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Case study 1: An Evidence-Based Practice Review Report

Theme: Parental Interventions delivered at home

Do scaffolded reading programmes delivered by parents improve the literacy outcomes of EAL
learners from low-income families?

Summary

A systematic literature review was carried out to evaluate reading programmes delivered by

parents with a particular focus on low-income, English as Additional Learners (EAL). There is a

large evidence base that shows these learners are at particular risk of not achieving age

expected levels in literacy. Scaffolded reading programmes are the focus of this review; this

type of reading intervention is grounded in social constructivist theory - which assumes that in

order for children to meet their potential development they need scaffolded instruction - and in

behavioural learning theory by providing opportunities to correct reading responses through

reinforcement. This review evaluates six studies which were conducted in North America with

mainly low-income Latino families. The studies were evaluated using Gough’s (2007) Weight of

Evidence framework; four were assigned a medium rating and two a low rating. The studies

assessed scaffolded parental reading interventions on a range of literacy measures. Three of

the studies reported significant findings against at least one literacy outcome and five of the

studies demonstrated a meaningful effect size when compared to previous research and meta-

analyses. This review provides support for parental-led scaffolded literacy interventions to

improve literacy skills for this particular subgroup with recommendations on implementation and

further research.

Introduction

Scaffolded reading programmes are one type of reading intervention that are often delivered by

parents and are proposed as a way of reducing the reading loss experienced by children over

the summer holidays. A meta-analysis conducted by Cooper, Nye, Charlton, Lindsay and

Greathouse (1996) found summer reading loss of about one month or 1/10 standard deviation of

spring reading achievement scores. Scaffolded reading programmes are also proposed as way

to close the gap for vulnerable children, such as those from low-income families or where

English is not the home language. In a study conducted by Hewison and Tizard (1980) they

found the home background factor most closely related to reading achievement was whether or

not the mother regularly heard the child read. Even before the child is reading independently

interventions that encourage the child to discuss the story and predict what may happen next

improves later reading skills. This was demonstrated in research conducted by Muter, Hulme,
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Snowling and Stevenson (2004) where reading comprehension was predicted by prior word

recognition skills, vocabulary knowledge and grammatical skills. Whitehurst, Falco, Lonigan,

Fischel, DeBaryshe, Valdez-Menchaca and Caulfield (1988) trained mothers on the use of open

ended questions while reading picture books with young children. The children in the treatment

group scored significantly higher than the control group in expressive language skills at the end

of the one month intervention.

Demographic characteristics such as social class, ethnicity and level of language

proficiency have been found to affect the development of literacy skills. Children from lower-

income families where English is not the first language are at particular risk because these

children may have limited opportunities to read, hear and speak English, particularly during the

summer break (Cooper et al., 1996). A consistent finding which provides the rationale for many

scaffolded reading programmes is the strong positive relationship between the number of books

in a household and reading proficiency ( Alexander, Entwisle & Olson, 2001; Fryer & Levitt,

2004). However, The National Reading Panel (2000) evaluated 14 studies and did not find any

significant effect on reading achievement from sustained silent reading alone. This maybe

because of a poor match between the child’s reading level and the book chosen, i.e. above the

child’s instructional level (Carver & Liebert, 1995). However a further hypothesis is that in order

to benefit from voluntary reading, strategies which scaffold the child’s reading development

must also be employed (White & Kim, 2008). This has led to reading programmes containing

both a book-child matching mechanism and a parental intervention element.

For children where English is not the home language this parental involvement is even

more crucial, but equally is more problematic. These parents may not themselves have good

English language proficiency and may lack the confidence and skills to support their child (Kim

& Guryan, 2010; Frederickson & Cline, 2009). How far this additional complication is addressed

differs between scaffolded reading programmes, with some sending the books home with

instructions to parents on how to question the child about what they have read, whereas others

run training sessions for parents and others provide family literacy activities throughout the

school year and during the summer holidays.

Psychological Basis

Scaffolded reading programmes rest on the assumption that for learning to take place the child

needs to be supported by a more competent other. This approach to reading intervention is

rooted in a social constructivist theory of learning most prominently developed by Vygotsky

(1978). He coined the term ‘zone of proximal development’ to describe the difference between

the actual developmental level determined by independent problem solving and the level of

potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance. ‘Paired
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reading’ and ‘reciprocal teaching’ strategies most often employed in parental literacy

interventions are based on the principle that for the child to achieve their potential they require

support (scaffolding). Scaffolding takes the form of hints, clues, questions and discussion

designed to assist the learner to develop task related skills (Seymour & Osana, 2003). The

reading programmes also draw on behavioural learning theory, which conceptualises reading

difficulty as performance deficit with the aim of improving reading performance directly through

providing opportunities to correct reading responses through reinforcement (Morgan & Lyon,

1979).

Rationale

The importance placed on developing functional literacy is seen in government funded

programmes such as Head Start in the USA and the National Literacy Strategy in the UK (Head

Start, 2012; The National Archives, 2010). In 1997 only 63% of 11 year olds in the UK reached

the expected reading level in KS2, rising to 75% in 2002 (Frederickson & Cline, 2009). Adult

literacy remains at around 85% as reported in The Department for Business, Innovation and

Skills survey conducted in 2011 (BIS, 2012). This reveals little change from 2003 and means

that around 15% of the adult population do not have functional literacy (defined as those with

literacy levels below what would be expected for 11 year olds). Both the USA Head Start

programme and the UK National Literacy Strategy have been in place since the late 1990’s.

Further policies emphasising the need to raise standards for all children are the Every Child

Matters agenda launched in the UK in 2003 and the No Child Left Behind policy launched in the

USA in 2001 (NCLB, 2001; ECM, 2003).

The UK, like many developed nations, is increasingly multilingual. Educational

Psychologists must ensure they are recommending and supporting literacy programmes that

ensure children who are bilingual are able to reach their potential. There is much evidence that

bilingualism confers an intellectual advantage, but equally that parents from minority

communities feel ill equipped to support their children’s learning (Frederickson & Cline, 2009). A

study in 1998 conducted by Frederickson and Frith found that children with EAL performed less

well in reading comprehension than in reading accuracy (Frederickson & Cline, 2009). In other

words they were able to develop good decoding skills, although they didn’t necessarily

understand what they were reading. For low income children for whom the home language is

not English, effective home school partnerships are even more vital. MacLeod (1996) argues

this involvement should build on the parents own resources and abilities. This was

demonstrated in the Haringey Reading Project where gains in literacy learning were still

apparent three years later (Hewison, 1988). A review of scaffolded reading programmes

delivered by parents in multi-lingual communities will provide valuable information on whether
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these programmes are effective for this subgroup of children, and which features of these

programmes produce the most significant benefits to inform future policy and practice.

Review Question

Do scaffolded reading programmes delivered by parents improve the literacy outcomes of EAL

learners from low-income families?

Critical review of the evidence base

A literature search was conducted on December 15th 2014 using the databases PsycINFO and

ERIC. The search was conducted using the terms listed in Table 1.

Table1: Database Search Terms

Intervention Setting Participants Outcome

Parent*

Famil*

home

Interven*

Involvement

Program*

Programme*

SES

Low income

School

Bilingual

Minority
language*

Reading

Literacy

comprehension

Each category of terms were searched individually using the ‘abstract’ field. Categories were

subsequently combined from the search history using ‘and’. The search resulted in 287 articles

from PsycINFO and 237 in ERIC. The title and, if necessary, the abstracts of all these articles

were reviewed and those not meeting the inclusion criteria specified in Table 2 were excluded.

This resulted in 18 articles which required an inspection of the full article. Of these 13 did not

meet the inclusion criteria, resulting in five articles. An ancestral search was conducted on

these five articles resulting in six further articles, which required inspection. From the ancestral

search one more article was added, resulting in six articles for inclusion in this review, see

Table 3. Figure 1 provides a flow chart to illustrate this process. A list of the excluded articles

and the reason for their exclusion can be found in Appendix 1.
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Figure 1. Literature screening process

Studies identified from PsycINFO and

ERIC

PsycINFO

Articles and, if necessary, abstracts

screened using inclusion and exclusion

criteria.

N=287

ERIC

Articles and, if necessary, abstracts

screened using inclusion and exclusion

criteria.

N=237

Full articles screened using inclusion and

exclusion criteria.

N=18

Studies included in the final review

N=5

Ancestral search
Full articles

screened using
inclusion and

exclusion criteria.
N=6

Studies included in the review

N=5 + 1

6 total
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Table 2: Inclusion and exclusion criteria for studies

criteria Inclusion Exclusion Rationale
1. Publication

type
In a peer reviewed
journal

Not in a peer reviewed
journal

These papers have
undergone a level of
scrutiny.

2. language Available in English
language

Published in a
language other than
English

There is no funding for
translation.

3. Type of study Collected primary
quantitative data

Secondary and/or
qualitative data

To allow for effect
sizes to be calculated.

4. Design a) Group design
b) Control group

a) Single case
study

b) No control
group

The use of group
design allows for
extraneous variables
to be controlled.

5. Measures Must measure at least
one literacy skill e.g.
vocabulary,
comprehension

Does not use a tool to
measure literacy skills
specifically

The study addresses
the impact of
interventions on
literacy skills.

6. Sample Children of school age
4-16 years.

Children not of school
age.

Need to be old enough
to measure literacy
skills.

7. Setting At home delivered by
family members

In classroom delivered
by teachers

This review focuses on
home based
interventions.

8. Intervention Literacy intervention
delivered by family
members.

Teacher/ other
professional led
interventions

This review focuses on
interventions delivered
by family members.

9. Participants Bilingual and low
income.

Not bi-lingual and low
income.

This review focuses on
the outcomes for this
subgroup.

10. Date a) 2003 UK
b) 2001 US

Before 2003 UK.
Before 2001 US.

Every Child Matters
Agenda introduced in
the UK in 2003.
No Child Left behind
introduced in USA in
2001.

Both these policies
focus on vulnerable
learners e.g. EAL and
low income.
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Table 3: Selected studies for inclusion in review

____________________________________________________________________________

Study no 1: Reese, E., Leyva, D., Sparks, A., & Grolnick, W. (2010). Maternal Elaborative

Reminiscing Increases Low-Income Children’s Narrative Skills Relative to Dialogic

Reading. Early Education & Development, 21, 318–342.

Study no 2: Ryan, A. M. (2005). The Effectiveness of the Manchester Even Start Program in

Improving Literacy Outcomes for Preschool Latino Students. Journal of Research in

Childhood Education, 20, 15–26.

Study no 3: Kim, J. S., & Guryan, J. (2010). The efficacy of a voluntary summer book reading

intervention for low-income Latino children from language minority families. Journal of

Educational Psychology, 102(1), 20–31.

Study no 4: Kim, J. S. (2006). Effects of a Voluntary Summer Reading Intervention on

Reading Achievement: Results From a Randomized Field Trial. Educational Evaluation and

Policy Analysis, 28(4), 335–355.

Study no 5: White, T. G., & Kim, J. S. (2008). Teacher and Parent Scaffolding of Voluntary

Summer Reading. The Reading Teacher, 62(2), 116–125.

Study no 6: Whaley, S. E., Jiang, L., Gomez, J., & Jenks, E. (2011). Literacy promotion for

families participating in the women, infants and children program. Pediatrics, 127, 454–

461.
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Critical Review of Studies

The studies were coded for quality using the APA Task Force on Evidence Based Interventions

in School Psychology for group design (Kratochwill et al., 2003). This protocol was adapted to

fit the particular needs of this review. For example, change agents was removed as the parents

delivered the intervention and therefore could not be counterbalanced. The studies were also

evaluated using Gough's (2007) Weight of Evidence framework, which uses three categories to

assess the studies in terms of: Quality of Methodology (Weight of Evidence A), Relevance of

Methodology (Weight of Evidence B) and Relevance of Evidence to the Review Question

(Weight of Evidence C). The average descriptor (mode or median) in each category is used to

provide an Overall Weight of Evidence (Weight of Evidence D). See Appendix 3 for information

on the criteria for Weight of Evidence A, B and C and Appendix 4 for adapted APA Task Force

coding protocol for each of the selected studies. The weight of evidence for each study in this

review is found in Table 4 below.

Table 4: Overall Weight of Evidence

Reviewed study WoE A
Methodological

quality

WoE B
Methodological

relevance

WoE C
Relevance to the
review question

WoE D

Reese et al (2010) medium high low medium

Ryan et al (2005) low medium medium medium

Kim et al (2010) high high low medium

Whaley (2011) low low medium low

White et al (2008) medium low low low

Kim et al (2006) medium low medium medium

Participants

Demographics (ethnicity/socioeconomic status)

All the studies were conducted in North America and participants and their families were drawn

from mainly urban areas with high levels of multi-ethnicity and low-income. The main home

language spoken for the minority language families was Spanish, with participants identifying as

‘Latino’. Other ethnicities represented (although numbers are small) were Asian, Vietnamese,

and Arabic (Kim, 2006; Ryan; 2005 & White & Kim, 2008). Some studies reported black

participants as distinct from white (Kim, 2006; Kim & Guryan, 2008 & Reese et al. 2010).

Although for the purposes of this review the important criteria was minority language and
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therefore effect sizes were not calculated separately for these participants. Low income was

measured either by whether the children received a free school lunch, or by their previous

participation in a Title I school, which is a government funded program targeting low-income

families (Malburgh, 2015).

Age

The studies can be divided into two categories:

 Emerging readers, with average age of participants 4 years (Reese et al., 2010; Ryan

2005 & Whaley et al. 2011).

 Intermediate readers (developing fluency and comprehension skills), with average age of

participants 9 years (Kim, 2006; White & Kim, 2008 & Kim & Guryan, 2010).

Intervention

There were two intervention models:

 Emerging readers: The intervention ran across the full school year from September to

July.

 Intermediate readers: The intervention ran over the summer vacation from July to

September.

In all of the selected studies there was a parental intervention element. However this element

differed between the studies, with some studies providing face to face training in the home

language (either at school or in the participants home) and ongoing support throughout the

intervention. Whereas as others provided postal instructions only and no ongoing support. This

was taken into consideration for Weight of Evidence C with face to face training receiving a high

rating and postal information receiving a low rating. Table 5 summarises this information below.

Table 5: parental training element

Parents were supported
throughout the intervention
(face to face and/or
telephone)

Parents were provided with
face to face training in home
language (one off training)

Parents received postal
instructions only (in home
language).

Reese et al. (2010)
Ryan (2005)
Kim & Guryan (2010)
Whaley et al. (2011)

Kim (2006) White & Kim (2008)
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Type of intervention

There were also differences in the type of intervention the parents were trained in. The

intermediate readers families were trained in a ‘paired reading’ model, which encouraged

parents to listen to the child read aloud and then gave them strategies to help the child develop

comprehension skills, fluency and expression. In the emerging readers there were a variety of

reading models employed. In the Reese et al. (2010) study, parents were trained in either

dialogic (increase the use of open-ended questions with their children during storybook reading)

or elaborative techniques (use of conversational talk about past events in the child’s life using

open-ended questions). In the Ryan (2005) study, parents were trained in how to develop

listening, speaking and phonological awareness skills, based on the theoretical framework of

the ‘Creative Curriculum’. Parents were also required to attend English for Speakers of Other

Languages (ESOL) classes twice a week and were invited to eleven literacy based events

across the year, such as farm visit, trip to library and Thanksgiving dinner. In the Whaley et al.

(2011) study, parents were trained in the ‘Little by Little’ intervention (LBL), which encouraged

daily reading to the child and increasing verbal interactions.

Design

All six papers used a quantitative approach, and all but one took pre and post measures before

and after the intervention. Whaley et al. (2011) only used post measures and compared these

to a control group recruited before the intervention began, hence the low score for WoE B. All

six studies used between participants design, and all but Whaley et al. (2011) used an active

comparison group of either typical or alternative intervention, or intervention element placebo.

A power analysis was conducted to determine if the studies had sufficient number of

participants to detect a significant effect. This criteria is included in WoE A. To determine if the

study had sufficient participants the researcher referred to 1) Cohen’s (1992) table included in

the Kratochwill protocol, where type of analysis, independent variables and the level

significance are used to determine number of participants for small, medium and large effect

sizes; and 2) previous studies and meta-analyses from the Education Endowment Fund

Toolkit, which is funded by the UK Department of Education, and What Works Clearing House

supported by the US Department of Education (EEF, 2015; WWC, 2013). Based on these

sources, it was determined that a small to moderate effect size would be expected. There is no

specific meta-analysis that has been conducted on home based literacy interventions for low

income, bilingual children. Literacy interventions in general were found to have a small effect

size (WWCH, 2015), and parental interventions generally a small to moderate effect size (EEF,

2015). In terms of previous research, a study conducted by Cooper et al, (2000) reported in Kim
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(2006), which piloted a summer remedial programme, reported effect sizes between 0.10 and

0.20 (small to modest). These previous effect sizes have been used to interpret the results of

the Cohen d and Morris PPC SMD statistics, with an effect size over 0.10 interpreted as small.

Of the six selected studies none had a sufficient sample to detect small effect sizes. Three

studies had sufficient sample to detect moderate effect sizes (Kim, 2006; Kim & Guryan, 2010;

Whaley et al., 2011; Ryan, 2005). The two other studies were underpowered and only had

sufficient sample to detect a large effect size, this may explain the non-significant results

reported. Table six provides significance results, effect sizes and their interpretation (except

Whaley et al. 2011, which only reported raw scores due to issues with the norms of for the

Bracken School Readiness Scale).
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Table 6: Effect sizes for each literacy outcome measure

Study identifier/
Author

Outcome measures Effect size Weight of
evidence

(d)
Cohen’s d

Posttest mean difference in
treatment and control group

Morris
Pretest-posttest mean

differences in treatment and
control group

2
Ryan (2005)

Phonological
Awareness Literacy
screening (PALS)

0.77
Large medium

6
Kim (2006)

Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(ITBS)

0.08 (-.021 to 0.26)

Hispanic
participants

only

Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(ITBS)

0.18 (-0.17 to 0.53)
small

medium

5
White & Kim

(2008)

Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(ITBS)

0.14*
small

low

Hispanic
participants

only

Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(ITBS)

0.33*
moderate

3
Kim & Guyran

(2010)

Gates-MacGinitie
Reading test (GMRT)

0.04
medium

Attended family
literary events

Gates-MacGinitie
Reading test (GMRT)

0.25
small

1
Reese et al.

(2010)1

Expressive vocabulary
Test (EVT)

Dialogic versus control -0.36
(-0.25 to 0.53)

moderate
Elaborative versus control

0.44 (-0.36 to 1.3)
moderate

Dialogic versus Elaborative
0.95 (0.04 to 1.9)

large

Dialogic versus control
-0.13
small

Elaborative versus control
-0.14
small

Dialogic versus Elaborative
-0.041 medium

Narrative quality
(Quality of propositions

on story recall)

Dialogic versus control
-0.59* (-1.6 to 0.44)

moderate
Elaborative versus control

0.35* (-0.6 to 1.3)
moderate

Dialogic versus Elaborative
1.01* (0.04 to 1.9)

large

Dialogic versus control
-1.211

large
Elaborative versus control

0.77
large

Dialogic versus Elaborative
2.39

very large

4
Whaley et al.

(2011)2

Bracken School
Readiness Scale

(BSRS)
low

Note. Confidence Interval in parentheses.1 pretest scores provided. 2 only raw scores provided. *P<.05
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Quality of the intervention

The intervention quality was assessed using the following factors: whether parents were

supported throughout and the degree to which the approach has been manualised (treatment

fidelity); whether parents were offered help to improve their language skills; the frequency and

duration of the intervention; whether those training the parents were appropriately

trained/qualified. These factors were chosen based on the National Reading Panel Review

meta-analysis (2000) and DFES 2006k report (Frederickson and Cline, 2009). The quality of the

intervention is reflected in WoE C.

Treatment fidelity

Two of the studies selected provided a detailed account of the exact procedures and sequence

in which they are to be used (Reese et al., 2010 & Kim, 2006). In Reese et al. (2010) the

authors recognised a limitation in the lack of a second home visit to the families and report low

fidelity. The other four studies provided an overview of broad principles and general description

of the intervention phase. In four of the studies the parents were supported throughout the

intervention (see Table 5), which is likely to have increased treatment fidelity. The only other

study to mention fidelity is Kim & Guryan (2010), which used inter-rater reliability in the end of

year lessons to assess fidelity of the school component of the intervention (overall this was

rated as moderate to high).

Parents offered language support

Only one study offered specific language help for parents in the form of ESOL classes (Ryan,

2005). However, Kim & Guryan (2010), offered three 2 hour literacy events for parents over the

intervention phase to reinforce strategies. This is reflected in the WoE C ratings as parents’ lack

of confidence in the English language is likely to be a considerable barrier in their ability to help

their children (Frederickson and Cline, 2009).

Frequency and duration of intervention

The emerging reader programmes spanned a full academic year and encouraged daily

practice. Average length of these interventions were 9 months, although Whaley et al. (2011)

reports on two year and four year intervention, but it is unclear whether parents were adhering

to the daily schedule throughout. Of the summer holiday interventions the average length was

8-10 weeks. Of those interventions that had literacy events/ ESOL classes these occurred

between twice weekly to twice monthly.
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Training of staff delivering the intervention

Five of the studies provided specific training for staff who delivered the in-school and parental

component, ranging from a one off session to a series of sessions. The one study that did not

provide specific training (Ryan, 2005) reported on the qualifications of those delivering the in-

school and home component (Bachelor degree and to be certified in early childhood or special

education).

Primary outcome measures

Outcome measures differed for each study, except for Kim (2006) and White & Kim (2008),

which both used the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. All measures used provided standardised scores

and standard deviations, although Whaley et al. (2011) only reported raw scores, which meant

the researcher could not calculate effect size. How far the measures were standardised to the

particular sample in the study differed. This is reflected in WoE A (see Appendix 3). Only one

study specifically validated the measure for the sample (Ryan, 2005). Of the five other studies,

three were validated for the general population, one did not make any comment on the norms

used and one specifically used raw scores because the norms did not reflect the sample (see

Table 6 for measures used).

Emerging readers

There were a variety of literacy skills measured as each study used different standardised

assessments. However they can be categorised broadly into comprehension skills (e.g. story

recall, narrative quality) and transcription skills (print skills, letter awareness, rhyme

awareness).

Comprehension skills

These skills were measured in the Reese (2010) study where two types of treatments, dialogic

and elaborative reminiscing were compared to each other as well as to a control condition. A

moderate to large effect size was found, with elaborative reminiscing showing the largest effect.

It is worth noting that this treatment did not involve book reading, rather promoting

conversational interactions about past events to encourage the child to develop narrative skills.

Transcription skills

These were measured in all three studies that focused on emerging readers. Whaley et al.

(2011) used the least relevant assessment measure (in relation to the review question) because

it also measured other conceptual abilities such as number and shape. Of the two studies

where effect size could be calculated, the effect size ranged from small to large, this lack of
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reliability makes meaningful conclusions difficult, except to report an effect was found. In the

Ryan (2005) study the participant’s scores were compared to national literacy standards and

regression analysis revealed that prior to the study only 1 out 12 participants would have

reached the expected literacy standard by the end of the year; this had increased to 8 post

intervention.

Intermediate readers

The main area of focus was on comprehension skills. In two of the studies the participants were

not 100% bilingual, therefore the effect sizes for the bilingual participants were calculated

separately. The third study focused exclusively on bilingual learners, but further divided the

treatment group based on attendance/non-attendance to family literacy events. Overall, effect

sizes were found to range from small to moderate suggesting this type of intervention does

improve literacy outcomes in this age group. A particularly relevant finding is that those who

scored below the median on pre-test, showed the largest effect. Further analysis of the results

revealed the intervention increased the amount of oral reading that took place at home with a

parent. However one finding that seems to contrary to what would be expected based on

previous research is that attendance at ESOL classes was negatively associated with post test

outcomes.

Conclusion

This review evaluated six studies that provided scaffolded reading programmes delivered by

parents to improve the literacy outcomes of EAL learners from low-income families. Weight of

Evidence ranged from medium to low. Of the medium rated studies (four in total) effect sizes

ranged from small to large. For the two low rated studies only one effect size could be

calculated, which was small, as the Whaley (2011) study only reported raw scores due to

standardisation issues with the normed sample.

There are a number of factors that make comparison between the studies problematic including

different measurement tools and varying levels of intensity and duration of the interventions as

well as the low fidelity because studies were conducted in participants homes. Homogeneity of

the samples were relatively high in that the majority of the participants were from low income

homes and of Latino ethnicity. However, there is also likely to be considerable heterogeneity

within this group, dependent on other home factors such as education level of the parents,

availability of books, and parent’s confidence in their English language skills.
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Despite these methodological issues this review finds promising evidence to support home

based literacy interventions both for emerging and developing readers. However, there are

some caveats, namely, the largest effect sizes were seen for those participants who were below

the median on pre-test scores, and the most effective intervention for emerging readers did not

involve book reading but encouraging open ended conversation. Therefore Educational

psychologists should recommend that schools target children whose literacy performance is

below average (using a standardised reading assessment as a baseline) and engage with

these families by providing access to books and training in strategies such asking open ended

questions about the text and predicting what may happen next. However, for parents who do

not have proficient English themselves, books should be provided in the home language, or

parents encouraged to engage in dialogue by using pictures or the child’s memories as stimulus

material. As this review highlights it is the dialogue between children and their parents that

improves literacy skills the most, rather than the reading itself.

Recommendations
As outlined above interventions should focus on low-income, bilingual learners who are

currently below expected levels for their age in literacy. However, it would be useful for future

research studies to use one specific standardised measure that has been normed on both EAL

and low income children. This would allow for meaningful and ultimately more useful

comparisons between studies. Early intervention which focuses on encouraging conversations

between the parent and child (oral language) are just as, and possibly even more, effective

than interventions that include a book reading element and the language skills of the parents

should also be assessed so that interventions are tailored to make the best use of the parent’s

current resources and abilities e.g. books in home language and encouraging dialogue

exchanges in the home language. Despite the fact ESOL classes for parents did not produce a

positive effect in post-test scores immediately after the intervention, developing parents

language skills in English is likely to produce a long term benefit as the child will be able to

practise English in the home. Educational psychologists should encourage schools with high

percentage of EAL learners to offer these classes on site, which will also strengthen the home-

school partnership and make it less daunting for parents to attend other events at the school to

encourage literacy e.g. school performances and book fairs.
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Appendix 1 : Excluded studies

Excluded studies Reason for exclusion

1 Billings, E. S. (2009). Prescriptions to Read: Early
Literacy Promotion outside the Classroom. Literacy
Teaching and Learning\, 13, 81.

4. b) No control group

2 Caspe, M. (2007). Family involvement, narrative and
literacy practices: prediction low-income Lation
children’s literacy development. Dissertation.

1. not peer reviewed

3 Coe, G., & Shelby, D. (1998). Relative efficacy of parent
and teacher involvement in a shared-reading
intervention for preschool children from low-income
backgrounds. Early Childhood Research Quarterly,
13(1998), 293–294.

10. before 2001

4 Cronan, T. A., Brooks, L. B., Kilpatrick, K., Bigatti, S. M.,
& Tally, S. (1999). A RT I C L E THE EFFECTS OF A
COMMUNITY- BASED LITERACY PROGRAM : FINDINGS, 
27(4), 431–442.

6. children below 4 years

5 Dearing, E., Kreider, H., Simpkins, S., & Weiss, H. B.
(2006). Family involvement in school and low-income
children’s literacy: Longitudinal associations between
and within families. Journal of Educational Psychology,
98(4), 653–664.

4. b) no control
9. small bilingual sample

6 Dearing, E., McCartney, K., Weiss, H. B., Kreider, H., &
Simpkins, S. (2004). The promotive effects of family
educational involvement for low-income children’s
literacy. Journal of School Psychology, 42, 445–460

8. intervention not specifically
for literacy

7 Donnell, J. O., & Kirkner, S. L. (2014). The Impact of a
Collaborative Family Involvement Program on Latino
Families and Children’s Educational Performance.
School Community Journal, 24(1), 211–234.

4. b) no control group

8 Hannon, B. Y. P. (1987). A STUDY OF THE EFFECTS OF
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN THE TEACHING OF
READING ON CHILDREN ’ S READING TEST
PERFORMANCE, (1973), 56–72.

10. before 2001

9 Hewison, J., & Tizard, J. (1980). Parental involvement
and reading attainment. The British Journal of
Educational Psychology, 50, 209–215.

10. before 1988

10 Heubner, C. (2009). Community based support for
preschool readiness among children in poverty,
(December 2014), 37–41

9. monolingual participants

11 Johnson, D. L., & Walker, T. (1991). A Follow-up
Evaluation of the Houston Parent-Child
Development Center: School Performance. Journal
of Early Intervention, 15, 226–236.

10. before 2001
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Excluded studies Reason for exclusion

12 Lam, S. F., Chow-Yeung, K., Wong, B. P. H., Lau, K. K., &
Tse, S. I. (2013). Involving parents in paired reading
with preschoolers: Results from a randomized
controlled trial. Contemporary Educational Psychology,
38(2), 126–135.

9. monolingual sample

13 Lynch, J. (2008). Engagement with print: Low-income
families and Head Start children. Journal of Early
Childhood Literacy, 8, 151–175.

4 b) no control

14 Martin, K., Emfinger, K., Snyder, S., & O’Neal, M.
(2007). Results for Year 2 of an Early Reading First
Project. Journal of Research in Childhood Education,
22(December 2014), 125–140.

9. monolingual sample

15 Overett, J., & Donald, D. (1998). Paired reading:
effects of a parent involvement programme in a
disadvantaged community in South Africa. British
Journal of Educational Psychology, 68, 347–356.

9. monolingual sample

16 Williams, L. D. (2010). THE IMPACT OF PARENTAL
INVOLVEMENT ON THE LITERACY ACHIEVEMENT OF
LOW-INCOME PRE-KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS A
dissertation submitted to the faculty of The University
of North Carolina at Charlotte in partial fulfillment of
the requirem. Dissertation.

1.Not peer reviewed

17 Whitehurst, G. J., Falco, F. L., Lonigan, C. J., Fischel, J.
E., DeBaryshe, B. D., Valdez-Menchaca, M. C., &
Caulfield, M. B. (1988). Accelerating Language
Development Through Picture Book Reading.
Developmental Psychology, 24(4), 552–559.

10. before 2001

18 Xu, Y., Chin, C., Reed, E., & Hutchinson, C. (2014). The
Effects of a Comprehensive Early Literacy Project on
Preschoolers’ Language and Literacy Skills. Early
Childhood Education Journal, 42, 295–304.

9. monolingual sample
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Appendix 2: Summary of studies

Study ID number 1
Reese, Leyva, Sparks, & Grolnick (2010)

Participants Intervention Design Measures Outcomes

Thirty-three low-
income 4-year-old
children and
parents.

48% bilingual
(Spanish).

Parents trained in one of two
reading techniques: Dialogic and
Elaborative.

Training took place in the child’s
home via a laptop computer
with trainer/researcher taking
parent through powerpoint
slides. After each slide the
researcher modelled the target
technique and presented the
parent with a short video clip
and answered questions.

Following training, the parent
received a paper copy of the
training and a one page
summary of strategies. Parents
also sent a fridge magnet listing
techniques.

Randomised design. Children
were randomly assigned to one
of three conditions:

Dialogic condition: Family
provided with 5 storybooks out
of set of 25. New story books to
be exchanged each month for a
gift token. Each month the
researcher phoned the parent
to remind them to return books
and answer any questions for 5
months.
Elaborative condition: Parent
asked to keep log of daily
conversations. Log handed in
each month in exchange for two
movie tickets. Researcher
phoned the parent each month
to remind them to return log
and answer any questions for 5
months.
Control: families visited after
vocabulary pre-rest, where
researcher conducted
interview. These families not
contacted again during the
intervention period.

PPVT-III receptive vocabulary
for single words. (Form A
pretest and Form B posttest).

EVT (Expressive Vocabulary
Test). Measures spoken lexical
skills.

Narrative tasks. To assess
children’s story comprehension
and story production.
Answering questions on the
story and retelling the story
(transcribed from audio-tape).
Total number of propositions
measured story recall. Each
proposition coded for narrative
quality.

The Concepts About Print test
(adapted) assessed conceptual
knowledge about print.
Questions 1-9, 11.

No differences in expressive
vocabulary were found.

No differences in story recall
were found. All conditions had
lower posttest scores compared
to pretest. Elaborative condition
had smallest loss. Large effect
size d=0.97 (elab v dialog).

There was a significant
difference in narrative quality.
Elaborative recall had higher
narrative quality scores than
dialogic or control. Large effect
size d=2.39 (elab v dialog).
Medium effect size d=0.77 (elab
v control).

There was a significant
difference in story
comprehension for children
whose mothers received
elaborative training compared
to dialogic and control. Small
effect size d=0.3 (elab v dialog)

No differences in print skills was
found. Small effect size d=0.56
(elab v dialog)
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Study ID number 2
Ryan (2005)

Participants Intervention Design Measures Outcomes

52 low-income four-
year-old children. 14
children in
treatment group –
100% bilingual
(Spanish). 38 in
control 58% bilingual
(Spanish,
Vietnamese, Arabic).

Manchester Even Start
Programme including home-
visiting and bilingual education.

Includes:

Two and half hours in classroom
a day focusing on language,
cognition and early reading
skills.

Home visiting of 1.5 hour take
place 1.5 times a month on
average.

Twice weekly ESOL classes for
parents.

Attendance at Family literacy
activities. Elven PCIL activities
across the school year including
trips to library, farm. One
activity every 2 months
approximately

Non-equivalent group design.

Intervention group: Even Start
Programme.

Comparison group: Title I
schools.

Self-selected treatment group
enrolled in Even Start
programme, compared to Title I
pre-school students not in Even
Start Programme.

All children (Even Start and Title
I) received two half hours a day
focusing on language, cognition
and early reading skills.

Treatment group had additional
home visiting, ESOL and PCIL
activities element. As well as
bilingual teacher who provided
bridging between Spanish and
English.

PALS - Phonological Awareness
Literacy Screening PreK
assessment.
Seven subscales:
Rhyme awareness, upper case
alphabet knowledge, lower case
alphabet knowledge, beginning
sounds awareness, verbal
memory, print knowledge and
name writing. Pre (September
to November) and posttest
(March to May).

Pretest scores on PALS highly
predictive of posttest scores.

Participation in Even Start was
associated with students
achieving posttest scores on
average 14.51 points above the
control group (when controlling
for pretest scores).
Medium effect size d=0.77

Number of home visits received
positively associated with PALS
score.

Parents ESOL attendance and
PCIL activities appears to be
negatively associated with PALS
scores.

8 of 12 Even Start students
predicted to meet age
appropriate literary standards
by end of year. Only 1 would
have met this based on
regression analysis prior to Even
Start Programme.
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Study ID number 3
Kim & Guryan (2010)

Participants Intervention Design Measures Outcomes

370 grade 4
students (age
8-9).

97% students
low-income
measured by
free school
meals.

Treatment
n=103 (73%
bilingual).

Family
Literacy
n=112 (79%
bilingual).

Control
n=110 (68%
bilingual)

Involved classroom lessons in
comprehension strategies for
fiction and non-fiction and how
to read aloud from books with
family members.

Homework assignment using
reading postcards containing six
questions about title, whether
they finished the book, how
many times they read the book
and comprehension strategies
used. Children instructed to
read aloud a 100 word passage
(twice) to family member. Asked
second reading encouraged to
ask family member to comment
on fluency, expression.

Families in family literacy group
were invited to attend three 2
hour literacy events (x2 July and
x1 August). These events
designed to reinforce
comprehension strategies.
Letter sent (translated in
Spanish) one week before each
event. Phonecall day before.
Event included video modelling
of child and parent reading and
discussing books. English and
Spanish books provided.

Randomised design.

Treatment group: six
classroom lessons. Reading
postcards. Self-selected books
during summer vacation
(books matched to reading
level).

Family Literacy group: six
classroom lessons. Reading
postcards. 10 self-selected
books (books matched to
reading level), and invited to
attend 3 summer literary
events (2 hours in length).

Control group (wait list): six
classroom lessons. Received
reading postcards and books
after intervention.

GMRT Gates-MacGinitie
Reading test. Pre and posttest.
Total reading score obtained
from 48 item comprehension
subtest and 45 item
vocabulary subtest.

Self-report to assess
independent reading in
summer vacation and how
many times child read aloud
with a family member.

GMRT no significant difference in total
reading score between conditions.
Controlling for attendance at family literacy
events revealed no significant differences.
However, small effect size d=0.25 for family
literacy condition compared to control on
posttest scores.

Self-report A significant difference was
found for number of books read favouring
treatment and family literacy conditions
when compared to control. Controlling for
attendance at family literacy events
revealed more books read by attending
group when compared to control.
Reading with parent. No significant
difference found between the groups.
Controlling for attendance at family literacy
event revealed attending group read more
with their mothers and fathers than the
control group.

Pretest vocab scores strongest predictor of
posttest scores followed by English
Language learner status and number of
books read.
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Study ID number 4
Whaley, Jiang, Gomez, & Jenks (2011)

Participants Intervention Design Measures Outcomes

303 low-
income
children aged
between 39
and 51
months.

4 year
intervention
61% bilingual.

2 year
intervention
55% bilingual.

Control 51%
bilingual.

Little by Little (LBL) involved
brief individualised counselling
regarding child development,
tailored to the age of a child. 3
components:

1) Counselling scripts
have common theme
of encouraging reading
to children daily and
interacting verbally
whenever possible.

2) Handout targeted to
child’s age including
information about
developmental
milestones and
appropriate ways to
interact with child.

3) Provided with a book
or developmentally
appropriate toy.

Four home visits a year,
each time a book or toy is
provided and parents
guided on using resource.
Staff speak English or
Spanish as appropriate.
Handouts and books in
both English and Spanish.

Randomised design. Families
allocated to one of three
conditions. All families
receiving WIC intervention
(Nutrition programme for
women, infants and children.)

Control group: recruited first
before the LBL programme
begun.

2 year intervention: families
who had participated in LBL
programme for 2 years.
Children were between 15-27
months at the start of the
programme.

4 year intervention: families
who had participated in LBL
programme for 4 years.
Children were between 15-27
months at the start of the
programme.

Posttest measure only.

BBCSR – Bracken Basic
Concept Scale Revised to
measure composite school
readiness score. Assesses
childrens knowledge in 6
domains (colours, letters,
numbers, sizes, comparisons
and shapes.

The HOME scale used to
investigate the home literacy
environment. Three of the
original eight subscales were
used: learning materials,
language stimulation and
academic stimulation.
Learning material subscale
alone used to measure
richness of literacy resources
at home. A composite
language stimulation and
academic stimulation score
was created to measure level
of literacy activities at home.

Questionnaire completed by
parents to capture
demographic information.

BBCSR - The 2 year and 4 year intervention
groups scored significantly higher than the
control group regarding school readiness.
There was no significant difference
between the 2 year and 4 year
intervention. However looking at subgroups
of English and Spanish speakers, the
Spanish speakers showed a strong
intervention effect.

Overall Spanish speaking subset scored
lower regarding school readiness compared
with English speaking subset, most
noticeable in the control group. This
difference decreased as children’s exposure
to LBL increased. In the 4 year intervention
group the difference had disappeared.

The HOME scale: More exposure to LBL led
to a richer literacy home environment. A
richer literacy home environment was
associated with a higher school readiness
score.
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Study ID number 5
White & Kim (2008)

Participants Intervention Design Measures Outcomes

400 grade 3,4 or 5
students (6-10
years). 69% non-
white. 38% receiving
free school meals.

However results
only report for
n=207.

White n=72
Black n=50
Hispanic n=61
Low income n=77

Voluntary summer reading
programme.

End of year lessons x3 carried
out of course of several days. 45
minutes in length. Developing
comprehension strategies
through modelling. Introduced
to reading postcards and
practised answering questions.
Told they would be receiving
books over the summer
vacation.

Letter to parents (translated
into Spanish, Urdu, Vietnamese
or Arabic). The letter asked
parents to encourage their child
to read and return postcards.

Books matched to child’s
reading level.

Random allocation to one of
four conditions.

Books only: Received one end of
year lesson without oral reading
or comprehension strategies.
Letter to parents did not
suggest scaffolding strategies.
Books with oral reading
scaffolding: Received all 3 end
of year lessons, but without
comprehension strategies.
Letter to parents suggested oral
reading strategies. Postcards
modified so no questions asked
about comprehension
strategies.
Books with oral reading
scaffolding and comprehension
scaffolding: Received all 3 end
of year lessons with reading and
comprehension strategies.
Letter to parents suggested oral
reading and comprehension
strategies.
Control: Received one end of
year lesson with alternative
reading strategy. No books sent
in the summer and no parent
scaffolding. Received books in
autumn term after posttests.

ITBS Iowa Tests of Basic Skills.
Two subtests in vocabulary and
comprehension combined to
give total reading score.

DIBELS ORF Dynamic Indicators
of Basic Early Literacy Oral
Reading Fluency subtest.
Administered by trained retired
teachers.

Reading postcards to find out
how many books read,
strategies used and whether
they were read with parents.

Pre and posttest measures for
ITBS and DIBELS ORF.

ITBS: students in book only
condition performed similarly to
control condition. Students in
full treatment group (oral and
comprehension strategies)
significantly outperformed
students in the control group
p<0.03. However effect size
small d=0.14. Controlling for
Hispanic students only, small
effect size seen d=0.33.
Controlling for low-income
students only, no effect seen
d=0.06. Students in treatment
group with only oral reading
strategies performed better
than control group, but not
significant. This effect larger for
those below median on pretest.
No significant difference found
on DIBELS ORF between
conditions, nor between
subgroups.

Reading with family member:
slightly over half of treatment
groups reported reading at least
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one book with parent on
postcards returned.
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Study ID number 6
Kim (2006)

Participants Intervention Design Measures Outcomes
552 fourth grade
students (8-9 years).

39% low income
(free school meals)

38% bilingual

Voluntary summer reading
intervention.

During last two weeks of school
students attended lessons
where teachers modelled the
use of comprehension
strategies. They also practised
paired reading in class and were
asked to complete reading
postcards as a homework
assignment over the summer.
The postcards asked students to
check comprehension strategies
used during independent
reading and to obtain a
signature from parent after
reading aloud from the text.

Randomised design. Students
allocated to either the
treatment or control. All
students attended the end of
year lessons.

Treatment group: Sent eight
books (matched to their reading
age and preference) in July and
August and encouraged to fill
out reading postcards.

Control group: Student did not
receive any books until the
autumn after posttest
measures collected.

ITBS Iowa Test of Basic Skills.
Two subtests in vocabulary and
comprehension combined to
give total reading score.

DIBELS Dynamic Indicators of
Basic Early Literacy Skills. To
assess oral reading fluency.

Self-report
i) Spring reading

survey, which
included a 20 item
Elementary
Reading Attitude
Survey (ERAS) and
25 item reading
preference (used to
match eight books).

ii) Fall reading survey
measured the
literary activities
completed over the
summer and how
many books were
in the home.

Pre and posttest measures for
ITBS and DIBELS.

ITBS no significant differences
found for treatment group.
Estimated treatment effect of
0.10 to 0.20 based on pilot
study were found for
subgroups: black students
d=0.22 (small effect) and Latino
students d=0.14. Largest
positive effects were seen for
students who scored below the
median on the ITBS (d= 1.04).

DIBELS. There were no
significant differences in
reading fluency between the
treatment and control
conditions.

Self report data suggests the
intervention did not increase
children’s access to books, nor
the amount of silent
independent reading. However
children in the treatment group
did engage in significantly more
oral reading activities at home
with a family member than the
control group.

Appendix 3: Weight of Evidence
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Based on Kratochwill et al.’s (2003) criteria studies were given weightings for measures used, comparison group and appropriateness of statistical analysis. These

weightings have numerical values and so overall methodological quality can be appraised via the total points awarded. Descriptors are outlined below.

A. Quality of Methodology Study ID number

1 2 3 4 5 6

Measures

High rating (3)
Reliability of .85 for all primary outcomes relevant to
review question, or used well referenced measures.
At least 2 methods of assessment.
At least 2 sources of assessment.
Reported validity for all measures used or well
referenced, standardised or norm referenced measure.




X
X

X

X
X




X






X

(3)









X


Medium rating (2)
Reliability of .75 for some primary outcomes or used
well referenced measures.
Use at least to methods or two sources of assessment.
(above criteria must be me for 75% of primary
outcomes)

(2)






X

(2)




(2)




(2)




Low rating (1)
Reliability of .50 for some of primary outcomes or used
well referenced measures.
Use at least 2 methods or two sources of assessment.
(above criteria must be met for 50% of primary
outcomes)



X
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Comparison Group 1 2 3 4 5 6

High rating (3)
Used an active comparison group (typical intervention,
attention placebo, intervention element placebo)
Demonstrated group equivalence (random allocation,
post hoc matched set, statistical matching, statistical
pre-test equivalent).
Evidence of equivalent mortality & attrition below 20%.

(3)






X





(3)






X









X

(3)






Medium rating (2)
Used a no-intervention group.
Demonstrated group equivalence.
Evidence of equivalent mortality & attrition below 30%

(2)




(2)






X

Low rating (1)
Used a no intervention group.
One of following: a) group equivalence, or b) evidence
of equivalent mortality & attrition below 30%.

(1)



Analysis

High rating (3)
Conducted an appropriate analysis.
Controlled for Family Wise Error (when appropriate).
Provided enough information for all effect sizes to be
calculated (e.g. pre and post Mean and SD).
Had a sufficiently large sample size.





X



X





X




X
X





X

X



X



Medium rating (2)
Conducted an appropriate analysis.
Provided enough information for some effect sizes to
be calculated (e.g. post test Mean and SD).
Had a sufficiently large sample size.




X

(2)





(2)






X






X


X



Low rating (demonstrate two of following) (1)
Conducted an appropriate analysis.
Provided enough information for some effect sizes to
be calculated (e.g. post test Mean and SD).
Had a sufficiently large sample size for mod/large
effect.

(1)






X



(1)





(1)





Total points 6 4 7 4 5 6

Methodological rating (See notes on next page) M L H L M M
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Analysis

 High methodological quality: Studies accumulating 7 out of 9 points or more (strong in at least one area)

 Medium methodological quality: Those accumulating 5-6 points out of 9

 Low methodological quality: Those accumulating 4 points or fewer (weak in at least 2 areas or failing to meet criteria for weak in some cases)

Sufficiently large sample size based on a power analysis calculation, where a small to medium effect size was expected based on previous research in the area (see

page 11. At an .05 alpha level and when using ANOVA for 2 groups, a group size greater than 393 was required or when using an ANOVA for 3 groups, a group size

greater than 322 to was required.
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To inspect if the methodological design of studies were suitable for evaluating the effectiveness of scaffolded reading programmes delivered by parents in

improving literacy outcomes for bilingual, low-income children; and the relevance of the studies in answering the review question. The following criteria was

applied:

B. Relevance of Methodology Study ID number

1 2 3 4 5 6

High rating
Random assignment of participants to intervention
control or alternative intervention group.
Demonstrate group equivalencies.
Pre and post-test measures obtained for all groups and
outcome measures.

(3)





X




(3)








X




X




X

Medium rating
Comparison group must have been used.
Demonstrate group equivalencies.
Pre and post test measures obtained for all groups.

(2)






X



X



X

Low rating
Comparison group.
Post-test measures obtained for all groups.

(1)



(1)



(1)



C. Relevance of evidence to the review question

High rating
Parents were supported throughout intervention.
Staff were trained to support parental component.
The study reported high level of fidelity.
The intervention was manualised.
Outcomes of minority language participants reported
separately.
Participants were all identified as low income.
The programme ran for at least 10 weeks.
The intervention specifically measured at least 2
literacy outcomes (e.g. vocabulary, comprehension)






X






X

X












X














X

X
X
X
X






X

X
X
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Weight of Evidence B & C – checklist

Cont (C) Study ID number

1 2 3 4 5 6

Programme is cost-effective.
Programme is feasible to generalise (e.g. training of
intervention agents is low to moderate).

X
X

X
X

X
X


X

X





Medium rating
Parents were provided with training in first language.
Staff were trained to deliver parent training.
The study reported moderate level of fidelity.
The intervention was manualised (or enough detail).
Outcomes of minority language participants reported
separately.
Participants were all identified as low income.
The programme ran for at least 8 weeks.
The intervention specifically measured at least 1
literacy outcomes (e.g. vocabulary, comprehension)
Programme is relatively cost-effective.
Programme is feasible to generalise (e.g. training of
intervention agents is moderate).






X





X
X

(2)



















X






X

(2)














X
X
X
X









(2)













Low rating
Parents received postal information only.
Fidelity was not reported.
The programme ran for at least 6 weeks.
No separate outcome measures of minority language.
The majority of participants were low income.
The intervention specifically measured at least 1
literacy outcomes (e.g. vocabulary, comprehension).
No information provided on cost-effectiveness or
feasibility.

(1) (1) (1)

Weight of evidence D

The overall weight of evidence was calculated as followed:

Studies were given scores of 3 (high), 2 (medium), or 1 (low) for their weightings in WoE A, B and C and the mean average calculated.
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High overall weight of evidence: Average score of at least 2.5

Medium overall weight of evidence: Average score of between 1.5 and 2.4

Low overall weight of evidence: Average score of less than 1.4

Study ID number

1 2 3 4 5 6

WoE A 2 2 2 1 1 2

WoE B 3 2 3 1 1 1

WoE C 1 2 1 2 1 2

WoE D Medium 2 Medium 2 Medium 2 Low 1.3 Low 1 Medium 1.6
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Appendix 4

Coding Protocol: Group-Based Design

Domain: School- and community-based intervention programs for social and behavioral problems

Academic intervention programs

Family and parent intervention programs

School-wide and classroom-based programs

Comprehensive and coordinated school health services

Name of Coder(s): Date: 2nd January 2015

M / D / Y

Full Study Reference in APA format:

Reese, E. Leyva, D. Sparks, A. & Grolnick, W. (2010) Maternal Elaborative Reminiscing Increases Low-

Income Children's Narrative Skills Relative to Dialogic Reading, Early Education and Development, 21:3,

318-342,

Intervention Name (description from study): Maternal Elaborative Reminiscing

Study ID Number (Unique Identifier): 1

Type of Publication: (Check one)

Book/Monograph

Journal article

Book chapter

Other (specify):
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I. General Characteristics

A. General Design Characteristics

A1. Random assignment designs (if random assignment design, select one of the following)

A1.1 Completely randomized design
A1.2 Randomized block design (between-subjects variation)
A1.3 Randomized block design (within-subjects variation)
A1.4 Randomized hierarchical design

A2. Nonrandomized designs (if nonrandom assignment design, select one of the following)

A2.1 Nonrandomized design
A2.2 Nonrandomized block design (between-participants variation)
A2.3 Nonrandomized block design (within-participants variation)
A2.4 Nonrandomized hierarchical design
A2.5 Optional coding of Quasi-experimental designs (see Appendix C)

A3. Overall confidence of judgment on how participants were assigned (select one of the following)

A3.1 Very low (little basis)
A3.2 Low (guess)
A3.3 Moderate (weak inference)
A3.4 High (strong inference)
A3.5 Very high (explicitly stated)
A3.6 N/A
A3.7 Unknown/unable to code

B. Statistical Treatment/Data Analysis (answer B1 through B6)

B1. Appropriate unit of analysis yes no
B2. Familywise error rate controlled yes no N/A
B3. Sufficiently large N yes no

Statistical Test: ANOVA

_ level: 0.05

ES: small to moderate
N required: 322

B4. Total size of sample (start of the study): 33
N

B5. Intervention group sample size: 12 (elaborative)
N

B6. Control group sample size: 21 (dialogic 10 control 11)
N

C. Type of Program (select one)

C1. Universal prevention program
C2. Selective prevention program
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C3. Targeted prevention program
C4. Intervention/Treatment
C5. Unknown

D. Stage of the Program (select one)

D1. Model/demonstration programs
D2. Early stage programs

D3. Established/institutionalized programs

D4. Unknown

E. Concurrent or Historical Intervention Exposure (select one)

E1. Current exposure
E2. Prior exposure

E3. Unknown



37

II. Key Features for Coding Studies and Rating Level of Evidence/ Support

(3=Strong Evidence 2=Promising Evidence 1=Weak Evidence 0=No Evidence)

A. Measurement (answer A1 through A4)

A1. Use of outcome measures that produce reliable scores for the majority of primary outcomes. The table for
Primary/Secondary Outcomes Statistically Significant allows for listing separate outcomes and will facilitate decision making
regarding measurement (select one of the following)

A1.1 Yes

A1.2 No

A1.3 Unknown/unable to code only one outcome measure

A2. Multi-method (select one of the following)

A2.1 Yes
A2.2 No

A2.3 N/A

A2.4 Unknown/unable to code

A3. Multi-source (select one of the following)

A3.1 Yes
A3.2 No

A3.3 N/A

A3.4 Unknown/unable to code

A4. Validity of measures reported (select one of the following)

A5.1 Yes validated with specific target group
A5.2 In part, validated for general population only but only for one measure used.
A5.3 No

A5.4 Unknown/unable to code

Rating for Measurement (select 0, 1, 2, or 3): 3 2 1 0

B. Comparison Group

B1. Type of Comparison Group (select one of the following)

B1.1 Typical contact
B1.2 Typical contact (other) specify:
B1.3 Attention placebo

B1.4 Intervention elements placebo

B1.5 Alternative intervention

B1.6 PharmacotherapyB1.1

B1.7 No intervention

B1.8 Wait list/delayed intervention

B1.9 Minimal contact

B1.10 Unable to identify comparison group
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B2. Overall confidence rating in judgment of type of comparison group (select one of the following)

B2.1 Very low (little basis)
B2.2 Low (guess)
B2.3 Moderate (weak inference)
B2.4 High (strong inference)
B2.5 Very high (explicitly stated)
B2.6 Unknown/Unable to code

B4. Group Equivalence Established (select one of the following)

B4.1 Random assignment
B4.2 Posthoc matched set

B4.3 Statistical matching

B4.4 Post hoc test for group equivalence

B5. Equivalent Mortality (answer B5.1 through B5.3)
B5.1 Low Attrition (less than 20% for Post)
B5.2 Low Attrition (less than 30% for follow-up)
B5.3 Intent to intervene analysis carried out

Findings

C5. Overall Summary of Questions Investigated

C5.1 Main effect analyses conducted (select one) yes no
C5.2 Moderator effect analyses conducted (select one) yes no

Specify results:
C5.3. Mediator analyses conducted (select one) yes no

Specify results:
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D. Educational/Clinical Significance

Outcome Variables: Pretest Posttest Follow Up

D1. Categorical Diagnosis

Data

Diagnostic information regarding
inclusion into the study presented:

Yes No Unknown

Positive change in
diagnostic criteria from pre
to posttest:

Yes No Unknown

Positive change in

diagnostic criteria from posttest to
follow up:

Yes No Unknown

D2. Outcome Assessed via
continuous Variables

Positive change in percentage of
participants showing clinical
improvement from pre to posttest:

Yes No Unknown

Positive change in percentage of
participants showing clinical
improvement from posttest to follow
up:

Yes No Unknown

D3. Subjective Evaluation:
The importance of behavior
change is evaluated by
individuals in direct contact
with the participant.

Importance of behavior change is
evaluated:

Yes No Unknown

Importance of behavior change
from pre to posttest is evaluated
positively by individuals in direct
contact with the participant:

Yes No Unknown

Importance of behavior change
from posttest to follow up is
evaluated positively by individuals
in direct contact with the participant:

Yes No Unknown

D4. Social Comparison:
Behavior of participant at
pre, post, and follow up is
compared to normative data
(e.g., a typical peer).

Participant’s behavior is compared
to normative data

Yes No Unknown

Participant’s behavior has
improved from pre to posttest
when compared to normative data:

Yes No Unknown

Participant’s behavior has improved
from posttest to follow up when
compared to normative data:

Yes No Unknown

Rating for Educational/Clinical Significance (select 0, 1, 2, or 3): 3 2 1 0

F. Implementation Fidelity

F1. Evidence of Acceptable Adherence (answer F1.1 through F1.3)

F1.1 Ongoing supervision/consultation phonecall
F1.2 Coding intervention sessions/lessons or procedures
F1.3 Audio/video tape implementation (select F1.3.1 or F1.3.2):

F1.3.1 Entire intervention

F1.3.2 Part of intervention

F2. Manualization (select all that apply)

F2.1 Written material involving a detailed account of the exact procedures and the
sequence in which they are to be used

F2.2 Formal training session that includes a detailed account of the exact
procedures and the sequence in which they are to be used
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F2.3 Written material involving an overview of broad principles and a description of
the intervention phases

F2.4 Formal or informal training session involving an overview of broad principles
and a description of the intervention phases

F3. Adaptation procedures are specified (select one) yes no unknown

Rating for Implementation Fidelity (select 0, 1, 2, or 3): 3 2 1 0 unable to do follow up visit

H. Site of Implementation

H1. School (if school is the site, select one of the following options)

H1.1 Public

H1.2 Private

H1.3 Charter

H1.4 University Affiliated

H1.5 Alternative

H1.6 Not specified/unknown

H2. Non School Site (if it is a non school site, select one of the following options)

H2.1 Home
H2.2 University Clinic
H2.3 Summer Program
H2.4 Outpatient Hospital
H2.5 Partial inpatient/day Intervention Program
H2.6 Inpatient Hospital

H2.7 Private Practice

H2.8 Mental Health Center

H2.9 Residential Treatment Facility

H2.10 Other (specify):
H2.11 Unknown/insufficient information provided

Rating for Site of Implementation (select 0, 1, 2, or 3): 3 2 1 0
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III. Other Descriptive or Supplemental Criteria to Consider

A. External Validity Indicators

A1. Sampling procedures described in detail yes no

Specify rationale for selection: yes

Specify rationale for sample size: no

A1.1Inclusion/exclusion criteria specified yes no

A1.2 Inclusion/exclusion criteria similar to school practice yes no

A1.3 Specified criteria related to concern yes no

A2. Participant Characteristics Specified for Treatment and Control Group
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Participants from
Treatment Group

Grade/age Gender Ethnicity
or Multi-
ethnic

Ethnic
Identity

Race(s) Acculturation Pri -
mary
Lan-

guage

SES Family
Struc-
ture

Locale Disability Functional
Descriptors

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School

48%

bilingu

al
Other

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School
Other

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School
Other

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School
Other

Participants from
Control Group

Grade/age Gender Ethnicity
or Multi-
ethnic

Ethnic
Identity

Race(s) Acculturation Pri -
mary
Lan-

guage

SES Family
Struc-
ture

Locale Disability Functional
Descriptors

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School
Other
Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School
Other

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School
Other
Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School
Other

A3. Details are provided regarding variables that:

A3.1 Have differential relevance for intended outcomes yes no

Specify:
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A3.2 Have relevance to inclusion criteria yes no

Specify:

A4. Receptivity/acceptance by target participant population (treatment group)

Participants from Treatment
Group

Results
(What person reported to have gained

from participation in program)

General Rating

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School

Other

Participants reported benefiting overall
from the intervention

Participants reported not benefiting overall
from the intervention

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School

Other

Participants reported benefiting overall
from the intervention

Participants reported not benefiting overall
from the intervention

Child/Student
Parent/caregiver
Teacher
School

Other

Participants reported benefiting overall
from the intervention

Participants reported not benefiting overall
from the intervention

A5. Generalization of Effects:

A5.1 Generalization over time

A5.1.1 Evidence is provided regarding the sustainability of outcomes after intervention is
terminated yes no

Specify:

A5.1.2 Procedures for maintaining outcomes are specified yes no

Specify:

A5.2 Generalization across settings

A5.2.1 Evidence is provided regarding the extent to which outcomes are manifested in contexts
that are different from the intervention context yes no

Specify:

A5.2.2 Documentation of efforts to ensure application of intervention to other settings
yes no
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Specify:

A5.2.3 Impact on implementers or context is sustained yes no

Specify:

A5.3 Generalization across persons

Evidence is provided regarding the degree to which outcomes are manifested with participants who are
different than the original group of participants for with the intervention was evaluated

yes no

Specify:

B. Length of Intervention (select B1 or B2)

B1. Unknown/insufficient information provided

B2. Information provided (if information is provided, specify one of the following:) B2.1

weeks
N

B2.2 months 5
N

B2.3 years
N

B2.4 other
N

C. Intensity/dosage of Intervention (select C1 or C2) C1.

Unknown/insufficient information provided

C2. Information provided (if information is provided, specify both of the following:)

C2.1 length of intervention session
N

C2.2 frequency of intervention session encouraged to do daily
N
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E. Program Implementer (select all that apply)

E1. Research Staff

E2. School Specialty Staff

E3. Teachers

E4. Educational Assistants

E5. Parents

E6. College Students

E7. Peers

E8. Other

E9. Unknown/insufficient information provided

F. Characteristics of the Intervener

F1. Highly similar to target participants on key variables (e.g., race, gender, SES) F2.
Somewhat similar to target participants on key variables
F3. Different from target participants on key variables

G. Intervention Style or Orientation (select all that apply) G1.

Behavioral
G2. Cognitive-behavioral

G3. Experiential

G4. Humanistic/interpersonal

G5. Psychodynamic/insight oriented

G6. other (specify): social constructivist G7.
Unknown/insufficient information provided

H. Cost Analysis Data (select G1 or G2)

H1. Unknown/insufficient information provided

H2. Information provided (if information is provided, answer H2.1)

H2.1 Estimated Cost of Implementation:

I. Training and Support Resources (select all that apply)

I1. Simple orientation given to change agents

I2. Training workshops conducted

# of Workshops provided 1

Average length of training 45 mins

J. Feasibility
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J1. Level of difficulty in training intervention agents (select one of the following) J1.1

High
J1.2 Moderate

J1.3 Low

J1.4 Unknown

J2. Cost to train intervention agents (specify if known):

J3. Rating of cost to train intervention agents (select one of the following)

J3.1 High

J3.2 Moderate

J3.3 Low

J3.4 Unknown


