance.  Individual telephone consultations were also problematic.  Michael Maloney was 
sometimes difficult to reach for tutoring support and troubleshooting. Also, he worked in a city 
different from that of the research team.  This sometimes led to confusion among foster parents 
regarding whom to call about a particular issue, even though many efforts were made to clarify 
this.  Foster parents lead very busy lives and, even though they were able to call Michael 
Maloney and the project coordinator toll-free, they rarely did so when they had a problem or 
question.  Thus, everyone involved in supporting foster parents, including the trainer-coach, 
project coordinator, CAS lead hands, and CAS staff, need to be proactive and not assume that 
“no news from foster parents is good news”.  More systematic monitoring is required. 
   
 Delivery of intervention.  In the first year (2008-2009), the tutoring was implemented 
well for only about half (50%) of the children in the experimental group and 21% received 
tutoring that was not optimal.  Fully 29% did not receive any tutoring at all and, in almost all 
cases, withdrew from the study.  This suggests that roughly half of the foster parents and children 
who choose to engage in this demanding program may be able to actually carry through on their 
commitment at a high level.  This is potentially a very large group, numerically, but it is clear 
that this approach to tutoring is not for everyone, whether foster parents or foster children. 
  
 During the second year (2009-2010), we worked with Michael Maloney to make the 
training more directive by preparing more comprehensive training packages for each foster 
parent. Monthly calendars were added, which could be placed on the family fridge.  The calendar 
included, for example, reminders to begin the tutoring shortly after the training and to send in 
weekly data to the project coordinator on Fridays.  It also included the dates and topics of 
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teleseminars. To improve the training in regard to positive reinforcement and behaviour 
management, Michael Maloney and his team prepared a Star Chart that foster parents were to put 
on the family fridge and use to implement the reward system.  Children earned stars during each 
tutoring session that they could redeem for rewards that had been pre-negotiated between the 
foster parent and child.   As an additional reinforcement, the research coordinator sent out 
certificates in 2009-2010 to foster children upon their completion of each level of the Teach Your 
Children Well reading program.  
 
 During the first year (2008-2009), some weak students who had trouble counting 
struggled with the math software, which was too difficult for them.  To address this problem, we 
added a counting fluency book in 2009-2010 to improve foster children’s counting skills before 
they began the math software.  Foster parents were instructed to tutor their child with the 
counting fluency book before beginning the math software.  Foster parents were also taught how 
to create flashcards with math facts as an add-on to the math software.  Unfortunately, these 
changes did not seem to lead to higher implementation fidelity or lower attrition in year 2. 
 
 Dissemination of knowledge about RESPs in the child welfare community. The 
Education Savings Community Outreach (ESCO) program, operated by the Canada Education 
Savings Plan at HRSDC, contributes funds to support community-based organizations in the 
development and delivery of outreach projects, to encourage low-income Canadians to save for 
their children's postsecondary education, help them to access education savings incentives, and 
increase their financial literacy.  Priority is given to efforts to reach vulnerable groups, including 
children in care, single parents, Aboriginal peoples, families living in rural and remote areas, and 
in official languages minority communities and recent immigrants. 
 
 The RESP for Kids in Care project, one of some 17 CESP-funded outreach projects 
operating during 2007-2010, was very consistent with the objectives of the ESCO program.  The 
project raised awareness, during its recruitment phase, of the need to implement RESPs for 
children in care.  Several presentations were made to senior CAS managers. The project also 
raised awareness during its operational phase, especially among foster parents and staff in the 
nine CASs directly involved in the project and also within the Ontario Association of Children’s 
Aid Societies, which represents and advocates on behalf of the 53 CASs in Ontario.  Also, a 
presentation was made by the first author of the present report to a well attended meeting of the 
Ontario Foster Parents Association.   
 
 Over the next several years, during the knowledge-translation phase of the project (the 
operational phase of which ended on October 31, 2010), we will continue to present our findings 
to provincial, national, and international audiences. In the May 31-June 2, 2011, period, the 
Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services will co-host a major learning event 
on improving educational outcomes among children and youth in care, with speakers from 
Canada, the US, the UK, Sweden, and Germany.  Our co-host, Practice and Research Together 
(PART), is a collaborative organization funded by some 40 Ontario CASs with the mandate of 
disseminating new research-based knowledge throughout the child welfare community in 
Ontario. The first author of the present report will make a plenary presentation of the findings 
from the RESPs for Kids in Care project to the learning-event audience at the University of 
Ottawa, consisting of 300 CAS managers and staff and child welfare policy makers from Ontario 
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and Canada, as well as 600 additional CAS staff who will follow the event via webinar. 
Moreover, after peer review, the conference paper describing the project results will be published 
in a special issue of an internationally prominent child welfare journal, Children and Youth 
Services Review, to be based on the learning event papers and co-edited by the Executive 
Director of PART and the first author of the present report.  This learning event and special 
journal issue will give a good deal of immediate as well as long-term profile to the need to make 
RESPs available to young people in care and, simultaneously, to the efforts of CESP and its 
ESCO initiative in facilitating the entry of many more former youths in care into the post-
secondary educational sector in Canada.  Further presentations on the project will be made to 
Canadian and international audiences, including meetings of foster parent associations.             
  
Conclusion  
 
 In the present trial of tutoring, we focused on the tutoring of foster children who were 
still in primary school, in an attempt to help them improve their educational outcomes before the 
high school years, when improvements are likely to be much more difficult.  We met with some 
success in enhancing the foster children’s basic reading and math skills, in what we believe is 
one of the first controlled trials of tutoring in child welfare internationally.  We hope our findings 
motivate CASs, foster parents, and children in care to devote time and energy in academic 
tutoring, because our results were of similar magnitude to those found in adult volunteer tutoring 
of children in primary school in the general population.  We hope also that our results encourage 
other researchers to become active in what is an overlooked area.  Finally, we are encouraged by 
current efforts by the federal and provincial governments to improve short-term and long-term 
educational outcomes among disadvantaged sectors of the Canadian population.  A focused and 
sustained program of research will be required to develop and evaluate effective ways of helping 
children and youth in care to close the outcomes gap that separates too many of them 
educationally from their age peers in the general population.    
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Appendix A: Foster Child Assent Form and Foster Parent Consent Form 

ASSENT FORM FOR YOUNG PEOPLE IN CARE 
 

We have found that many young people in care have some challenges in school. Since education 
is very important for their future, we are trying to learn about ways to improve the school success 
of young people like you. If you would like, you can be in our study, which will last for 2 years, 
from October, 2008 to July, 2010. 

  
If you decide you want to be in our study, your Children’s Aid Society (CAS) will open and 
deposit money in a Registered Education Savings Plan (RESP) at the bank to save money to help 
pay for your education after high school. If you decide to participate, you will need to complete 
some tasks with me so that we can see your progress during the 2 years of the study. You will 
always be free to decide to not answer any questions that you are not comfortable with. As part 
of this study, you will also receive tutoring from your foster parents (or kinship caregivers) who 
will be trained to help you to improve your reading and math.   

 
When we tell other people about our research, we will never use your name, so no one will be 
able to tell whom we are talking about. 

 
Your CAS and foster parents (or kinship caregivers) have to say it’s OK for you to be in the 
study. After they decide, you get to choose if you want to join the study. If you don’t want to be 
in the study, no one will be mad at you.  If you want to be in the study now and change your 
mind later, that’s OK. You can stop at any time.  

 
If you have any questions about the study or if you decide you don’t want to be in the study any 
more, you can contact Marie-Pierre Paquet, Tel. (613) 562-5800, x8860; email 
mppaquet@uottawa.ca.  

  
I will give you a copy of this form in case you want to ask questions later.  

Agreement 
 

I, ______________________________________, agree to be in the study. All my questions 
have been answered. 

  
Participant’s signature:_________________________________________   
Date:____________________________ 

 
Robert J. Flynn, Ph.D., C. Psych.  Marie-Pierre Paquet, B.A. 
Principal Investigator    Project Coordinator 
 
Robyn Marquis, M.Ed., Ph.D. Candidate 
Research Assistant  
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CONSENT FORM FOR CHILD PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH 
 
I give my consent for the child in my care __________________________  to participate in the research 
titled, "The RESPs for Kids in Care Project: A Randomized Field Trial to Improve Educational 
Achievement Among Children in Out-of-Home care," which is being conducted by Dr. Robert Flynn of 
the Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services at the University of Ottawa. The study 
is intended to address the problem of poor educational outcomes among young people in care, and is 
funded by the Government of Canada (Canada Education Savings Program, Human Resources and Social 
Development Canada). The purpose of the study is to test the relative effectiveness of two interventions to 
improve educational outcomes and social behavior among young people in care. The two interventions 
are, respectively, (1) a Registered Education Savings Plan (RESP), with an appropriate orientation for 
foster parents and kinship caregivers; and (2) the RESP/orientation, plus training in educational tutoring 
for foster parents and kinship caregivers.  

 
If I, the child in my care and his or her foster parent or kinship caregiver agree to participate, the child 
will be randomly assigned to one of the interventions and will be monitored for 2 years, that is, from 
October, 2008 to July, 2010. The foster parent tutoring intervention will be offered in the second year to 
the young people who, in the first year, will have received the baseline (RESP) intervention, so that all 
young people in the study receive tutoring from their foster parent in reading. As part of the study, the 
child will be required to complete the fourth edition of the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT-4), 
which measures the child's reading, spelling, and arithmetic skills, and the Test of Word Reading 
Efficiency (TOWRE), which measures the child’s ability to pronounce printed words accurately and 
fluently, at three occasions during the project (at pre-test, post-test and follow-up). These tests, 
respectively, take 35-45 minutes and 5 minutes to complete. 

 
The information provided by the child will be locked up in the researchers’ laboratory at the University of 
Ottawa.  All information will remain strictly confidential and the child's name will not be recorded with 
his or her responses or identified in any way.  Hard data will be shredded after 5 years. Electronic data 
will be destroyed once the data has been analyzed and all research reports have been completed.  

 
I understand that this participation is entirely voluntary; I or the child in my care can withdraw consent at 
any time without penalty. 

 
There are two copies of the consent form, one that I will keep and one that I will return to the researchers.  
If I have any questions about this study, I may contact the project coordinator, Ms. Marie-Pierre Paquet, 
Tel. (613) 562-5800, X8860; email mppaquet@uottawa.ca.  If I have questions about the ethical aspects 
of the research or I wish to make a complaint about how it is being conducted, I may contact the Protocol 
Officer for Ethics in Research, University of Ottawa, 550 Cumberland St, Room 160. Tel. (613) 562-
5841; Fax. (613) 562-5318; e-mail ethics@uottawa.ca 

 
Signature of Guardian:_____________________________________DATE:_________  
 
Robert J. Flynn __________________________________    
PhD, CPsych, Principal Investigator    
 

 
WE ARE AWARE THAT YOUR TIME IS PRECIOUS.  THANK YOU FOR 

READING THIS MATERIAL AND FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. 
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Appendix B: Recruitment Scripts for Foster Children and Foster Parents 
 

Youth Recruitment Script 
  

This recruitment script is to be read to the youth by a member of the research team. 
 
 
You are invited to participate in a study, RESPs for Kids in Care. This study is being done by 
Robert Flynn and his team at the University of Ottawa. The study wants to learn about ways to 
improve the school success of youth in care, since education is very important for their future. 
The study will last for 2 years, from October, 2008, to July, 2010. 
  
As part of the study, Children’s Aid Societies (CASs) will open and deposit money in Registered 
Education Savings Plans (RESPs). RESPs are accounts at the bank that allow people to save 
money to help pay for a youth’s education after high school. Another part of the study is to see 
how tutoring by foster parents can help youth to improve their reading and math skills.  
 
Your CAS and foster parents have to say it’s OK for you to be in the study. After they decide, 
you get to choose if you want to do it too. If you don’t want to be in the study, no one will be 
mad at you.  If you want to be in the study now and change your mind later, that’s OK. You can 
stop at any time.  
 
If you decide to participate in the study, you will need to sign an “assent” form.  
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FOSTER PARENT AND KINSHIP CAREGIVER RECRUITMENT SCRIPT 
 

Dear Foster Parent or Kinship Caregiver, 
 
We are researchers at the University of Ottawa who are working in collaboration with your local 
Children’s Aid Society (CAS) on a study, RESPs for Kids in Care.  The study is intended to address the 
problem of poor educational outcomes among young people in care. The study will test the relative 
effectiveness of two interventions to improve educational outcomes and social behavior among young 
people in care. The two interventions to be tested are, respectively, (1) a Registered Education Savings 
Plan (RESP), with an appropriate orientation for foster parents and kinship caregivers; and (2) the 
RESP/orientation, plus training in educational tutoring for foster parents and kinship caregivers. The 
study will last for 2 years, from October, 2008, to July, 2010. 
 
The young people in care who participate in the study will be randomly assigned to one of the two 
interventions described above. We will offer the foster parent tutoring intervention in the second year to 
the young people who, in the first year, will have received the baseline (RESP) intervention. 
 
By agreeing to participate in the project, I agree to convey the significance of the RESP to my foster or 
kinship care child as an important investment in his or her future. I agree to participate in one day of 
training in the educational tutoring method developed by Teach Your Children Well in Belleville, 
Ontario. I commit to tutoring my foster or kinship care child for 3 hours per week during the 2008-2009 
and/or 2009-2010 school year(s), depending on which intervention group I and my foster or kinship care 
child are assigned to. I also agree to have my tutoring performance monitored regularly, to make sure that 
I am applying the methods that I have learned. I have access to a computer in my home to run the 
computer-based mathematics software. I also have access to telephone, fax or email to communicate 
regularly with the project staff.  
 
By agreeing to participate in the project, I agree to provide information on my foster or kinship care child 
by completing the Conners’ ADHD/DSM-IV questionnaire, which consists of 26 items and takes 5-10 
minutes to complete, and by completing the Child Behavior Checklist, which consists of 120 items and 
takes 15-20 minutes to complete. These questionnaires will need to be completed at three occasions 
during the project (at pre-test, post-test and follow-up). 
 
We would appreciate your consenting to participate in our study.  If you agree to take part, please sign 
both copies of the enclosed consent form. There are two copies of the consent form, one for you to keep 
and one for the researchers. Your participation is strictly voluntary and you are free to refuse to 
participate or to withdraw from the study at any moment. If you refuse to participate in the study, the 
services that you and your foster or kinship care child receive from your local CAS will not be affected in 
any way. 
  
Thank you for reading this material.  We really appreciate your help.  If you have any questions about this 
study, you may contact the project coordinator, Ms. Marie-Pierre Paquet, Tel. (613) 562-5800, X8860; 
email mppaquet@uottawa.ca.  If you have questions about the ethical aspects of the research or you wish 
to make a complaint about how it is being conducted, you may contact the Protocol Officer for Ethics in 
Research, University of Ottawa, 550 Cumberland St, Room 160. Tel. (613) 562-5841; Fax. (613) 562-
5318; e-mail ethics@uottawa.ca 
 
Yours sincerely, 
_________________________    ________________________ 
Robert J. Flynn, PhD, CPsych    Marie-Pierre Paquet 
Principal Investigator     Project Coordinator 
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Appendix C: Eligibility Requirements for the Foster Children and Foster Parents 

Eligibility Criteria for Nomination of Foster Children to Participate 
in RESPs for Kids in Care Study 

 
1. Aged approximately 6-13 years and in grades 2 through 7 (in the 2008-2009 school year) 

2. Assessed and nominated by the child’s child welfare worker and supervisor as likely to 

benefit from foster parent tutoring 

3. Neither a very strong nor an extremely weak nor an extremely behaviorally disturbed student 

(as assessed by the child welfare worker and supervisor) 

4. Fluent in English (as the instructional materials for the educational intervention exist only in 

English) 

5. Resident in a foster home or kinship care home (but not a group home), whether run by the 

local CAS or by a private provider 

6. In a stable placement (as assessed by the child welfare worker and supervisor) 

7. Either a Crown Ward or Society Ward, and thus likely to remain in the study  

8. The child gives his or her informed assent to participate in the study 

9. Participation in the study will be limited to two foster children per home (as nominated by 

the CAS), to limit the burden on the foster parent (who may have up to four foster children in 

the home).  
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Eligibility Criteria for Nomination of Foster Parents to Participate 
in RESPs for Kids in Care Study 

 

1. Assessed and nominated by their local CAS as sufficiently motivated and literate to function 

as tutors 

2. Ability to read well 

3. Willing to undergo a day of tutoring training 

4. Willing to have their tutoring performance monitored periodically 

5. Committed to tutor their foster child for 3 one-hour sessions per week during the school year 

and for 1 one-hour session during July and August 

6. Willing to collaborate with the child’s child welfare worker in conveying the significance of 

the RESP to the child as an important investment in his or her future 

Has access to a computer and the Internet in the home (to run the computer-based 

mathematics software and to communicate regularly with the project staff via e-mail). 

 

 

 



                                                                           Final Report of RESPs for Kids in Care Project 

48 
 

Appendix D: Teach Your Children Well Reading Level Assessment Passages 

Holiday Fun 

In the summer my family loves to go camping. Usually we put up our tent in the woods beside a 
lake or a river. During the day we swim, play games or go hiking on the trails in the forest. In the 
evening we cook dinner over a big campfire. After we eat we sing songs, tell stories or just lie on 
the ground gazing at the stars in the sky. It is so much fun that every year I can hardly wait for 
our holidays to begin. 

At the Circus 

Today the circus was in town. It was a chance to see lions and tigers and clowns in bright 
costumes. I especially wanted to watch the famous flying pigeons. I visited their giant cage. I did 
a quick count. There were probably fifty pigeons inside. All of them had beady eyes as black as 
coal. They ruffled their glistening feathers. I stared at them but they ignored me. The announcer 
stepped up to the podium. There was a thunder of applause. I raced up the stairs to my seat. The 
circus was about to begin. 

Quite an Experience 

Here I was, standing in astonishment at the top of a gigantic skyscraper! The full moon was 
massive and seemed to hover straight overhead. Its brilliance reflected off the surface of the 
windows of each building surrounding me. I gasped slightly at the chill of the night and began to 
lament that I had not worn warmer garments. The mayor of our city, who was a notoriously 
dapper politician, and two jubilant astronauts were standing nearby, along with other equally 
captivated officials of the community. They all were watching with awe a group of amateur but 
nimble and very athletic entertainers who were performing a complex sequence of spectacular 
somersaults. I had never had an aversion to heights but I knew that I would never be courageous 
enough to join them so far from the ground. What an amazingly dramatic and splendid 
experience! 

The Lewis and Clark Expedition 

After the Louisiana Purchase, touted to be "the greatest real estate deal in history," the American 
Midwest and West lay open as an enticing and expansive terrain ripe for exploration and 
adventure. Meriwether Lewis, an ambitious and no-nonsense young man, together with his close 
friend, Captain William Clark, and a contingent of Army engineers, were officially 
commissioned by President Thomas Jefferson to discover a water passage from the Mississippi 
to the Pacific. It was a formidable task, one fraught with danger, deprivation and loneliness. The 
small band had to be forever vigilant of both hostile natives and a grueling environment. Despite 
a seemingly hopeless plight, they carried on, stoically and courageously. Close to three years 
after their departure, having conquered famine and fatigue, seclusion in the wilderness, and the 
trek over perilous mountain ranges, they stood exhilarated by the sight of the Pacific Ocean. At 
that moment they were oblivious to their past hardships. They had succeeded; they were 
triumphant. 
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Appendix E: CAS Letter of Agreement for Project Collaboration 

The RESPs for Kids in Care Project: Letter of Agreement  
 
This letter of agreement describes the terms of research collaboration (i.e., the mutual rights and 
responsibilities) between Insert name of Children’s Aid Society here and the research team 
members (whose names are listed at the end of this letter) of the RESPs for Kids in Care Project: 
A Randomized Field Trial to Improve Educational Achievement Among Children Living in Out-
of-Home Care.  
 
Project Objective 
 
The RESPs for Kids in Care project is a three-year randomized field trial (2007-2010), funded by 
the Government of Canada’s Canada Education Savings Program in Human Resources and 
Social Development Canada, and conducted by the Centre for Research on Educational and 
Community Services at the University of Ottawa. The purpose of the project is to evaluate the 
effectiveness of a well organized and well structured educational intervention that promises to 
produce a significant improvement in the educational outcomes of children served in out-of-
home care by local Children’s Aid Societies (CASs) in Ontario. Children in care, aged 
approximately 9-12 years, in grades 4-7 in the next school year (2008-2009), nominated by 
participating CASs as likely to benefit from the educational intervention, and who assent to 
taking part in the project will be randomly assigned to one of two interventions. The first 
intervention will consist of a Registered Education Savings Plan (RESP) and an accompanying 
orientation of the child’s child welfare worker and foster parents or kinship caregivers. The 
educational intervention will consist of the RESP intervention plus training for the foster parent 
or kinship caregiver in educational tutoring. Both interventions will last 10 months. During a 
second 10-month intervention phase, the children who received the RESP intervention will all 
receive the second (i.e., educational) intervention. 
  
Training of foster parents, kinship caregivers, and CAS staff will begin in September, 2008. The 
first 10-month intervention period will begin on November 1, 2008, and will continue until 
September 1, 2009. The second 10-month intervention phase will begin on September 1, 2009, 
and end on July 1, 2010.  The final project report will be submitted on October 31, 2010. 
 

Mutual Responsibilities of the Local Children’s Aid Society (CAS) 
and of the RESPs for Kids in Care Project Research Team 

 
Responsibilities of the Local CAS 
 
In agreeing to collaborate in this research project, the local CAS agrees to the following: 
  

 To collaborate with the research team in its efforts to address the project objective mentioned 
above.  

 
 To designate a lead person (i.e., “lead hand”) in the agency who will be responsible for 

coordinating the implementation of RESPs for Kids in Care within the local CAS and who 
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will be the main contact between the CAS and the research team. 
 

 To determine which members of its direct-service and supervisory staff will be involved in 
the project. 

 
 To nominate and enrol assenting young people in the CAS’s care who satisfy the following 

criteria: 
 

10. Aged approximately 9-12 years and in grades 4, 5, 6, or 7 (in the 2008-2009 
school year) 

11. Assessed and nominated by the child’s child welfare worker and supervisor as 
likely to benefit from foster parent tutoring 

12. Neither a very strong nor an extremely weak nor an extremely behaviourally 
disturbed student (as assessed by the child welfare worker and supervisor) 

13. Fluent in English (as the instructional materials for the educational intervention 
exist only in English) 

14. Resident in a foster home or kinship care home (but not a group home), whether 
run by the local CAS or by a private provider 

15. In a stable placement (as assessed by the child welfare worker and supervisor) 
16. Either a Crown Ward or Society Ward, and thus likely to remain in the study  
17. The child gives his or her informed assent to participate in the study 
18. Participation in the study will be limited to one foster child per home (as 

nominated by the CAS), to limit the burden on the foster parent (who may have 
up to four foster children in the home).  

 
 To nominate and enrol consenting foster parents or kinship caregivers who satisfy the 

following criteria: 
 

7. Assessed and nominated by their local CAS as sufficiently motivated and literate 
to function as tutors 

8. Ability to read well 
9. Willing to undergo a day of tutoring training 
10. Willing to have their tutoring performance monitored periodically 
11. Committed to tutor their foster child for 3 one-hour sessions per week during the 

school year and for 1 one-hour session during July and August 
12. Willing to collaborate with the child’s child welfare worker in conveying the 

significance of the RESP to the child as an important investment in his or her 
future 

13. Has access to a computer and the Internet in the home (to run the computer-based 
mathematics software and to communicate regularly with the project staff via e-
mail). 

 
 To open a Registered Education Savings Plan (RESP) for each young person who 

participates in either intervention. This will entail making a deposit of $500 for each child in 
each of the two project years (2008-2009 and 2009-2010), which will enable the young 
person to receive the maximum $200 (40%) match from the federal government each year.  
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 To collaborate with the research team with training and assessment (pre-test, post-test and 
follow-up) activities related to the interventions. 

 
 To make available meeting rooms in the CAS to conduct training sessions and assessments 

related to the interventions. 
 

 To provide descriptive information on the participating children (for example, on the services 
or medications received by the children during the study, etc.). 

 
 To make available for training those members of the CAS staff, foster parents or kinship 

caregivers who will participate in the project and to cover their costs of travel to the training 
locations, which will be as close as possible to the CAS. 

 
 To share the cost with the project of purchasing the foster parent tutoring materials, namely, 

the Teach Your Children Well learning materials developed by Michael Maloney and his 
colleagues at the Quinte Learning Centre in Belleville, Ontario. These materials will be used 
by the foster parents or kinship caregivers to tutor the one foster child per home who will be 
a participant in the project.  The estimated average cost per child to the CAS over the 20 
months of the intervention will be $135. 

 
 To cover the costs of travel for the project lead hand to occasional lead hands meetings, 

which are likely to be held in Toronto. As many meetings as possible will be conducted 
through teleconferences, to limit travel costs. The first lead hands meeting will be held on 
September 4, 2008, from 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. at the Ontario Association of Children’s 
Aid Societies (room 309), in Toronto. 
 

 To consent to the use for publication and educational purposes of aggregated (i.e., 
anonymous) data related to individual participants in the research, in conformity with the 
guarantees of anonymity and confidentiality required by the Research Ethics Board of the 
University of Ottawa. 

 
Responsibilities of the RESPs for Kids in Care Research Team 
 
For its part, the research team agrees to provide the following to the local CAS: 
 

 Ethics approval of the project from the Research Ethics Board at the University of Ottawa 
before any individual children in care are enrolled.   

 
 Randomization of the young people selected by the local CAS, with their foster parents or 

kinship caregivers, to one of the two interventions described above (as noted earlier, those 
assigned to the RESP intervention will receive the educational intervention in the second 10-
month intervention period).  

 
 Initial training sessions, on a regional basis, for all participating CAS staff, foster parents or 

kinship caregivers, in order to ensure that interventions and data collection are carried out in 
a consistent manner. 
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 Intervention manuals that will include detailed procedures for implementing the interventions 

in a consistent manner. 
 

 Coverage of part of the cost of Michael Maloney’s Teach Your Children Well learning 
materials (i.e., the project will pay for Level 1 and the math software). 

 
 Assessment instruments at pre-test, post-test and follow-up that will be administered and 

scored by the project research team. 
 

 Coverage of the costs of training, travel, and ongoing coaching and consulting by Michael 
Maloney and his colleagues at the Quinte Learning Center, to implement the foster parent 
tutoring intervention with a high degree of fidelity. This will include a 1-800 Tutor Hotline, 
newsletters and teleseminars. 

 
 Management and analysis of data.  

 
 Troubleshooting to the local CAS throughout the field trial phase (2008-2010) of the project, 

by the project coordinator and Michael Maloney and colleagues at the Quinte Learning 
Center. 

 
 Interim and final reports that will consist of study evaluations, collected data, key outcomes, 

and recommendations.  
 

 Assurance that only aggregated (i.e., anonymous) data related to individual participants in 
the research will be reported, in conformity with the guarantees of anonymity and 
confidentiality required for approval of the project by the Research Ethics Board of the 
University of Ottawa. 

 
 Assurance that CASs that participate will not be named in publications unless they request to 

be identified. 
 
We, the research team, wish to thank the local CAS for agreeing to participate in what we hope is 
a groundbreaking project. We look forward to working with you to make a very significant 
contribution to the field of child welfare in Ontario and elsewhere. 
 
Signatures, on behalf of the local Children’s Aid Society: 
 
Executive Director__________________________________________ 
 
Date _________________________________ 
Signature, on behalf of the RESPs for Kids in Care project: 
 
Principal Investigator________________________________________ 
 
Date__________________________________ 
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Project research team members: 
 
Robert J. Flynn, PhD, Project Principal Investigator 
University of Ottawa 
Co-founder and Director of the Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services 
 
 
Tim Aubry, PhD, Project Co-Investigator 
University of Ottawa 
Co-founder and Senior Researcher at the Centre for Research on Educational and Community 
Services 
 
 
Robyn Marquis, Graduate Student, Project Co-Investigator 
University of Ottawa 
Center for Research on Educational and Community Services 
 
 
Marie-Pierre Paquet, Project Coordinator 
University of Ottawa 
Centre for Research on Educational and Community Services
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Appendix F: RESP Amounts Allocated to Each Foster Child in Present Study 
 

Foster child Status at end 
of Study 

Did child 
have an 
RESP? 

Amount 
deposited by 
CAS, 
year 1 

Matching funds 
deposited by  
Government of 
Canada,  year 1 

Amount 
deposited by 
CAS, year 2 

Matching funds 
deposited by 
Government of 
Canada, year 2 

Total funds in 
foster child’s 
RESP, at end of 
year 2 

1* Excluded from 
study 

Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 

2 D/O y1 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
3 D/O y2 Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
4 Still in study Yes $500 $100 $500 In process  
5 Still in study Yes $0 $0 $1000 In process  
6 D/O y1 In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

7 Still in study In process, 
an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

8 Still in study In process, 
an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

9 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
10 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
11 D/O y1 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
12 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 In process  
13 D/O y2 Yes $0 $200 $1000 In process  
14 D/O y1 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
15* Excluded from 

study 
Yes $1400 $380 $0 $0 $1780 

16 Still in study Yes $500 $100 $500 $300 $1400 
17 Still in study In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

18 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
19 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
20 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
21 D/O y2 Yes $0 $0 $1000 In process  
22 Still in study In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

23 Still in study Yes $0 $0 $1000 In process  
24 Still in study Yes $500 $0 $500 $400 $1400 
25 D/O y1 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
26 D/O y2 Yes $0 $0 $1000 In process  
27 D/o y2 Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
28 D/o y1 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
29 Still in study Yes $0 $200 $1000 In process  
30 Still in study Yes $500 $100 $500 In process  
31 D/O y1 In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

32 D/O y1 Yes $0 $0 $500 $200 $700 
33 D/O y2 In process, 

an RESP 
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will be 
opened 

34 D/O y2 Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
35 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
36 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
37 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
38 D/O y2 No, child 

did not 
qualify for 
the project 

$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

39 D/O y2 Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
40 D/O y1 In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

41 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
42 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
43 Still in study Yes $500 $100 $500 In process  
44 D/O y2 Yes $0 $200 $1000 In process  
45 Still in study Yes $0 $200 $1000 In process  
46 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $500 In process  
47 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
48 Still in study Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
49 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
50 Still in study In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

51 Still in study Yes $0 $0 $1000 In process  
52 D/O y1 Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
53 D/O y1 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
54 Still in study Yes $500 $100 $500 In process  
55 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
56 Still in study Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
57 Excluded from 

study 
Yes $0 $0 $1000 $300 $1300 

58 D/O y2 Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
 

59 D/O y1 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
60 Still in study Yes $500 $100 $500 In process  
61 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
62 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 In process  
63 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 In process  
64 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $500 In process  
65 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $0 $0 $700 
66 Still in study Yes $500 $200 $500 $200 $1400 
67 D/O y2 In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

68 Still in study Yes $0 $200 $1000 In process  
69 Still in study Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
70 Still in study Yes $0 $200 $1000 In process  
71 Still in study       
72 D/O y2 Yes $0 $200 $1000 In process  
73 D/O y2 Yes $1500 $0 $0 $0 $1500 
74 D/O y2 In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 
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75 D/O y2 Yes $500 $200 $500 In process  
76 D/O y2 In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

77 D/O y2 Yes $0 $0 $1132.20 $226.44 $1358.64 
78 D/O y2 In process, 

an RESP 
will be 
opened 

     

79 Still in study Yes $0 $200 $1000 In process  
 

Note.  This Table provides information about the 77 foster children who participated in the present study 
as well as about 2 children (numbers 1 and 15, marked with an asterisk) who were excluded because they 
were found not to satisfy the inclusion criteria because of severe illness and illiteracy, respectively). The 
Table indicates each child’s status – meaning whether they are currently still in the study or not, and if not, 
when they dropped out (D/O).  The next column marks whether they received a registered education 
savings plan or not, and if so, the following 4 columns display how much was deposited in it: both the 
amount deposited by the Children’s Aid Society (CAS), and the amount deposited by the government to 
match the amount deposited by the CAS.  The first two of these columns are the deposits for year one of 
the study, the next two for year two of the study.  Finally, the column at the far-right displays the total 
amount of money deposited by both the CAS and the government, for all years that the children 
participated in the RESPs for Kids in Care project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                           Final Report of RESPs for Kids in Care Project 

57 
 

Appendix G: Tables 

Table 1.  Number of weeks of tutoring completed during each intervention year 

Question 
 

Experimental1 
(2008-2009) 

Control2 
(2009-2010) 

Frequency % Frequency % 
“During the school year, how many weeks of tutoring 
 in reading were you able to provide to your foster child?” 
 

(n=283) (n=18)4 

More than 30 weeks 
 

30 weeks 
 

25-29 weeks 
 

20-24 weeks 
 

15-19 weeks 
 

10-14 weeks 
 

5-9 weeks5 
 

6 
 
2 
 

10 
 
3 
 
3 
 
3 
 
1 

21.4 
 

7.1 
 

35.7 
 

10.7 
 

10.7 
 

10.7 
 

3.66 

10 
 

2 
 

2 
 

3 
 

1 
 

0 
 

0 

55.6 
 

11.1 
 

11.1 
 

16.7 
 

5.6 
 

0 
 

0 

“During the school year, how many weeks of tutoring 
 in math were you able to provide to your foster child?” 
 

(n=237) (n=17) 

More than 30 weeks 
 

30 weeks 
 

25-29 weeks 
 

20-24 weeks 
 

15-19 weeks 
 

10-14 weeks 
 

5-9 weeks 
 

0-4 weeks 

4 
 
1 
 
8 
 
1 
 
1 
 
5 
 
3 
 
0 

17.4 
 

4.3 
 

34.8 
 

4.3 
 

4.3 
 

21.7 
 

13.0 
 

0 

3 
 

0 
 

5 
 

3 
 

0 
 

3 
 

1 
 

2 

17.6 
 

0 
 

29.4 
 

17.6 
 

0 
 

17.6 
 

5.9 
 

11.8 
                                                 
1 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
2 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
3 The sample size is not 30 because some foster parents left this question blank in the foster parent questionnaire. 
4 We’re still missing data from 1 foster parent who completed intervention year 2 but was unable to attend the 
follow-up test. She was asked to complete the questionnaires by mail. It should be n=19. Correct for all of the tables. 
5 For reading, all of the foster parent and child pairs who completed less than 5 weeks of tutoring withdrew from the 
study. 
6 Numbers don’t add up to 100% due to rounding. 
7 Even more foster parents left this question blank because the format of the question made this section easy to skip. 
The format was changed in year 2 to improve the question’s response rate. 
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Table 2. Time spent in an average week of tutoring on different components of the program 

Question 
 

Experimental8 
(2008-2009) 

Control9 
(2009-2010) 

Frequency % Frequency % 
Tutoring in reading using the instructor’s manual (n=26) (n=18) 

More than 2 hours 
 

1.5 - 2h 
 

1 - 1.5h 
 

30 min - 1h 
 

less than 30min 

12 
 

13 
 
0 
 
1 
 
0 

46.2 
 

50.0 
 

0 
 

3.8 
 

0 

8 
 

7 
 

0 
 

3 
 

0 

44.4 
 

38.9 
 

0 
 

16.7 
 

0 
Foster child working on the math on the computer (with or 
without foster parent supervision) 

(n=24) (n=17) 

1 hour or more 
 

45 - 60min 
 

30 - 45min 
 

15 - 30min 
 

less than 15min 

8 
 
3 
 
6 
 
5 
 
2 

33.3 
 

12.5 
 

25.0 
 

20.8 
 

8.310 

5 
 

3 
 

1 
 

4 
 

4 

29.4 
 

17.6 
 

5.9 
 

23.5 
 

23.5 
Listening to foster child read out loud (i.e., reading practice) (n=26) (n=18) 

1 hour or more 
 

45 - 60min 
 

30 - 45min 
 

15 - 30min 
 

less than 15min 

6 
 
4 
 
7 
 
7 
 
2 

23.1 
 

15.4 
 

26.9 
 

26.9 
 

7.7 

6 
 

1 
 

3 
 

6 
 

2 

33.3 
 

5.6 
 

16.7 
 

33.3 
 

11.1 
 

                                                 
8 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
9 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
10 Numbers don’t add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Table 3.  Number of lessons completed in reading tutoring 

 n Minimum Maximum Median Mean SD 

Experimental11 
(2008-2009) 
 

28 10 128 60.0 63.6 35.5 

Control12 
(2009-2010) 
 

18 26 180 65.5 82.3 38.7 

 

                                                 
11 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
12 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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Table 4.  Implementation fidelity of reading and math tutoring 

 
 Experimental13 

(2008-2009) 
Control14 

(2009-2010) 
Frequency % Frequency % 

Implementation of Reading component of program (n=30) (n=18) 
High 

 
Medium 

 
Low 

 
Never Implemented15 

21 
 
2 
 
7 
 
0 

70.0 
 

6.7 
 

23.3 
 

0 

15 
 

3 
 

0 
 

0 

83.3 
 

16.7 
 

0 
 

0 
 
 
 
Implementation of Math component of program 

(n=30) (n=18) 

High 
 

Medium 
 

Low 
 

Never Implemented 

17 
 
7 
 
5 
 
1 

56.7 
 

23.3 
 

16.7 
 

3.3 

8 
 

5 
 

1 
 

4 

44.4 
 

27.8 
 

5.6 
 

22.2 
 

                                                 
13 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
14 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
15 Everyone who was categorized as having never implemented the reading component of the program withdrew 
from the study. 
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Table 5.  Implementation  of the reward system  

 
Question 

 
Experimental16 

(2008-2009) 
Control17 

(2009-2010) 
Frequency % Frequency % 

“Did you use a reward system with your foster child (or 
children)?” 

(n=30) (n=18) 

Most or all of the time 
 

Occasionally 
 

Rarely or never 

13 
 

13 
 
4 

43.3 
 

43.3 
 

13.318 

5 
 

6 
 

7 

27.8 
 

33.3 
 

38.9 
 

                                                 
16 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
17 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
18 Numbers don’t add up to 100% due to rounding. 



                                                                           Final Report of RESPs for Kids in Care Project 

62 
 

Table 6.  Foster parents’ use of tutoring supports from Mr Maloney, the project coordinator 
                and the local CAS  
 

Question 
 

Experimental19 
(2008-2009) 

Control20 
(2009-2010) 

Frequency % Frequency % 
“Did you submit data weekly to the project coordinator?” (n=28) (n=18) 

Most or all of the time 
 

Occasionally 
 

Rarely or never 

22 
 
5 
 
1 

78.6 
 

17.9 
 

3.621 

17 
 

1 
 

0 

94.4 
 

5.6 
 

0 
“Did you read correspondence by email or regular mail from 
the project coordinator?” 

(n=30) (n=18) 

Most or all of the time 
 

Occasionally 
 

Rarely or never 

26 
 
4 
 
0 

86.7 
 

13.3 
 

0 

17 
 

1 
 

0 

94.4 
 

5.6 
 

0 
“Did you read the monthly newsletters?” (n=30) (n=18) 

Most or all of the time 
 

Occasionally 
 

Rarely or never

24 
 
5 
 
1 

80.0 
 

16.7 
 

3.3 

15 
 

3 
 

0 

83.3 
 

16.7 
 

0 
“Did you join the monthly tele-seminars?” (n=30) (n=18) 

Most or all of the time 
 

Occasionally 
 

Rarely or never 

5 
 
8 
 

17 

16.7 
 

26.7 
 

56.7 

3 
 

8 
 

7 

16.7 
 

44.4 
 

38.9 
“Did you call Michael Maloney’s toll-free tutor hotline for help 
when you had a problem or a question?” 

(n=30) (n=18) 

Most or all of the time 
 

Occasionally 
 

Rarely or never 

5 
 

11 
 

14 

16.7 
 

36.7 
 

46.7 

2 
 

9 
 

7 

11.1 
 

50.0 
 

38.9 
“Did you call the project coordinator when you had a problem 
or a question?” 

(n=29) (n=18) 

Most or all of the time 
 

Occasionally 
 

Rarely or never 

4 
 

11 
 

14 

13.8 
 

37.9 
 

48.3 

3 
 

6 
 

9 

16.7 
 

33.3 
 

50.0 
“How much support did you receive from your CAS in relation 
to the project?” 

(n=29) (n=18) 

A great deal 
 

Some 
 

Very little 

6 
 
8 
 

15 

20.7 
 

27.6 
 

51.7 

1 
 

5 
 

12 

5.6 
 

27.8 
 

66.7 

                                                 
19 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
20 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
21 Numbers don’t add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Table 7.  Foster parents’ ratings of the tutoring training received from Mr Maloney in   
     theTeach Your Children Well method before commencing the tutoring 

 
Question 

 
Experimental22 

(2008-2009) 
Control23 

(2009-2010) 
Frequency % Frequency % 

“Overall, do you feel that you were adequately trained to tutor 
your foster child (or children)?” 

(n=28) (n=18) 

Yes 
 

No 

25 
 
3 

89.3 
 

10.7 

18 
 

0 

100 
 

0 
“How helpful were the Teach Your Children Well reading 
materials?” 

(n=30) (n=18) 
 

Very helpful 
 

Somewhat helpful 
 

Not helpful 

23 
 
7 
 
0 

76.7 
 

23.3 
 

0 

17 
 

1 
 

0 

94.4 
 

5.6 
 

0 
“How helpful were Michael Maloney’s explanations of the 
reading tutoring?” 

(n=30) (n=18) 

Very helpful 
 

Somewhat helpful 
 

Not helpful 

24 
 
6 
 
0 

80 
 

20 
 

0 

17 
 

1 
 

0 

94.4 
 

5.6 
 

0 
“How helpful were the Teach Your Children Well math 
materials?” 

(n=30) (n=17) 

Very helpful 
 

Somewhat helpful 
 

Not helpful 

11 
 

17 
 
2 

36.7 
 

56.7 
 

6.724 

10 
 

6 
 

1 

58.8 
 

35.3 
 

5.9 
“How helpful were Michael Maloney’s explanations of the math 
tutoring?” 
 

(n=29) (n=17) 

Very helpful 
 

Somewhat helpful 
 

Not helpful 

15 
 
9 
 
5 

51.7 
 

31.0 
 

17.2 

11 
 

5 
 

1 

64.7 
 

29.4 
 

5.9 
“How helpful were Michael Maloney’s explanations of the 
reward system?” 

(n=30) (n=18) 

Very helpful 
 

Somewhat helpful 
 

Not helpful 

15 
 

11 
 
4 

50.0 
 

36.7 
 

13.3 

11 
 

7 
 

0 

61.1 
 

38.9 
 

0 
 

                                                 
22 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
23 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
24 Numbers don’t add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Table 8.  Obstacles to tutoring identified by foster parents. Foster parents answered the 
                   question: “Please check if any of the following interfered with your tutoring of your 
                foster child (or children) during the year.” 
 

Obstacle 
 

Experimental25 
(2008-2009) 

Control26 
(2009-2010) 

Frequency % Frequency % 
Behavior problems of the foster child (n=30) (n=18) 

 17 56.7 5 27.8 
Time demands of extracurricular activities (n=30) (n=18) 

 15 50.0 9 50.0 
Resistance of the foster child to do the tutoring (n=30) (n=18) 

 12 40.0 13 72.2 
Too much homework (n=30) (n=18) 

 12 40.0 8 44.4 
Illness of the foster parent which lasted longer than 2 weeks (n=30) (n=18) 

 7 23.3 2 11.1 
Visit of the foster child to his/her birth parents (n=30) (n=18) 

 5 16.7 2 11.1 
Surgery of the foster parent (n=30) (n=18) 

 5 16.7 0 0 
Illness of another member of the household which lasted longer 
than 2 weeks 

(n=30) (n=18) 

 3 10.0 0 0 
Addition of a new child (foster child or birth child) in the home (n=30) (n=18) 

 2 6.7 3 16.7 
Illness of the  foster child which lasted longer than 2 weeks (n=30) (n=18) 

 2 6.7 0 0 
Trips (n=30) (n=18) 

 0 0 2 11.1 
Other (n=30) (n=18) 

 5 16.7 4 22.2 
 

                                                 
25 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
26 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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Table 9.  Foster parents’ overall opinion of the Teach Your Children Well tutoring program  
 

Question 
 

Experimental27 
(2008-2009) 

Control28 
(2009-2010) 

Frequency % Frequency % 
“Would you recommend the Teach Your Children Well 
materials to other foster parents for use in tutoring their foster 
children?” 
 

(n=29) (n=18) 

Yes, without hesitation 
 

Yes, with some hesitation 
 

No, I would not recommend these materials to other foster 
parents 

 
 

23 
 
4 
 
2 

79.3 
 

13.8 
 

6.9 

15 
 

3 
 

0 

83.3 
 

16.7 
 

0 

“Of the four following statements, please choose the one that is 
closest to your own opinion of the 3 hours per week time 
requirement of the tutoring program:” 
 

(n=29) (n=16) 

Reasonable and I was able to achieve 
 

Difficult goal to attain, but I managed 
 

Reasonable but I was unable to achieve it 
at least half of the time 

 
Too much time to ask of foster parents 

10 
 

11 
 
1 
 
 
7 

34.5 
 

37.9 
 

3.4 
 
 

24.129 

7 
 

5 
 

4 
 
 

0 

43.8 
 

31.3 
 

25.0 
 
 

0 
 

                                                 
27 Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
28 Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
29 Numbers don’t add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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 Table 10.  Reasons for withdrawal from the study in years 1 and 2, by local Children’s Aid 
Society (CAS) 

 
CAS A 

Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 4 2 

Total participants left and the end of yr 1 4 2 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

2 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 1 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 4 2 

Total participants left and the end of yr 2 1 2 

____________________________ 
 
32. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
33.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
34. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
35.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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CAS B 

Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

1 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  1 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 3 6 

Total participants at the end of yr 1 1 6 

 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 1 

Other 1 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 3 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 1 6 

Total participants at the end of yr 2 0 2 

 

_____________________________ 
 
36. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
37.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
38. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
39.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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CAS C 
 
Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 4 4 

Total participants at the end of yr 1 4 4 

 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

1 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  1 1 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 4 4 

Total participants at the end of yr 2 2 3 

 

_____________________________ 
 
40. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
41.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
42. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
43.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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CAS D 

Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

2 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 3 3 

Total participants at the end of yr 1 1 3 

 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 1 3 

Total participants at the end of yr 2 1 3 

 
_____________________________ 
 
44. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
45.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
46. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
47.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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CAS E 

Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

3 0 

Other 2 0 

Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 1 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 2 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 15 8 

Total participants at the end of yr 1 8 7 

 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

2 2 

Other 1 1 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 1 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 1 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 8 7 

Total participants at the end of yr 2 5 2 

 
_____________________________ 
 
48. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
49.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
50. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
51.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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CAS F 

Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 1 3 

Total participants at the end of yr 1 1 3 

 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 1 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 1 3 

Total participants at the end of yr 2 1 2 

 
_____________________________ 
 
52. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
53.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
54. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
55.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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CAS G 

Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 3 3 

Total participants at the end of yr 1 3 3 

 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  1 1 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 2 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 2 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 3 3 

Total participants at the end of yr 2 0 0 

 

_____________________________ 
 
56. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
57.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
58. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
59.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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CAS H 

Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

1 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 4 2 

Total participants at the end of yr 1 3 2 

 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

1 1 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 1 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 3 2 

Total participants at the end of yr 2 1 1 

 

_____________________________ 
 
60. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
61.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
62. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
63.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 
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CAS I 

Year 1 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 1 5 1 

Total participants at the end of yr 1 5 1 

 

 

Year 2 withdrawals  Experimental Control
Mainly Endogenous   
Causes conflict/takes too much time/already 
does well in school 

0 0 

Other 0 0 
Mainly Exogenous   
Illness/death, 
Placement change 

0 0 

Other  0 0 
Both Endogenous and Exogenous 0 0 
Unknown 
Did not contact the research coordinator 

0 0 

Total participants at the beginning of yr 2 5 1 

Total participants at the end of yr 2 5 1 

 
_____________________________ 
 
64. Endogenous refers to reasons related to the study, such as the tutoring causing conflict or already being successful 
without outside help. 
65.  Exogenous refers to reasons not related to the study, such as moving away or falling ill. 
66. Experimental refers to the group of participants who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring intervention 
during the 2008-2009 school year. This group continued to receive the intervention in 2009-2010. 
67.Control refers to the wait-less control group in 2008-2009 who received the Teach Your Children Well tutoring 
intervention for the first time during the 2009-2010 school year. 



                                                                           Final Report of RESPs for Kids in Care Project 

75 
 

Appendix H: Case Example: One CAS’s RESP Tutoring Project Implementation Plan 

 Note. This case example describes a very effective approach to supporting foster parents 
who tutor their foster children.  It was prepared by the project lead hand at the CASs in question. 
 
 “At our agency, we made a decision to make education a real priority for all children and 
youth in care, and therefore saw our involvement in this Project as both valuable and important.  
Our philosophy of support engaged not only the foster parents, but also the youth involved in the 
tutoring study.  In addition to the lead hands, the Children’s Service Workers and Resource 
Workers provided ongoing support and encouragement to the study’s participants during the 
implementation of the RESP project. 
 
 At the onset of the study, meetings occurred between the lead hands, the children’s 
workers and resource families’ workers to discuss the RESP tutoring project, expectations of 
children and caregivers involved in the study and the required support plans.  As a lead hand, I 
participated in the caregiver training offered by Michael Maloney, along side the foster parents 
from the 1st years grouping.  I also implemented the tutoring with my own son in keeping with 
the study requirements.  Foster parents noted the support benefits of having a lead hand that was 
familiar with the tutoring material, expectation of tutoring requirements, and understanding of 
the process by which children work through the curriculum. 
  
 Quarterly support meetings with foster parents and lead hand were facilitated during the 
1st year of the study.  During these meetings, foster parents would debrief amongst each other the 
positive achievements associated with the tutoring, the time commitment and the barriers in 
implementing the tutoring, and their overall experience of being involved in the study.  A follow 
up support call from the lead hand would occur with any foster family not able to attend these 
meetings, to check in and summarize discussion of the group support meetings. 
  
 During the second year of the study, support contacts were initiated by the lead hand at 
every quarter with foster parents from the 1st year grouping.  For the foster family beginning to 
implement the tutoring in the second year of the study, bi-monthly support contact and 
encouragement was provided by the lead hand. 
  
 Throughout the two year period, the child’s worker communicated with the schools about 
the child’s involvement in the RESP tutoring project. Children’s Service workers connected 
monthly with the child(ren) and also at three and six month plan of care meetings with child and 
foster parents, to review involvement in the tutoring project. Discussion with the child and foster 
parent centered on the positive outcomes of tutoring on school achievement, and how the 
participants personally felt about the work they were doing.  In this context, the Children’s 
Service Worker was also demonstrating to children that the foster parents and Society workers 
were both equally supportive of the tutoring project and its implementation. Foster parents 
involved in the study, also received support in the form of a home visit, every 90 days, from their 
Resource worker. Telephone support was additionally provided on an as needed basis. Resource 
Workers would encourage present involvement in the RESP project by reminding of weekly call 
in’s, RESP meetings and testing dates, and problem solving barriers to achieving the tutoring 
expectations.” 
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Appendix I: Caregiver Survey 

Note.  There were several different versions of the caregiver survey, each with minor differences.  
This is the most recent version from the follow-up test in year 2. 
 

The RESPs for Kids in Care Project:  Caregiver Survey  
The following questions ask about your experience tutoring your child (or children) this year, 
and for your opinion on different components of the program and how the program could be 
improved in the future. Please answer the questions as completely and as frankly as possible. 

1. Children’s Aid Society:___________________________ Today’s date:___________________ 
 
2. Your name:_________________________________________ 
 
3. If your contact information has changed since you met with the research team last June, 2009, please 
    fill out the following: 
 
 Your telephone number: (______)___________________________________ 
 Your email: ____________________________________________________ 
 Your mailing address: 
  _______________________________ (street and number, apt. if applicable) 
 
  _______________________________ (city, province) 
 
  _______________________________ (postal code) 
 
4. How often, on average, did you communicate clearly and explicitly to your foster child (or children), 

the essence of the following message, during the 2009-2010 school year:  
 

“[Child’s name], you are valued and important. Education is a key to your future. That is why your 
CAS (or FACS) is setting money aside for you in the bank to pay for your education after high 
school. You have a great future ahead of you, and this money will help you continue your studies so 
that you can achieve your dreams.”? 
 
Please choose one of the following answers: 
a) I did not communicate this message 
b) I communicated it less than once per week 
c) I communicated it about once per week 
d) I communicated it several times per week 
e) I communicated it daily 
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Tutoring training, coaching, and support: 
 
5. Looking back at the training you received from Michael Maloney before you began tutoring your child 

(or children) in the Teach Your Children Well method, how helpful were the following aspects of the 
training?  

 
a) The Teach Your Children Well 

reading materials 
 Very                       Somewhat                   Not  

helpful                       helpful                        helpful  
b) The Teach Your Children Well math 

materials  
 Very                       Somewhat                   Not  

helpful                       helpful                        helpful  
c) Michael Maloney’s CDs with an 

overview of the training and step-by-
step demonstration of the tutoring  

 Very                       Somewhat                   Not  
helpful                       helpful                        helpful  

d) Michael Maloney’s hand-outs  
 

 Very                       Somewhat                   Not  
helpful                       helpful                        helpful  

e) Michael Maloney’s explanations of 
the reading tutoring 

 Very                       Somewhat                   Not  
helpful                       helpful                        helpful  

f) Michael Maloney’s explanations of 
the math tutoring 

 Very                       Somewhat                   Not  
helpful                       helpful                        helpful  

g) Michael Maloney’s explanations of 
the reward system or star chart 

 Very                       Somewhat                   Not  
helpful                       helpful                        helpful  

 
6. Concerning the support you received from Michael Maloney, the research team, and your agency, 

during the 2009-2010 school year: 
 
Newsletters 

a) Did you read the monthly newsletters? 
       Most or all of the time                    Occasionally                     Rarely or never 

Monthly calendar 
b) Did you read and use monthly calendars?  

     Most or all of the time                    Occasionally                     Rarely or never 
Correspondence 

c) Did you read correspondence by email or regular mail from Lisa Peeke, the project coordinator? 
     Most or all of the time                    Occasionally                     Rarely or never 

Tele-seminars 
d) Did you join the monthly tele-seminars? 

     Most or all of the time                    Occasionally                     Rarely or never 
Weekly data 

e) Did you submit data weekly to Lisa Peeke, the project coordinator? 
     Most or all of the time                    Occasionally                     Rarely or never 

Contact with coach 
  f) Did you call Michael Maloney’s toll-free tutor hotline for help when you had a problem or a question? 

     Most or all of the time                    Occasionally                     Rarely or never 
Contact with research coordinator 

g) Did you call Lisa Peeke, the project coordinator, when you had a problem or a question? 
     Most or all of the time                    Occasionally                     Rarely or never 

Reward system 
h) Did you use the star chart with your foster child (or children)? 

     Most or all of the time                    Occasionally                     Rarely or never 
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7. Overall, do you feel that you were adequately trained to tutor your foster child (or children)? 
 Yes                    No 

If No, please 
explain:_______________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
8. Please note below any suggestions you have to improve the training in the future: 
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
9. How much support did you receive from your CAS (or FACS) in relation to the project?  

 A great deal 
 Some 
 Very little 

 
If you received support, what was it? _____________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

 
10. For how many weeks did your foster child (or children) have access to the math software on a 

functioning computer during the 2009-2010 school year? 
a) for 30 weeks or more 
b) for 20-29 weeks 
c) for 10-19 weeks 
d) for 0-9 weeks 

 
11. Please check if any of the following interfered with your tutoring of your foster child (or children) this 

year (2009-2010): 
 addition of a new child (foster child or birth child) in your home? 
 illness of a foster child involved in the study which lasted longer than 2 weeks? 
 illness of yourself that lasted longer than 2 weeks? 
 illness of another member of your household that lasted longer than 2 weeks? 
 surgery of a foster child involved in the study? 
 surgery of yourself? 
 too much homework? 
 time demands of your household’s involvement in extracurricular activities? 
 behavior problems of the foster child (or children)? 
 resistance of the foster child (or children) to do the tutoring? 
 visits of the foster child (or children) with his/her birth parents? 
 trips? 
 change in schools? 
 other:_______________________________ 

 
12. Did your foster child’s teacher(s) reduce the amount of homework as a result of the letters sent to you 

this year by the research team, addressed to the child’s teacher and school principal?  
 yes                       no                                       I didn’t use the letters 
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13. Would you recommend the Teach Your Children Well materials to other foster parents for use in 
tutoring their foster children? 

 
a) yes, without hesitation 
b) yes, with some hesitation 
c) no, I would not recommend these materials to other foster parents  

 
14. The tutoring process required you to do the following each week, for each foster child involved in the 

study: 1) To spend 2 hours tutoring your child in reading;  
    2) To spend 30 min listening to your child read out loud; and  
   3) To ensure that your child spent at least 30 min working with the math on the computer. 

 
Of the four following statements, please choose the one that is closest to your own opinion. Please  
answer for the 2009-2010 school year. 
 
a) 3 hours per week was a reasonable requirement that I was able to achieve most weeks. 
b) 3 hours per week was a difficult goal to attain, but I managed to achieve it most weeks. 
c) 3 hours per week is a reasonable requirement, but I was unable to achieve it at least half of the 

time.  
d) 3 hours per week is too much time to ask of foster parents to spend on tutoring. The most I could 

spend each week would be ___________ hours. 
 
15. Did you use the math counting fluency book? 
  Yes                        No 

 
If Yes, how helpful was it?       Very                       Somewhat                   Not                

helpful                       helpful                           helpful   
16. Did you use math flashcards? 
  Yes                        No 

 
If Yes, how helpful were they?      Very                       Somewhat                   Not                

helpful                       helpful                           helpful   
17. Did your foster child receive a certificate for completing one or more level(s) of the Teach Your 

Children Well reading program? 
  Yes                        No 
 
 If Yes, how motivating/encouraging was the certificate to the child?  A great deal  
           Some   
           Very little     
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The following questions ask about background information on the foster child or children 
in your home involved in the RESPs for Kids in Care study. 

 
If you have 1 child involved in the study, only answer questions 18-31 about Child 1.  
If you have 2 children involved in the study, choose one child to be Child 1 and the other to be 
Child 2. Start by answering the questions for Child 1 then you will be asked about Child 2. 
 

Child 1 
 

18. Name of Child 1: __________________________________________ 
 
School: 
19. At the present time, does your foster child have an Individual Education Plan (IEP) that was 

established by an Identification and Placement Review Committee (IPRC)? 
  Yes                        No 
 
20. If your foster child has an IEP, do you know which category (or categories) were identified in the 

IPRC process? 
 Yes                        No 

 
If Yes, please check the category (or categories) identified in the IPRC process: 
Behavior                                            Intellectual 
Communication                                  Giftedness 

 Autism                                              Mild Intellectual Disability 
 Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing               Developmental Disability 
 Language Impairment                     Physical 
 Speech Impairment                          Physical Disability 
 Learning Disability                          Blind and Low Vision 
 Multiple 

21. If your foster child does have an IEP, in your opinion, is it being satisfactorily implemented? 
  Yes                         No    Uncertain 
 
Medications: 
 
22. Please list the prescription medication(s) - and current dosage for each - that your foster child is 

currently receiving to improve his/her attention, mood or behavior (e.g., Ritalin, 20 mg per day) 
 
Medication #1:________________________________________ Dosage:________________ 
Medication #2:________________________________________ Dosage:________________ 
Medication #3:________________________________________ Dosage:________________ 
Medication #4:________________________________________ Dosage:________________ 
 
23. If you listed one or more prescription medications in the previous question, has the dosage changed 

since you met with the research team last June, 2009? 
 I did not list any prescription medications in question 22 
 no, the dosage did not change since June, 2009 
 yes, the dosage did change since June, 2009 

If yes, please 
comment:______________________________________________________________ 
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Tutoring:  
 
As you know, Teach Your Children Well is the method of tutoring in which you received training to 
apply with one foster child (or, in some cases, two children). Please keep this in mind when you answer 
the following questions. 
 
24. In addition to Teach Your Children Well, did the child also receive any of the following services from 

any source during the 2009-2010 school year? 
  

a) Homework club  yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____  
 

b) Peer tutoring (i.e., tutoring by another 
young person) at school or out of school 

 yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____ 

c) Professional tutoring (i.e., Kumon, 
Sylvan, etc.) 

 yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____ 

d) Computer-based help with reading or 
math other than Teach Your Children 
Well  

 yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____ 

e) Any other tutoring except Teach Your 
Children Well 

 yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____ 

 
 
Your involvement in the Teach Your Children Well tutoring program: 
25. During the 2009-2010 school year, how many weeks of tutoring were you able to provide to your 

foster child? Please try to estimate as accurately as possible (without overestimating or 
underestimating) using the calendar below.  
 
Tutoring in reading                     

 More than 30 weeks                  
 30 weeks                                    
 25-29 weeks                               
 20-24 weeks                               
 15-19 weeks                               
 10-14 weeks                               
 5-9 weeks                                   
 0-4 weeks                                   

Tutoring in math 
 More than 30 weeks 
 30 weeks 
 25-29 weeks 
 20-24 weeks 
 15-19 weeks 
 10-14 weeks 
 5-9 weeks 
 0-4 weeks 
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26. In an average week of tutoring, how much time did you spend with your foster child on the following: 
 

a) Tutoring in reading using the instructor’s manual? 
 

 more than 2 hours 
 1.5-2h  
 1-1.5h       
 30 min - 1h 
 less than 30 min  

b) Listening to your foster child read out loud (i.e., reading 
practice)? 

 1 hour or more 
 45-60 min  
 30-45 min       
 15-30 min 
 less than 15 min 

c) Supervising your foster child working with the math CD on the 
computer? 

 1 hour or more 
 45-60 min  
 30-45 min       
 15-30 min 
 less than 15 min 

d) Teaching math using other math materials (i.e., counting skills, 
flashcards) distributed to you by Michael Maloney or the research 
team? 

 1 hour or more 
 45-60 min  
 30-45 min       
 15-30 min 
 less than 15 min 

 
27. During the 2009-2010 school year, how many lessons have you completed in the Toolbox Series for 

Literacy or the Teach Your Children To Read Well series? Please specify which book you were 
working from (i.e., Toolbox Level 1 or 2, Teach Your Children to Read Well 1A, 1B, 3 or 4). 

 
Book(s): _______________________          #of lessons: _____________ 
 
28. In an average week of tutoring, how much time in total did your foster child spend working on the 

math on the computer (with or without your supervision)? 
 1 hour or more 
 45-60 min  
 30-45 min       
 15-30 min 
 less than 15 min  

 
29. When your foster child used the math software on the computer, what level of supervision did he/she 

require from an adult in the home: 
 frequent supervision 
 supervision from time to time 
 little or no supervision       

 
30. In general, how cooperative was your foster child with the tutoring? 

 Child cooperated well and enjoyed doing the tutoring. 
 Child cooperated most of the time. 
 Child did not cooperate, needed strong encouragement to do the work. 
 Child did not want to do the work, had temper tantrums to avoid it. 
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Improvements: 
 
31. In your opinion, how much has the tutoring program contributed to improvements in the following: 

a) Child’s reading achievement? 
 

 a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment : 

b) Child’s math achievement?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

c) Child’s overall school work?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

d) Child’s overall positive    
attitude towards school? 

 a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

e) Child’s self-esteem?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little    

Comment :

f) Child’s behavior?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

g) Child’s happiness?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

h) Child’s relationship with you?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little    

Comment :

  
 

Note. Only answer the following questions if you have 2 children in your home involved in 
the study.  If you only have 1 child involved in the study, you are finished completing this 
booklet. ☺ 

 
 

Child 2 
 

32. Name of Child 2: __________________________________________ 
 
School: 
33. At the present time, does your foster child have an Individual Education Plan (IEP) that was 

established by an Identification and Placement Review Committee (IPRC)? 
  Yes                        No 
 
34. If your foster child has an IEP, do you know which category (or categories) were identified in the 

IPRC process? 
 Yes                        No 
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If Yes, please check the category (or categories) identified in the IPRC process: 
 
 Behavior                                           Intellectual 
Communication                                  Giftedness 

 Autism                                              Mild Intellectual Disability 
 Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing               Developmental Disability 
 Language Impairment                     Physical 
 Speech Impairment                          Physical Disability 
 Learning Disability                          Blind and Low Vision 
 Multiple 

35. If your foster child does have an IEP, in your opinion, is it being satisfactorily implemented? 
  Yes                         No    Uncertain 
 
Medications: 
 
36. Please list the prescription medication(s) - and current dosage for each - that your foster child is 

currently receiving to improve his/her attention, mood or behavior (e.g., Ritalin, 20 mg per day) 
 
Medication #1:________________________________________ Dosage:________________ 
Medication #2:________________________________________ Dosage:________________ 
 
37. If you listed one or more prescription medications in the previous question, has the dosage changed 

since you met with the research team last June, 2009? 
 I did not list any prescription medications in question 36 
 no, the dosage did not change since June, 2009 
 yes, the dosage did change since June, 2009 

If yes, please 
comment:______________________________________________________________ 

 
Tutoring: 
  
As you know, Teach Your Children Well is the method of tutoring in which you received training to 
apply with one foster child (or, in some cases, two children). Please keep this in mind when you answer 
the following questions. 
 
38. In addition to Teach Your Children Well, did the child also receive any of the following services from 

any source during the 2009-2010 school year?  

a) Homework club  yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____  
 

b) Peer tutoring (i.e., tutoring by 
another young person) at school or 
out of school 

 yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____ 

c) Professional tutoring (i.e., Kumon, 
Sylvan, etc.) 

 yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____ 

d) Computer-based help with reading or 
math other than Teach Your Children 
Well  

 yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____ 

e) Any other tutoring except Teach 
Your Children Well 

 yes        no                         If yes, how many weeks? ____ 
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Your involvement in the Teach Your Children Well tutoring program: 
 
39. During the 2009-2010 school year, how many weeks of tutoring were you able to provide to your 

foster child? Please try to estimate as accurately as possible (without overestimating or 
underestimating) using the calendar below.  
Tutoring in reading                     

 More than 30 weeks                  
 30 weeks                                    
 25-29 weeks                               
 20-24 weeks                               
 15-19 weeks                               
 10-14 weeks                               
 5-9 weeks                                   
 0-4 weeks                                   

Tutoring in math 
 More than 30 weeks 
 30 weeks 
 25-29 weeks 
 20-24 weeks 
 15-19 weeks 
 10-14 weeks 
 5-9 weeks 
 0-4 weeks 

     
40. In an average week of tutoring, how much time did you spend with your foster child on the following: 
 

a) Tutoring in reading using the instructor’s manual? 
 

 more than 2 hours 
 1.5-2h  
 1-1.5h       
 30 min - 1h 
 less than 30 min  

b) Listening to your foster child read out loud (i.e., reading 
practice)? 

 1 hour or more 
 45-60 min  
 30-45 min       
 15-30 min 
 less than 15 min 

c) Supervising your foster child working with the math CD on the 
computer? 

 1 hour or more 
 45-60 min  
 30-45 min       
 15-30 min 
 less than 15 min 

d) Teaching math using other math materials (i.e., counting skills, 
flashcards) distributed to you by Michael Maloney or the research 
team? 

 1 hour or more 
 45-60 min  
 30-45 min       
 15-30 min 
 less than 15 min 
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41. During the 2009-2010 school year, how many lessons have you completed in the Toolbox Series for 
Literacy or the Teach Your Children To Read Well series? Please specify which book you were 
working from (i.e., Toolbox Level 1 or 2, Teach Your Children to Read Well 1A, 1B, 3 or 4). 

 
Book(s): _______________________          #of lessons: _____________ 
               _______________________                              _____________ 
               _______________________                              _____________ 
              _______________________                              _____________ 
              _______________________                              _____________ 
  
42. In an average week of tutoring, how much time in total did your foster child spend working on the 

math on the computer (with or without your supervision)? 
 1 hour or more 
 45-60 min  
 30-45 min       
 15-30 min 
 less than 15 min  

 
43. When your foster child used the math software on the computer, what level of supervision did he/she 

require from an adult in the home: 
 frequent supervision 
 supervision from time to time 
 little or no supervision       

 
 
44. In general, how cooperative was your foster child with the tutoring? 

 Child cooperated well and enjoyed doing the tutoring. 
 Child cooperated most of the time. 
 Child did not cooperate, needed strong encouragement to do the work. 
 Child did not want to do the work, had temper tantrums to avoid it. 

 
Improvements: 
45. In your opinion, how much has the tutoring program contributed to improvements in the following: 
 

a) Child’s reading achievement? 
 

 a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment : 

b) Child’s math achievement?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

c) Child’s overall school work?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

d) Child’s overall positive 
attitude towards school? 

 a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

e) Child’s self-esteem?  a great deal 
 some 

Comment :
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 very little    
f) Child’s behavior?  a great deal 

 some 
 very little     

Comment :

g) Child’s happiness?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little     

Comment :

h) Child’s relationship with you?  a great deal 
 some 
 very little    

Comment :

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


