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Abstract
Parent involvement in education has been identified as influential in childremistpand
associated with positive outcomes on students’ academic and behavioral competency
(Christenson, 2004; Doherty & Peskay, 1992; Henderson, 2007). Studies have suggested that
parents and teachers prefer programs that utilize school-home feedback notesided pr
parents with strategies for implementing educational activitibsrae (Gettinger & Guetschow,
1998). The current study examined the effects of combining school-home perfofeeatizack
with home-based writing activities on students’ writing fluency in comparisonidersts who
participated in a performance feedback intervention. A total of 101 third-gradetstudsge
randomly assigned to one of two conditions: (a) performance feedback?); or (b) school-
home performance feedback with home-based writing49). Writing fluency growth, as
measured by the number of correct writing sequences, was compared bemgigons using
multi-level linear modeling. Results indicated that all students demonsttatistically
significant gains in their writing fluency across time and across ingtnat{placement criteria,
with no statistically significant differences observed between conditicheoEplacement and
initial level of writing fluency were identified as statisticallgrsficant predictors of change in
students’ writing fluency growth. Implications and future research drector parent

involvement interventions writing fluency are discussed.
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PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND WRITING FLUENCY 1

School-Home Performance Feedback with Home-Based Writing ActivitresEffects on
Elementary Students’ Writing Fluency

In light of recent attention placed on the overall improvement of children’sragade
competence during the 2002 Multisite Conference on the Future of School PsycholaggriDa
Cummings, et al., 2003/2004), it is imperative to identify key factors that will anigghedents’
success. Namely, strengthening parent involvement and family-school papsevaki
identified as a priority in the field of school psychology (Sheridan & D’Amato, 2003)e
recently, Henderson (2007) affirmed during the U.S. Senate Committee on Hdalthtién,
Labor, and Pensions’ No Child Left Behind Reauthorization Act that family invaaem
children’s education has an all-around positive impact on children’s learning @abis&dls
development. Similarly, a number of researchers (Christenson, 2004; Dohertiga/PE30?2)
have suggested that family involvement is influential in children’s learnatgblkshing a need
for families and schools to share responsibility in educating students. Most notabiyeffort
to encourage and empower parents to pursue academic success with their childré&h, the U
Department of Education (2008) issued ltedping Your Childseries which provides parents
with lessons, activities, and interventions to assist their child in learniogsacwltiple skill
areas (e.g., reading, science, mathematics). However, one acakiérarea, written
expression, was not mentioned in this publication, thus effectively limiting thendisstion of
information on ways to involve parents and develop family-school partnerships in thesraca
domain.

For the purpose of the study, this literature review will begin with an overvigwe of t
current condition in the United States with respect to elementary-aged stwdéintg

proficiency and provide a rationale for continued emphasis on developing and improving
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interventions that target written expression. A primary focus of thatliter review will be
directed towards critically evaluating the research studies thatimawporated performance
feedback techniques to improve children’s writing fluency. Next, the lileraeview will
provide an overview of parent involvement in education, explore the preferred methods for
eliciting parent involvement in education, and critically examine the erapliterature base
regarding two types of parent involvement techniques (i.e., school-home commouarticedugh
school-home notes and home-based educational activities). Finally, the doculineorichiide
by evaluating an empirical study that incorporates critical aspeperformance feedback
through school-home notes with home-based educational activities as an intervention tool f
improving elementary-aged students’ writing fluency.
Current State of Affairs in Written Expression

Many studies have targeted improving children’s reading, mathematics, dindyspe
performance via parent involvement initiatives (Atkenson & Forehand, 1979; Féae, C
2001); however, considerably less attention has been placed on parent involvement methods to
promote children’s written language skills. Written language expresstamssdered a complex
skill, involving the combination of many skill sets (i.e., handwriting, spelling, gram
punctuation, and creativity) as well as more complicated cognitive functiarengranslating
ideas into written language) and executive functioning capabilities (tentiah, planning,
revising, and self-regulation) (Berninger & Amtmann, 2003; Berninger et al., 2086ir8§,
2004). For the purposes of this paper, written language is defined as the abilitigve @atd
organize orthographic symbols (i.e., producing letter forms) from memory and tio@ntbesi
information with automaticity (i.e., speed and accuracy), while abidingddiirgy, punctuation,

and grammar rules of the English language (Berninger et al., 2006).
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However, based on these characterizations of successful written languiggeesiaht
national reports indicated that students are not demonstrating approprisge @xfression for
their developmental level. Reports from the National Assessment of Educ&rogetss found
that more than half of the school-aged children assessed in this nationalbentégtige sample
of students attending public schools in the U.S. had not demonstrated mastery of whsing ski
considered fundamental for proficient work at a given grade (i.e., Proficiéing\amnent Level).
Specifically, 72% of fourth-grade students (Persky, Daane, & Jin, 2003) and 67% bf,eaaght
76% of twelfth-grade students could not write at the Proficient Level fardghaie level
(Salahu-Din, Persky, & Miller, 2008). This implies that a very large péaige of students in
the U.S. are experiencing difficulties with mechanics, use of sophisticatgddge, and
elaboration in their written compositions.

The state of writing in the U.S. is even more concerning when proficiency dnestig
writing skills is broken down across a number of key demographic variablesx&maple,
among fourth-grade students, 88% of the elementary-aged children eligibieefant/or
reduced price lunch could not write at the Proficient Level (Persky et al.,.20@@)dition, 86%
of Black children, 83% of Hispanic children, and 86% of American Indian/AlaskaeNati
children were not performing at or above the proficiency (Persky et al., 2003)d&waitudy
lower percentages were reported among White children (67%) and Asian/Paifaer
children (59%) (Persky et al., 2003). Needless to say, these percentages dect@aetptable
demonstrations of written expression skills and further substantiate natiocgineplorts on the
condition of writing in U.S. public schools, wherein writing has been characterizée as
neglected R’ (National Commission on Writing, 2006). Educational scholars (Graham

MacArthur, & Fitzgerald, 2007) and national groups (National Commission omg/r2006)
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have emphasized the important role writing plays in communication, self-sxpreasnd sharing
knowledge. Therefore, it is critical that additional empirically-supportegepten,

intervention, and professional development programs focus on improving students’ writing
skills.

Developing Writing Skills among Elementary-Aged Students

Several researchers have recommended specific instructional actstenulate the
development of writing skills among elementary-age students (Abbott &iriggr, 1993;
Berninger et al., 2006), with these practices largely based on theoreticanmegttial models
of writing. The first model of writing, proposed by Hayes and Flower (1980)emes writing
as a process comprised of three skills: (a) planning, (b) translating, aedi€s)ing the written
composition. Accordingly, planning was considered an essential component which indetves
generation, thought organization, and goal setting prior to producing written texdeddmed
component in this model, translation, was considered the process related to retinieving
orthographic representations of language from working memory and transgagingdrmation
onto paper. Finally, the third component, reviewing, involves the act of evaluating asidgevi
the written text.

Berninger and colleagues (1992) further critiqued the Hayes and Flower (1980)ainodel
writing and determined that while the Hayes and Flower model may be an agteropr
conceptualization of written expression for adults, the model overlooks the developmental
processes associated with writing in children. In particular, Berningér(@992) argued that
lower-level skills like rapid coding of orthographic information, speed of motor movearent
rapid production of alphabetic letters onto paper must be mastered before highlangaistic

and cognitive processes may be targeted. The authors suggested that thietranstatsses
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play a significant role in children’s emergent writing skills such thehiilren have not

mastered producing text, they will be unable to engage in higher-level med&ssplanning or
reviewing. Thus, Berninger and colleagues (1992) proposed a theoretical tndnlest

embraces the developmental process for young writers by building upon thetitvans
component of the Hayes and Flower (1980) model. The authors reasoned that the translation
process may be divided into two sub-component processes: (a) text generation, and (b)
transcription. First, text generation was considered the sub-processdtest telthe transfer of
ideas into orthographic representations of language within working memoryashere
transcription involves the transfer of orthographic representations to motor output.

The aforementioned models of writing thus suggest that the early elemsgitao} years
should largely center writing instruction on handwriting development and train@cmprocesses
(Abbott & Berninger, 1993; Berninger et al., 2006). As previously suggested, stodedtto
master these precursor transcription skills and demonstrate automatmioducing written
words in order to successfully learn other complex component skills of writinggeagimar,
sentence structure, revising). Furthermore, it is recommended that tezmtterae to monitor
students’ transcription skills past the second grade to determine if laiegwdifficulties are
stemming from orthographic skills that have not reached automaticity (Bern& Amtmann,
2003). In other words, in order for students to reach a mastery level in theiripagosakills,
students need to acquire fluency in writing.

Writing fluency is defined as a quantitative measure of text production witharled
time frame (Shapiro, 2004) or rather automaticity and proficiency in tratiscr{Berninger et
al., 2006). Many have suggested that writing fluency plays a fundamental tb&ability to

develop complex written expression skills, as students must be able to genénaiih tex
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automaticity and proficiency in order to free cognitive faculties and buaensrking
memory. Once fluency is achieved, the liberated cognitive resourcesenagyplied to complex
written expression skills, such as text generation and planning, spelling, andayréAbbott &
Berninger, 1993; Chard, Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002). Martens et al. (2007) suggesteddieatst
who established fluency of component skills consequently acquired compositetskillose
rapidly. Therefore, it is especially important for students at the elergeagarto build
proficiency in the basic component skills (e.g., fluency) to allow for the develomhtrgse
subsequent skills (e.g., grammar, organization, and spelling). Correspondingly, Eokieing,
Truckenmiller, and Rheinheimer (2009) recommended that students should receice pract
producing text and engage in fluency-building exercises in an effort to build a solid fonndat
written composition skills. As a result, fluency-based interventions have beswvimg
increasing empirical attention for remediating students’ basic acagdkitls (Chard, Vaughn, &
Tyler, 2002; Daly, Martens, Hamler, Dool, & Eckert, 1999; Eckert et al., 2009). Howtheer
literature base in evidence-supported methods for promoting writing fluemather limited,
with the majority of studies examining the effectiveness of performardbdek interventions.
Performance Feedback Interventions

Performance feedback is the mechanism by which individuals receive infomrahtut
the nature and/or the effects of their behavior (Solomon & Rosenberg, 1964). This pa&ess w
first described by E.L. Thorndike (1931) as the law of effect, which postulateddhatual
learning depends on the effect of the response. More recent theoretical weukihested that
cognitive processing of the feedback information also plays a crucidoderson, 1993). For
example, when children are presented with instructional feedback, they precéssdback and

utilize this information to direct their current and subsequent performanker(ELovett, et al.,
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2006). Moreover, McCurdy, Skinner, Watson, and Shriver (2008) suggested that performance
feedback and subsequent reinforcement (e.g., teacher attention) increases perif@mtsnce
as it motivates students’ demonstration of their skills.

Van Houten and colleagues produced seminal research on performance feedback
interventions within the school setting. They utilized performance feedbackentiens as part
of a larger, or packaged, group of interventions, including public posting, explicigtoh
educational activities, tangible rewards, and self-scoring, to increasmtstuacademic
performance and behavioral compliance. In the domain of writing fluency, Vaetand
colleagues conducted three studies (Van Houten, 1979; Van Houten, Hill, & Parsons, 1975; Van
Houten, Morrison, Jarvis, & McDonald, 1974) utilizing performance feedback methags (i.e
students counted their total words produced and the figure was graphed on a publidly poste
chart). All three studies resulted in improvements in students’ writing flusmeyrovided
evidence of the practicality of the procedures in that teachers couldiegdément the
intervention in their classrooms.

More recently, McCurdy et al. (2008) evaluated the use of individual performance
feedback within a comprehensive writing program. Three special educatiaoaiass
containing ninth-grade students diagnosed with learning disabilities padttipathe study.

The effects of the program were measured across three writing ostqantne percentage of
complete sentences; (b) the percentage of sentences with adjectives;thagéccentage of
compound sentences. The investigators chose to utilize a multiple-baseigmeatesss
academic skills including three phases: (a) baseline, (b) interventiomangeted writing
instruction, increased practice, interdependent group-oriented reinforceme individualized

performance feedback, and (c) maintenance. Based on visual inspection of tHeedaithors
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determined that the comprehensive writing intervention program increasedtstaderall
percentage of complete sentences, percentage of sentences with adj@etgercentage of
compound sentences during the intervention phase. These findings suggest thatedpackag
intervention program including performance feedback may successfullysestalents’
writing performance in more complex skill sets than previously examined, ingladmplete
sentences, use of adjectives, and use of compound sentences.

Despite the empirical support for performance feedback procedures, a number of
limitations are associated with the aforementioned studies, which impactsdarstanding of
performance feedback interventions. First, the studies by Van Houten anduedleantained a
number of treatment components, including performance feedback, as well as other components
(e.g. public posting, timing, self-scoring). Therefore, it is impossible trmete the primary
mechanism affecting students’ writing skill improvements and whether tieevelos
improvements were due to components interacting within the performance feediiaok
due to performance feedback in isolation. A second limitation to the early VaarHsiutlies
was the utilization of public posting methods to provide students with individualized égedba
Public posting of students’ academic performance may be considered unettiical a
unprofessional educational conduct. Additional limitations were present in the tic€hail.
(2008) study, as the procedures did not require the amount of time for writing opportortiges t
constant between phases. Consequently, this design limitation makes it moné thfficterpret
changes across baseline and intervention phases, thereby limiting thd wrathdity of the
findings. Finally, similar to the Van Houten studies, McCurdy et al. presemackaged
intervention with multiple components (e.g., direct instruction, tangible reinfemestudent

choice, performance feedback). As is the case with any packageeniens, there is an
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inability to determine which factors are responsible for influenciragrtrent outcomes.
Recently, the APA Task Force on Evidence-Based Practice underscored thamegof
obtaining more empirical evidence on performance feedback (AmericandRsyical
Association, 2006), yet according to Kazdin (2008), manualized treatment packaegesanch
often do not translate to clinical practice as practitioners are frequeokiyng to “tailor
treatment to meet the needs of individual patients” (pp. 149). As a result, treatnkagfgsaare
often not implemented as designed in practice. Therefore, research ougirhtoeegingle
mechanisms of change (Kazdin, 2008).

Additional research has been conducted to by Eckert and colleagues to examine the
effectiveness of using performance feedback in isolation as a fluency-based mtervention
(Eckert, Lovett, et al., 2006; Eckert, Truckenmiller, Rheinheimer, Perryp&hler, 2008). The
writing intervention focuses on providing individualized informational feedback onrggide
written compositions in response to a story prompt. Students are informed of the tdiaf nm
words written from the previous writing session and provided a pictorial indicatogiof t
performance prior to their subsequent writing session (Eckert, Lovett, 20@6). In their first
study, Eckert and colleagues (2006) examined the effectiveness of the indiedualiz
performance feedback intervention on the writing fluency of 50 third-gradenssudie this
guasi-experimental design, classrooms were randomly assigned to two condierisiraance
feedback intervention group and a control group. Both groups composed stories weekly based on
a story-starter prompt (e.g., “I found a note under my pillow that said . . . .”). Prior {msom
each story, the students assigned to the performance feedback condition receivdabinhdi
feedback on the number of words they composed and number of correctly spelled words. In

addition, students were notified if that number was higher or lower than the flee¢dbgc
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received on the preceding writing session. The control group responded to théosgme s
prompts but did not receive any feedback about their writing performance. Sterees
evaluated by trained scorers for writing fluency indicators (i.e., number dswaitten and the
number of words spelled correctly). The results of one-way analyses afic@{ANOVA) of
the students’ slope estimates revealed that the intervention group participaotstiated
significantly more growth in writing fluency (i.e., total words written) apdllsng than the
control group.

In a similar study, Eckert et al. (2008) examined the effectiveness of thielusalized
performance feedback intervention on the writing fluency of 28 third-graderds across two
classrooms. A high frequency of students enrolled in one of the two classrooatstsslomw the
25M percentile on baseline measures of writing fluency, according to gneelextems for
students in the winter of third grade (Shinn, 1989). In addition, this classroom contained more
students receiving special education services. As a result, students enrtiledinst classroom
were considered “at-risk” for academic difficulties and were assigntéetintervention
condition o = 14). Students enrolled in the second classroom were considered typically-
developing and were assigned to the control condiieni4). The study was conducted over 6-
weeks with procedures identical to those previously described. To control for baseline
differences in fluency levels between the two groups, an analysis of cmea(lANCOVA) of
the slope estimates was used. Results revealed that the at-risk stumewitsgendividualized
performance feedback demonstrated significantly greater growtthtingifluency, as measured
by total words written, compared to typically-developing students assigneddoritnel
condition. Furthermore, based on the instructional placement levels defined by Denoland Mir

(1977), the intervention group’s mean fluency level reached an instructionalNexe3§ words
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written in three minutes) at the end of the study, whereas the control group'slneszy level
remained frustrationaM = 31 words written in three minutes). However, no statistically
significant difference was found for correct writing sequences.

Notably, the previously reviewed research studies conducted by Eckert aaduedie
have indicated that individualized performance feedback can be highly effectimeaasing
students’ written expression skills. In comparison to the feedback programateddby Van
Houten and colleagues, there are several advantages to the performance feeztovaokiont
examined in these studies. First, the individualized performance feedbacknititan examines
the effects of performance feedback, in isolation, on students’ writing sldtteng, the
intervention can be used as a supplement to core instruction for students strugglingaih gene
education, yet are not eligible for special education. That is, when studentd egsponding to
typical classroom instruction, performance feedback may be utilized as aeimien technique
to progress the students’ performance to their instructional level. Third, ¢éineeintion is simple
to implement and can be administered with individual students or adapted to implesent cla
wide to an entire classroom. Associated benefits to performance feedbadakclude: (a)
increasing fluency for struggling writers in a short amount of time (i.e. g&ksye(b) high
acceptability by students; and (c) the ability to be easily incorporategneviously-existing
instruction (Eckert, Lovett, et al., 2006; Eckert et al., 2008).

Though the research conducted by Eckert and colleagues suggests that peeformanc
feedback, presented as a single intervention, is effective in producing shaegEmentary-
aged children’s writing fluency, there are a few key limitations that reekd tonsidered. First,
the studies assigned intervention and control conditions to pre-existing classraiodeots,

rather than randomly assigning students to conditions. This limits the intelidai/\af the
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study because extraneous variables may be nested within the classroonccowhd far the
observed changes in writing fluency. Second, the choice to apply analysisaoteanr
covariance to slope values (e.g., measure of growth over time) createsraalated variances
thereby jeopardizing the statistical conclusion validity of the reportedise

Despite the aforementioned limitations, many of the procedures fundaraental
performance feedback interventions (i.e., reporting students’ weekly wilitieracly growth)
may represent a simple way to communicate to parents the changes ihittisimgiting skills,
thus potentially serving as a catalyst for parent involvement in educationcKwali and
Shernoff (2003/2004) indicated that there is a need for procedures that succesdfyglynbme
and school, as few effective mechanisms have been examined through rigorous lempirica
evaluation. Yet, prior to determining and evaluating procedures incorporatimgspiare
education, it is important to review how parent involvement has been conceptualizeithatees
the general effects of parent involvement on children’s educational outcomes)exyeamant
and teacher preferences for different types of parent involvement, and evadugerature base
that has attempted to empirically examine mechanisms for parent involvenaeatiemic
interventions.
Parent Involvement in Education

Multiple environments and ecological systems impact a child’s learning and
development, including the school environment, school personnel, families, and the community
environment (Epstein et al., 2002). Among these systems, some consider theifénaisythe
central influence on a child’s learning and emotional well-being and thereimphasize the
importance of parent involvement in education (Doherty & Peskay, 1992). When paremi& bec

involved in educational practices or engage in collaboration with schools, theresare of
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important positive implications for children’s academic and behavioral congee(€hristenson,
2004). For the purpose of the present study, parent involvement is characterizedctisigny a
that permits parents to engage in the educational process of their childrdrentiet
engagement occurs through participation in school events or activities, home-thassaal
activities, or collaboration between family and school personnel (e.g.} jpanetates on
school-based committees) (Christenson, Rounds, & Franklin, 1992; Power, Dombrowski,
Watkins, Mautone, & Eagle, 2007). Notably, Marcon (1999) categorized parent involvement
initiatives as falling into one of two categories: (a) parent involvementtinégathat allow
parents to be “active” and in charge; and (b) parent involvement initiatives pdrergs are
“reactive” and take a passive role.

Epstein and colleagues (2002) outlined several types of parent involvement adhwatie
may exist between school and home. The first type of involvement, Parentingp astaltlish a
supportive home environment that encourages children’s academic growth. Schools may hold
parent-training workshops, offer suggestions for instituting supportive home conditiofferor
home visits during major transition points (e.g., kindergarten, middle, or high schooldres)sit
The second type of involvement, Communication, aims to encourage less time-consuming and
demanding parent-school partnerships by instituting school-to-home or hoctets-s
communication methods. Communications include receiving report cards, holdingtpactrar
conferences, or sending home materials (e.g., school curriculum, student workssactpbol-
home notes). Volunteering, the third type of involvement focuses on recruiting andzorgani
parents’ assistance within the school (e.g., classroom volunteering psogaent safety
patrols). Learning at Home, the fourth type of involvement encourages parent ingotuem

providing information to families on how to promote curriculum-related actiati¢®me.
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Information may be sent home detailing homework policies, expected skill levélglents,
home-based educational activities, and information on how to promote student success i
academic domains. The fifth type within the framework, Decision Making, aimsltale
parents in school decisions through providing information on school or local elections,
organizing parent representatives at important meetings, and encouragimgaplaocacy
groups. Finally, the sixth type of parent involvement, Collaborating with the Conymnignit
characterized by identifying and integrating community resources intolbelsnvironment in
an effort to strengthen school programs, family practices, and student develdponextample,
schools may offer information to families on community health initiativesaksepports, and
local recreational and learning activities.

Many have theorized the importance and benefits of parent involvement and proposed an
array of options for parent involvement that may be applied to the home, school, and community
settings (Christenson, 2004; Doherty & Peskay, 1992; Epstein et al., 2002; Henderson and Mapp,
2002); however, it is important to evaluate the empirical benefits of parent invelveme
students’ academic achievement.

Effects of Parent Involvement on Students’ School Achievement

For almost two decades, research studies have demonstrated that parent im¢olveme
significantly affects global and specific aspects of student achieveimemt.attempt to
synthesize the results of these studies, Fan and Chen (2001) conducted a masachalys
studies that were published from 1984 to 1997. The meta-analysis examined thik sfréregt
relationship between parent involvement and student academic achievement, inclo@ihg br
dimensions of parent involvement examined in prior research studies (e.g., pdcent-c

communication, home supervision efforts, school contact and participation), as thell as
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multitude of student achievement outcomes measured (e.g., grades, grade pajet gvada
retention, promaotion).

First, Fan and Chen (2001) examined the strength of the general relationship between
parent involvement and student academic achievement and found an overall modetate=effe
.25) between parent involvement and students’ academic achievement. Second, tigatorgesti
explored the moderating effects of potential study features (i.e., agemeasure of academic
achievement, area of academic achievement, parental involvement dimensions) on the
relationship between parent involvement and student academic achievement. Ed-gdua
was computed to describe the moderating effect of each study feature ondlaioarr
coefficient between parental involvement and student academic achievemerit &ebig
analysis indicated that the area of students’ academic achievementgitematics, reading
and language arts, science, social studies, or unspecified by the gtudyl).{3, 28% of
variance) and parental involvement dimensioffs<(1.06, 27% of variance) were study features
with strong moderating effects on the correlation coefficient betweentgarolvement and
student academic achievement. Thus, it appeared that area of acadenienaahienay have
differing effects on the relationship between parent involvement and studenéveanknt.
Specifically, in research studies measuring student academic anki@via general or
unspecified terms, the average correlation coefficient between pavehtdment and academic
achievement was moderate<.33). However, in studies that focused more on the relationship
between parent involvement and specific academic areas, correlationienefficere lower.
Specifically, parent involvement had a low correlations with mathematicsl@),

reading/language arts € .18), sciencer(= .15), and social studies=£ .18).
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Jeynes (2005) conducted another meta-analysis on the relationship between parent
involvement and students’ academic achievement. However, this meta-aradysesd
exclusively on parent involvement studies conducted in urban school settings, andedttempt
examine the association between the degree of parent involvement and urban scideoits’
achievement. Furthermore, a more specialized analysis was conductecthiaiegikthe specific
aspects of parent involvement that facilitated student achievement. A total ati#k st
published between 1969 and 2000, were included. For the purpose of the meta-analysis, the
parent involvement variables were: (a) general parental involvement (i.e., sttidies
multiple measures of parental involvement); (b) communication (i.e., communicatroeebet
parent and child about school related topics); (c) homework (i.e., extent to whiotspare
checked homework); (d) parental expectations (i.e., degree to which parentgrbmirte
expectations for their child’s achievement); (e) reading (i.e., regadimg between parent and
child); (f) attendance and participation (i.e., frequency of attendance tol $ghctions); and (g)
parental style (i.e., demonstration of support and helpfulness in the parenting lapproac

Overall, the results of the meta-analysis indicated that general parentaémealt was
strongly associated with academic achievement for urban studentg4), with the strongest
association reported among general parent involvement and student grad#s) (A strong
relationship was also reported between parental expectations and studeetsi@cad
achievementr(= .58), and moderate relationships were reported between specific aspects of
parental involvement and students’ academic achievement, including communicati@d),
parenting styler(= .31) and parent attendance or school participatienZ1).

The results of this meta-analysis suggested that global parent involveogainps as

well as the individual components of parental involvement positively and signiicalsted to
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urban students’ academic achievement. These findings provide additional support for the
relationship between parent involvement and students’ academic outcomes, though campared t
findings reported by Fan and Chen (2001), the results in this meta-analysig syggisularly
powerful effect of parent involvement on urban students’ academic achievement. Hotesver
important to note that the literature searches conducted by Fan and Chen (2001) and Jeyne
(2005) were restricted to those studies evaluating the effects of generdlipanb/ement
initiatives, with keyword searches limiteddohievement, parents, parent involvement, schools,
partnership,andparental supportAs a result, the aforementioned meta-analyses provide little
empirical data on the effects of specific parent involvement procedutesdlgde utilized for
intervention purposes, such as school-home notes, parent volunteering in classroom, and home-
based educational activities, on specific academic skill sets.
Preferences for Parent Involvement

Prior to evaluating specific methods of parent involvement, it is important to triepec
types of parent involvement that are most often utilized and reported as prefepaa@tig. In a
recent report by the United States Department of Education (2009), parents oksstodeled
in elementary education (kindergarten to grade eight) appeared to be involved¢hitien’s
educational activities with the overwhelming majority of parents repotaigthey checked
their child’s homework (95%) and attended school meetings (92%). Half of theses [{&&8a)
reported volunteering at their child’s school. Although the percentages of involveansd
slightly according to race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status, the restlliis national survey
suggested that the majority of parents were regularly taking theivattatbecome involved in

their children’s education at school and home.
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Although the previously reviewed survey suggested that parents seem to bedakimg p
their child’s education, the survey failed to evaluate which parent involvement metheds we
most preferred by teachers and parents. Several researchers examiniegnobteacher
preferences for involvement and found similarities between both parties’ prefer&scker and
Epstein (1982) surveyed teachers regarding their perceptions of parent invdlasma
educational strategy and found that some communication methods, such as checkingrkomew
parent-teacher conferences, notices sent home, and parent-teachdransedacing open
house, were nearly universally implemented by teachers. Though teachees ail may
prefer, simple methods of communication to elicit parent involvement, the resolisugigest
that though fewer in number, some teachers take advantage of parents as edilicatohe
home (i.e., providing parents with academic strategies to implement at home).

In a similar study, Barge and Loges (2003) provided evidence for convergemog am
teachers and parents in their preferences for parent involvement, with padrmplagsis on
school-home communication, such as school-home notes or progress reports, providing at-home
assistance with homework, and engaging in home-based academic activitiesseknehers
indicated that teachers rated parent communication with their child and schioolingc
expressing interest in their child’s education (e.g., checking homework, atlongthe child’'s
school day), as a valuable form of parent involvement that conveys the importance abeducat
Furthermore, teachers viewed parents’ assistance with their childsaAwR) attendance at
school events, and home-based activities (e.g., reading to their child) as icritastering
students’ academic achievement. Similarly, for parents communicatedgbeance of

monitoring their child’s positive and negative academic progress through reptstand
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progress reports in an effort to supervise their child’s progress and provide appragsistance
when needed at home.

Finally, Gettinger and Guetschow (1998) statistically examined whetffifieredices
existed between parents’ and teachers’ perceptions on perceptions of waneatd’level of
involvement, ideal levels of involvement, perceived degree of effectiveness of parent
involvement, and how much the participants enjoyed involvement with a particulatyadthe
results of this study indicated that parents and teachers reported sinideemres for parent
involvement, with no statistically significant differences between par@mtsteachers’ ratings
of preferred parent involvement methods. Both parents and teachers rated diedsoé
involvement (i.e., engaging parents and children, providing direct communicatiomevith t
teacher) as more highly preferred and effective than indirect methods (i.evemeoit at a
community level) of school involvement. Based on mean ratings, the highest rétedisneere
receiving personal notes, talking about positive events, attending parent-tadieeences,
engaging in educational activities outside of school, giving the child praise floetsshool
performance, and participating in teacher-suggested activities at home.

In summary, the aforementioned surveys on parent involvement suggest that parents a
teachers support efforts that provide positive information regarding studentshpaante,
communicate from school to home through notes and newsletters, and engage pdrents in t
educational process through teacher-endorsed home-based learning activities
School-Home Notes and Academic Performance

Based on the survey results, parents and teachers appear to have siferamges for
school-home communications that allow parents to become active in the curriculum, keep

parents aware of their child’s achievement, foster children’s educatimedss, and are
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relatively quick and simple to implement. One communication method that provideadkedb
parents on their child’s performance within the classroom is school-home netley (&
Jurbergs, 2009). The school-home note method of parent involvement imparts objective
evaluations of children’s classroom behavior and affords parents the abilitivey demediate
and affective consequences to their child. Furthermore, school-home notes allmvstead
parents to concentrate on skill-building and provide parents and children the opportunity to
discuss school performance and practice skills. Although many studies haveyatedste
effects of school-home notes on students’ classroom behavior (Jurbergs, P&lelgy&2007;
Kelley & McCain, 1995; Lahey et al., 1977; Schumaker, Hovell, & Sherman, 1977), only a few
studies have examined the effects of school-home notes on students’ acadewecratitie

First, Dolliver, Lewis, and McLaughlin (1985) evaluated the effectiveneassoliool-
home notes method without a home contingency management system on improving children’s
spelling performance and classroom behaviors. In this multiple-baseloss a&tibjects design,
three male students enrolled in a special education classroom and diagnosetawithr be
disorders participated in the study. The students’ accuracy in spelling anediherfcy of
inappropriate classroom behaviors were detailed on the school-home notes tisgnivamne
and thus, served as the dependent variables. Further, a token economy system wastgdpleme
in the classroom across all phases and all students. Results indicated thatatonhare
students’ baseline performance, students’ inappropriate classroom behastieeseeé and the
accuracy of their spelling increased following implementation of the schoat-hotes.

In another study evaluating the effects of school-home notes on students’ academi
performance, Strukoff, McLaughlin, and Bialozor (1987) investigated the use of $aroel-

notes on improving students’ homework completion and accuracy. Unlike the previous study, no
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home or school contingency program was implemented and the authors also exarnemsd par
teachers’, and student’s acceptability of the school-home notes. A singtetsNBAB
withdrawal design was implemented with one kindergarten student who was recpedia s
education services in mathematics. The dependent variables were theggeroémathematics
assignments completed and the percentage correct of mathematics probleenassighments.
No communication was provided to the parents during the baseline condition (i.e., phase A of
study). During the intervention phase of the study (phase B), school-home noiésgdbta
completion of the previous day’'s homework assignments, were sent home to the student’s
parents. The results of this study indicated that the participant’s mattemanhework
completion and percent correct of mathematics problems markedly increasedhfpliow
implementation of the school-home notes. In addition, results were replicated when the
intervention was reinstated (i.e.2 Bhase). Furthermore, the parents and teachers expressed
satisfaction with the school-home communication technique and its ability to impeoehild’'s
homework completion and accuracy in mathematics.

Dougherty and Dougherty (1977) conducted a similar study to those detailed albove, ye
utilized a larger sample population that is more easily generalized taltygleveloping
students. In their work, Dougherty and Dougherty evaluated the effectivareesshool-home
note system without specified reinforcement contingencies on the acacdehtl@ssroom
performance of 15 fourth-grade students attending a private elementary school.€Btigators
also aimed to investigate the differential effects of changing thedrey of the school-home
notes from daily reports to weekly reports. The students’ percentage of hdaangsletion
and percentage of “talk outs” (i.e., talking to others, yelling, answeringigogstithout raising

hands) during reading and mathematics lessons were measured as deperadbde. \Ari
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multiple-baseline across behaviors design was used, which included the following; fapae
baseline condition in which no feedback was provided and no contingencies were inlgfeect; (
daily school-home notes condition which first communicated homework completion and then
was initiated on talk-outs; and (c) a weekly school-home notes condition. The reshiks of
study indicated that the percentage of incomplete homework and the frequétadk-obts”
decreased following the onset of the daily school-home notes condition. In addition, when the
weekly school-home notes condition was implemented, students’ responses werdcsimise
observed during the daily school-home notes condition (i.e., decreased “talk outs” aaskithcre
homework completion). The authors concluded that daily school-home notes wergesifecti
changing student behaviors and the reports continued to remain effective even when the
frequency of implementation was reduced. Further, parents rated both the daikyedhg w
report cards as acceptable.

In a final study, Blechman, Taylor, and Schrader (1981) explored the effectivé@ess
school-home notes intervention on increasing low-achieving students’ matteaciracy.
Participants included 17 teachers across three urban elementary schools{itetptigh sixth
grade). A total of 69 of the lowest achieving students who were inconsistent im#tleematics
performance were assigned to one of three conditions: (a) school-home notes cobilition; (
family problem-solving condition; and (c) control condition. Over the course of seven months
(i.e., October through May), the parents of students assigned to the school-home notenconditi
received either a “Good-News” note when the child accomplished 80% or hdtieirimath
performance on class work assignments, a “No-Work” note when no math wasdssigheo
note when their child did not perform above 80%. The parents of students assigned to yhe famil

problem-solving condition engaged in one 1-hour meeting to learn about the school-home note
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condition, saw their child’s baseline performance in mathematics, and wdes garough
creating a contingency contract detailing rewards for increasesfarrpance. A total of 166
students who were considered intermediate in their mathematics ability atudl&8ts who
were considered stable in their mathematic performance served as aisomgaiup. The
mean daily mathematics accuracy served as the dependent variable and wasdcbynput
dividing the sum of the correct answers on assignments by total number of tgmateRe
measures analysis of variance and covariance were conducted to assass shatege in their
accuracy on mathematics assignments from pre-test to post-test, vaiiréiplipost-hoc
analyses to assess simple effects. For their first analysis, thesadéloaded to combine the
home-notes and family-problem solving conditions and determined that the combined
intervention group resulted in statistically significant decreases in studeatt®r (i.e., standard
deviation in daily scores) in their accuracy on mathematics assignmeotaparison to the
control and comparison groups. However, in a subsequent analysis, children assigned to the
school-home notes condition demonstrated a statistically significant decrélase accuracy
compared to children involved in the family problem-solving and control conditions.
Though the preceding studies appear to provide preliminary support for school-home
notes as an effective parent involvement intervention in improving students’ academic
competencies across several skill areas, it is important to note thd Seutations that exist
across these studies. First, several studies (Blechman et al., 1981; Dokivel @385;
Dougherty & Dougherty, 1977) demonstrated weaknesses associated with metleatiologi
criteria that is considered fundamental to single-case design and conchatisgs or
reconfigured treatment groups that were inconsistent with initial studyde#\ second key

limitation associated with the aforementioned studies is the presence oéddment integrity
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or the absence of a treatment fidelity evaluation. Several studies providedtneetnt fidelity
data (Dolliver et al., 1985) or indicated violations to fidelity, with Strukoff et1#187) reporting
that parents and peers administered contingencies based on the child’s pedpevam¢hough
contingencies were not defined as an intervention component, and Blechman et al. (1981)
reporting low treatment integrity (range, 26% to 100%) on behalf of the tegar&cspating in
the family problem-solving condition. Such limitations jeopardize the stafistimclusion
validity of these studies.

Notably, each preceding study investigated the effects of school-homendteg
academic domains, though no studies evaluated the effects of school-home notesron writte
expression. In an effort to address the aforementioned study limitationssardions to
academic domains, Rheinheimer (2009) evaluated the effectiveness of a scheoletesn
feedback program on improving elementary students’ writing fluency. A total dir@sgrade
students across three classrooms were randomly assigned to two conditionsreapedgo
feedback condition (n = 35) and a performance feedback with school-home notes condition (n =
30). All students engaged in weekly writing assignments based on Curriculed-Bas
Measurement in Written Expression probes for 7-weeks and received feedbadk on the
performance. Prior to engaging in writing each week, students were told howvoiats/they
wrote in response to the previous probe and shown an arrow to indicate their increassasedec
in words from the week before. Students in the performance feedback with school-home notes
condition received additional feedback provided to their parents in the form of a schaol-hom
note. The parent progress reports conveyed the same feedback information as the student

individualized performance feedback (e.g., total words written on the previous probe and an
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arrow depicting the increase or decrease in performance). The dependsunenoéavriting
fluency was total words written on the seven writing probes over the 6-weslemtion.

Multi-level linear modeling was utilized to assess the effects of schood-hotes and
results indicated that although there were no significant differences Ipetfweevo conditions,
students who patrticipated in the school-home notes intervention demonstrated mdnargrowt
writing fluency, with gain of 2.33 words gained per week (slope =d.332.05, ClI: +1.45 to
+2.65), compared to the students in the performance feedback condition who gained 1.75 words
per week (slope = .28,= 1.39, CI: +.85 to +1.93). Furthermore, parents’ and students’
acceptability ratings of the school-home note intervention procedures indicattdtetbtdents
wrote better when parents received the academic information, parents ehpygedtact they
had with their child’s academic activities, and parents rated that they wohlg regommend
the intervention to teachers.

Although the study provided some support in establishing the utility of school-home
notes as a method to improve elementary students’ writing skills, there weréradatens
associated with the study. First, the small sample size resulted in low pedering the
probability of detecting statistically significant results and heightethe likelihood of a Type lI
error. Second, the study lacked reliability of treatment implementation aggpadherence to
the intervention procedures was inconsistent. Thus, decreased treatmentrédaliys
confidence that the treatment procedures were solely responsible for behavgs. ¢hapite of
this, Rheinheimer (2009), which did not suffer from many of the methodological wee&kness
observed in the previously reviewed studies, and provided preliminary evidence in support of
school-home notes as an intervention tool for increasing students’ academieaamneyv

However, in this study, the school-home notes intervention failed to demonstratecatfi



PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND WRITING FLUENCY 26

significant differences in comparison to the powerful effects of individualizédrpgance
feedback techniques. In an effort to more fully evaluate the effects of dubmel-notes, future
research studies should aim to evaluate the effects of school-home notes based on the
fundamental criteria for intervention research detailed by KratochwilSamider (2002),
including evaluating treatment fidelity, using random assignment, and ingladmparison
control groups. Furthermore, as evidenced by the work of Rheinheimer (2009), it itaimhfar
researchers to consider additional intervention components or activities thahh@ace the
effectiveness of school-home notes.
Home-Based Educational Activities and Academic Performance

Previous research has suggested that school-home communication techniques, like
school-home notes, are a type of parent involvement that is preferred by teadhgaiseats and
may be effective in improving students’ academic achievement across matigglemic
domains (Dougherty & Dougherty, 1977; Rheinheimer, 2009; Strukoff et al., 1987). However, in
a literature review of studies evaluating types of parent involvemewitiast Henderson and
Mapp (2002) suggested that singular types of parent involvement that allow paassiaity,
such as school-home notes, may have less effect on student achievement thativahgpes
of parent involvement, such as home-based educational activities. One prograas ttemteived
increasing attention in the area of parent involvement is promoting learning athibnh@me-
based activities. Home-based educational activities are defined as @uiicsttiategies that are
typically suggested by classroom teachers that target spexatiemic skills, are easy for
parents to implement at home, and keep families informed of their child’sodassurriculum

(Epstein et al., 2002).
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Several studies have developed home-based educational activities programs and
evaluated the effectiveness of these strategies on students’ acaddoniogece. In the first
study, Shaver and Walls (1998) examined the effectiveness of home-basedanmstruthe
standardized reading and mathematics performance of low-achieving stuolest the course
of the school year, parent group meetings were conducted for parents of stusherssdond
through seventh grade. Parents received: (a) updates on their child’s @rdgrésining in
specific topics of interest (e.g., discipline strategies, how to incyeasehild’s vocabulary at
home), and (c) reading and/or mathematics materials for home-basedimstfResults from an
analysis of variance of post-test scores indicated that students with inigbilyed parents (i.e.,
parents attended greater than 50% of group meetings) demonstrated sigydiczater reading
comprehension and overall reading and mathematics achievement gains than sitldents w
uninvolved parents.

Reutzel, Fawson, and Smith (2006) evaluated the effects of home-based educational
activities; yet unlike the previous study which examined changes in studerntd! oxading and
mathematics achievement, the researchers aimed to examine the imdergt#acts on students’
accuracy in reading and spelling. A total of four first-grade classroortsipated in the study,
with two classrooms from one schonol< 67) participating in &/ords-to-Gdhome-based
instructional treatment program and two classrooms from a second stkoof ) acting as the
control condition. Over the course of seven months (i.e., mid-September to laje Shpdiénts
brought home a weekly program lesson plan, which consisted of activities that requaneis p
to assist their child in various reading and spelling activities (e.g., idagtietters and sounds,
making words, using the target words in sentences). Parents of students irtrirentrea

condition were invited to attend three training workshops where teachers modeglenttaen
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and parents were given the opportunity to practice the procedures. The effectsrofthem
were evaluated through students’ post-test performance on a standardigaceroéavord
reading and spelling accuracy as well as a state-mandated achiewezasate. The study
utilized a quasi-experimental design with a one-way analysis of covarcamducted on post-
test word reading and spelling scores. In addition, a one-way analysis of garmasnconducted
on the post-test scores of the reading achievement scores. Results inbatatesl students
assigned to the parent involvement condition read significantly more wordsi@tgif” = .20)
and had significantly fewer spelling errord € .23) than the students assigned to the control
condition. Furthermore, the students in the parent involvement condition demonstrated
significantly higher scores on the state-mandated assessment of meetdm@ment = .19)
compared to the students assigned to the control condition.

In a similar study, Rasinski and Stevenson (2005) examined the effects of a ls@te-ba
instructional program on students’ reading accuracy and fluency. A total asBfraade
students attending a suburban school district participated in the 11-week study. €hesstud
were assigned to each condition based on their initial reading level duringsétiada
assessment so that groups were equated. Parents of students assignedtmémnt c@ndition
attended one 60-minute training session where the primary investigator modeled tHeakethe
program and subsequently parents completed weekly program packets withittieirhe study
utilized a pre-test/post-test design to evaluate the effects of condsign@gnt on the four
dependent measures, including a criterion-referenced letter/word recodest, a word list
assessment for early literacy, and a reading fluency measure (irculDuon-Based
Measurement in Reading probes). The authors used pre-test scores as a aovbeatgloyed a

treatment-by-reading skill (high achievers vs. low achievers) analiys@variance. Results
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indicated a statistically significant treatment-by-reading ski#raction, such that low-achieving
students assigned to the treatment group demonstrated significant improvierttegitsreading
accuracy and fluency compared to low-achieving students assigned to the comuipol gr
However, there was no statistically significant difference in readiogracy or fluency between
the highest achieving students in the parent involvement group compared to the highest
achieving students in the control group.

Finally, Fiala and Sheridan (2003) sought to evaluate the effectivenebsmkabased
parent involvement program on improving elementary students’ reading fluesssd Bn
baseline assessments, a total of three low-achieving elementary-agedssivere selected to
participate in the study. A multiple-baseline across participants desigised, including the
following phases: (a) baseline condition in which no home-based paired reading wastjn ef
(b) intervention condition with paired reading; and (c) two follow-up phases tsasses
maintenance. Home-based intervention sessions were implemented daily fowg&sniParents
received basal readers for home-based reading activities and follotvadtared protocol for
paired reading, which was introduced to them during a training session where thagyete-
the procedure while receiving corrective feedback. Reading fluency wasmne by
Curriculum-Based Measurement in Reading probes, which were administezegériweek at
school, and overall reading achievement was measured with a standardized measaliagf
Visual inspection of the reading fluency data indicated that in comparison tobdsekls of
reading fluency, one student demonstrated an ascending trend line, one studesd eeflatl
trend, and one student showed a descending trend during the intervention phase. At the 4-week
and 6-week follow-up sessions, all three students maintained their level ofgréadinty that

was demonstrated during the intervention phase. Effect sizes were also edlouléte
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participants’ mean differences in reading fluency from baseline to @rteon. These results
indicated positive gains in reading fluency across time for all participeamge d = .65 to

2.04). The authors concluded that the three participating students appeared to makelgams
overall reading achievement, such that their post-test scores fell witlghex lgrade-level than
their pre-test scores, although no statistical analyses were conduaadttdlis conclusion.
Furthermore, students and parents highly rated the intervention proceduresyevith piéing
that the program was beneficial to the child, was effective in changingitdes ceading
progress, and demonstrated practical utility.

The aforementioned studies suggests that implementing home-based educational
activities may result in improvements in students’ reading, mathematidspelling accuracy
and reading fluency; however, there are several noteworthy limitatiohnege studies. First,
several studies (Rasinksi & Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006; Shaver & Walls, 1998)
violated statistical assumptions underlying their analyses, thereitingjrthe statistical
conclusion validity of their results. Second, selection bias was evident in the stdliested
by Shaver and Walls (1998) and Reutzel and colleagues (2006), which increaseitiomtikel
that the observed effects were influenced by participant charactedstue to an interaction
between the treatment and extraneous variables within conditions. Third, mangtoidiles
evaluating the effects of home-based educational activities &i@leeridan, 2003; Rasinski &
Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006; Shaver & Walls, 1998) drew conclusions based on
compromised analytic methods. In addition, , many of the studies (Rasinski & Siev2d85;
Reutzel et al., 2006; Shaver & Walls, 1998) utilized statistical analyses tteahotesensitive to
detect variability of performance. Further, many of the studies (RasinSte¥enson, 2005;

Reutzel et al., 2006; Shaver &Walls, 1998), suffered from low power due to the small sample
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size reducing the ability to confidently detect statistically sigaift results and further
threatening statistical conclusion validity.
Summary of the Literature

In an attempt to improve the writing performance of elementary-aged chikrgirical
attention has focused on fluency-based interventions that incorporate a peréofesatiack
component (Eckert et al., 2009; McCurdy et al., 2008). However, researcherssoeseught to
address diminished academic performance while maximizing resourgegtitthe use parent
involvement (Atkenson & Forehand, 1979; Christenson, 2004; Fan & Chen, 2001; Jeynes, 2005;
U.S. Department of Education, 2008). However, the use of parent involvement to improve
children’s written expression skills has been remarkably neglected.

Several types of parent involvement in education have been identified (Epstein et a
2002) and findings from empirical and qualitative research studies (Beckest&il, 1982;
Gettinger & Guetschow, 1998; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Rasinski & Stevenson, 2005) provide
support for the use of school-home notes and home-based educational activities, Fg¢nése
involvement strategies allow for positive conversations between teachergspanel children,
connect parents to the curriculum, and permit parents to act as change agents bggdircanadi
with educational strategies. At present, a preliminary research basedyested the
effectiveness of school-home notes (Dougherty & Dougherty, 1977; Strukoff €184;, 1
Rheinheimer, 2009) and home-based educational activities (Fiala & Sheridan, 2803kR&
Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006; Shaver & Walls, 1998) on students’ academic
performance. However, it is important to note that of the 10 studies conducted, thereywas onl
one study (Rheinheimer, 2009) reviewed that did not present significant methodalogica

statistical weaknesses.
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There are a number of gaps in the literature regarding the use of home-bas¢idremluc
activities and school-home notes strategies. First, most studies in thelsoh@ohotes
literature evaluated the effectiveness of the technique on students’ coongeia global
academic behaviors (e.g., accuracy on assignments, completion and accorathyematics
homework), and only two studies (Dolliver et al., 1985; Rheinheimer, 2009) have investigated
the effects of school-home notes on students’ specific academic skills (i.engsapetluracy,
writing fluency). Although the home-based education literature investigatzgention effects
over a broad scope of academic domains, including overall achievement in reading and
mathematics and performance in specific competencies like reading@candafluency, no
study within this literature base has examined the effects of home-basdi@okl activities on
writing fluency. In addition, no study to date has evaluated the effectivenesslmhown
performance feedback/school-home notes strategies with home-basededleativities on
students’ writing fluency, though this type of parent involvement program has be&hades
a focus for future research (Fiala & Sheridan, 2003).

Further, although some have utilized group comparison studies that were designed to
evaluate the effects of school-home notes and home-based educationata¢Rasinski &
Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006; Shaver & Walls, 1998), only one study (Rheinheimer,
2009) has examined students’ progress over time in specific academic dontaireust
analytical technigues for modeling group academic growth trajectoriesfiSgey, multi-level
linear modeling is a method of statistical analysis that is highly sutddrfye-group
comparison studies that aim to estimate student growth trajectories. éeltlihear modeling
techniques do not make the assumption that data is independent, thus obtains a more realistic

statistical model by allowing individual students to retain their own intes@aqt growth
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estimates, which is especially critical in measuring student perfoargatterns over time.
Furthermore, the significant benefit to the analysis over more traditiahalitgies is its
sensitivity to detecting variables affecting incremental changes in oetecwasures and its
ability to easily accommodate missing data (e.g., student absences, sakebatans) (Singer
& Willett, 2003). To date, no study within the parent involvement and writing fluencatliter
has utilized this technique to estimate students’ writing fluency growth ovemthen home-
based educational activities have been implemented.
Purpose of the Present Study
The purpose of the proposed study was to examine the effects of combining a
performance feedback intervention with home-based writing activities meetary-aged
students’ writing fluency in comparison to students whose parents were not engagebin s
home notes or home-based writing activities. The experimental study addsxcsting @arent
involvement research by employing multi-level linear modeling to evalhat effectiveness of
home-based educational activities with school-home notes feedback aswidtassiting
fluency intervention. As a result, the primary aim of the study was to exarhgtbev a
combined school-home performance feedback with home-based writing acimpieses
students’ writing fluency to a greater extent than if students are not provittethevschool-
home feedback notes and home-based writing program. Three main hypothesesposedpr
1) It was hypothesized that students engaged in performance feedback would

demonstrate statistically significant gains in writing fluency oweet As supported

by prior research studies evaluating the effects of performaadbdek on writing

fluency (Eckert et al., 2006; McCurdy et al., 2008; Rheinheimer, 2009; Van Houten,

1979), such a result is to be expected.
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2) Based on previous work in the area of school-home notes (Dolliver et al., 1985;
Strukoff et al., 1987; Blechman et al., 1998; Rheinheimer, 2009) and home-based
educational activities (Fiala & Sheridan, 2003; Rasinski & Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel
et al., 2006), it was hypothesized that students engaged in school-home performance
feedback with home-based writing activities would demonstrate signifiognater
improvement in their writing fluency in comparison to those students who were
assigned solely to an individualized performance feedback condition with no parent
involvement.

3) It was hypothesized that there would be a statistically significant shifsiructional
placement in written expression, as defined by Mirkin et al. (1981); howeves it wa
further hypothesized that students participating in the school-home notes school-
home performance feedback with home-based writing activities would showrgreate
growth across instructional levels compared to students engaged in the pectorma
feedback condition.

In addition, a secondary aim of the study involved an examination of the demographic
and experiential characteristics associated with the students and pargcifsapag in the
school-home performance feedback with home-based writing condition. Becausm thigsali
exploratory in nature, no a priori hypotheses were generated. However, theajgmognd
experiential characteristics of the students (e.g., sex, race) and gargntsace, education
level) were examined to determine whether any of these characsaniste predictive in
explaining students’ improvement in their writing fluency. Along these linegrtheedural
integrity (i.e., parents’ completion of the intervention procedures) and studedtparents’

acceptability of the school-home performance feedback with home-based woitidigjon were
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examined to see if these factors were important characteristics intprgditudents’
improvement in their writing fluency.

Method
Participants

Prior to conducting the study, approval from the Human Subjects Institutional Review
Board was obtained in March 2010 (IRB # 09-314). Across two schools, a total of nine teachers
volunteered their third grade classrooms for the study and 147 students wereadsicreene
eligibility. The eligibility criteria included students: (a) whosenmatry language spoken was
English; (b) who demonstrated minimum proficiency (i.e., score of 80% or grbgtiegibly
scribing letters on a handwriting proficiency measure; (¢c) who demormstratémum
proficiency (i.e., writing at least seven words) on a baseline measwréiog; (d) who were
not classified as having a learning disability in written expression;H{e)did not have a Section
504 plan indicating additional instructional modifications; (f) who were not recgsarvices
from a one-to-one instructional aide; and (g) who were not experiencing sestereom
cognitive deficits that precluded them from composing written stories diti@ad students
assigned to the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing condgion we
included in the analysis providing they had at least one instance of returning atedrhplae-
based writing assignment with parent signature.

Detailed information regarding the recruitment, enrollment, and interventioatadiogs
reported according to the Consolidated Standards of Reporting Trials Guidetiadsqure 1)
(Moher, Schulz, & Altman, 2001). Of the 147 students assessed for eligibility, aft@tl
students (19%) were excluded from the analysis because they did not meaegtlitieyadriteria.

Specifically, 12 students were unable to write at least seven words on adassdisure of
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writing, six students had a Section 504 plan indicating additional instructional ratidificand

one student experienced severe motor or cognitive deficits that precludeddheoofmposing
written stories. Finally, three students did not participate in the baselgssasnt despite
repeated attempts to schedule make-up sessions and six students did not asseipdteparti

the study. This resulted in 119 students being randomly assigned to either the pedorma
feedback conditionn(= 52) or the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing
condition = 67).

After the intervention began, two parents asked for their children to be removethé&rom
intervention condition and the primary experimenter was informed that one studentfester
care, resulting in limited parent contact at home. This subsequently led tsttidents being
removed from the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing conditlon. At
study’s conclusion, 14 additional students were removed from the school-home per&rmanc
feedback with home-based writing condition because there was not one home-basgd writi
assignment with parent signature submitted. Finally, one student from the sch@ol-hom
performance feedback with home-based writing condition was removed from yssaaad
excluded from the study due to an outlier contributing to skewness in the distribegon (s
Results: Data Preparation). This resulted in a final sample of 101 studecippats (i.e., 52
students in the performance feedback condition; 49 students participating in the school-home
performance feedback with home-based writing condition).

Table 1 presents the demographic data of the student participants. A total of &l fema
(60.4%) and 40 male (39.6%) students participated in the study. The age range didipamar
was 8 to 10 yearsV[ = 8 years, 5 months). Of the students in the participating sample, 10.9%

identified as of Hispanic or Latino ethnicity, with the remaining 89.1% as ofthigpanic or
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Latino race. With respect to race, 50.5% identified as Black or African Aamer37.6% as
White, 10.9% as Hispanic or Latino, and 1% as Asian. A total of 12 students (11.9%) were
receiving special education services but met the inclusionary criteri@psgvspecified.
Notably, information pertaining to individual student’s free or reduced-priced ltiattls svas
unavailable.

The relationships between student demographic variables and school sites were
examined. No significant relationships between the two schools were found ff €&yl =
101) = 0.16p = .69, special education classificatidi(1, N = 101) = 0.005p = .95, or age, t
(98)=-1.19,p = .23. However, there was a significant relationship by school on ethnicity (i.e.,
Hispanic/Latino, Not Hispanick? (1, N = 101) = 7.78p = .005, with more students identified as
of Hispanic or Latino (20.9%) in the second school compared to the first school (3.4%).
Similarly, there was a significant relationship by school on 0@, N = 101) = 25.38p <
.001. Significantly more students identified as Caucasian (56.9%) in the first Htlothe
second school (11.6%)? (1, N = 101) = 21.56p < .001. In the second school, significantly
more students identified as African American or Black (67.4¢1, N = 101) = 8.60p = .003,
and Hispanic/Latino (20.9%¥? (1, N = 101) = 7.78p = .005, versus 37.9% as African
American or Black and 3.4% as Hispanic/Latino in the first school. The relatiofstipsen
student demographics by condition were also examined and no significant relpsomste
found for sexX?(1, N = 101) = 0.03p = .87, ethnicityX?(1, N = 101) = 0.18p = .67, raceX?
(3,N=101) = 1.18p = .76, special education eligibilit¢* (1, N = 101) = 3.02p = .08, or age, t
(98)=-0.19,p = .85.The relationship between student demographic data across conditions was
examined (refer to Table 2). No significant associations between conditiom$owad for sex,

X?(1,N=101) = 0.03p = .87, special education classificatidi(1, N = 101) = 3.02p = .08,
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ethnicity,X?(1,N = 101) = 0.18p = .67, or raceX*(3,N = 101) = 1.18p = .76. No significant
differences between conditions by age were fou(@B) = -0.19p = .85.Table 3 presents the
demographic data of the parent participants 44), which was obtained from parent-completed
materials (response rate = 89.8%). Returned information indicated that theynodjparents
were the primary parent (97.7%), with most parents reporting as the studentsthlatoather
(77.3%). The majority of the parent respondents self-identified as either @au&Ed1%) or
African-American (20.5%), with a smaller number of parent respondentsieetified as
Hispanic or Latino (9.1%), American Indian or Alaska Native (4.5%), two or moes (@d.5%),
or other (2.3%). The majority of parent respondents reported earning either ahugh sc
diploma/GED (34.9%) or a vocational degree (32.6%) and a smaller percentagealreporte
obtaining an Associate degree (14.0%), Bachelor’s degree (7.0%), Maste€s ({2§f0), or no
degree (9.3%). The relationship between parent demographic variables actassdtigools
was examined. No statistically significant relationships were foundhéotype of parent® (1,
N = 44) = 0.48p = .49, relationship of the parent to the ch¥f(3, N = 44) = 2.24p = .52, or
educational degree of the parexft(5, N = 43) = 1.72p = .87. Similar to the previously reported
student results, a statistically significant relationship between tkeatfsarace/ethnicity and the
school X? (5, N = 44) = 13.42p = .02, with the majority of parents self-identified as Caucasian
(73.3%) at one school and Black/African American (42.9%) at the second school.
Setting

The participants attended two urban schools located in a moderate-sized ertirah c
New York. Based on the most recently published New York State School Report Card data
(2008-2009), the first school, servicing kindergarten through eighth grade, had a total of 847

students enrolled in the school, with most of the students identified as Caucasian (54%) or
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African American (38%). A smaller percentage of students were identgielilspanic/Latino
(6%), Native American (2%), and Asian/Pacific Islander (1%). A total of 54%udéats

received free lunch and 13% received reduced-price lunch. The second school enrolled 406
students in kindergarten through sixth grades, with most of the students identifiedtas A
American (60%) or Caucasian (23%). A smaller percentage of studentslemtifed as
Hispanic/Latino (14%) or Native American (2%). Within the school, a large mge of
students received free (81%) or reduced-price (7%) lunch.

All sessions took place in the students’ general education classrooms during a 15- to 20-
minute block of time in the morning € 7) or afternoonr(= 7). Each classroom contained
student desks and chairs as well as other learning materials previoasbearby the classroom
teachers. Teachers and teaching assistants were present during eweny $ége classrooms
were of traditional structure, in that the classrooms contained one teacheramthadshumber
of students (i.e., approximately 20 students). Two classrooms were inclusioaartasswhich
contained general education and special education students as well ashsostaad teachers’
aides.

Classroom teachers’ writing orientations and classroom instructiongpractices. An
assessment of the teachers’ orientations to writing instruction (Grahans, NecArthur, &

Fink, 2002) ) indicated that the teachers reported emphasizing the role of expghadtios (V
factor score = 4.61SD= 0.67) and natural or incidental learning methddd&ctor score =
4.14;SD= 0.65). The teachers reported placing less emphasis on correctness in Mrfaetp(
score = 2.84SD= 0.44). The differences between schools on the instructional practices were

examined and no significant relationships were found between teachers in the sohools
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correctness in writing instructioX? (6, N = 9) = 6.98p = .32, explicit instructionX? (5, N = 9)
= 6.3,p = .28, or natural or incidental learning practioég(5, N = 9) = 2.93p = .71.

Within the context of teaching, the participating teachers reported usingjfferent
writing curricula or techniques to inform their instruction in their classsodrhese curricula or
techniques included: 6+1 Trait Writing (Spandel, 2005), Scott Foresman Readety Béiason
Education, 2011), NYS English/Language Arts Standards (New York State Education
Department, 2009), Lucy Calkins Units of Study for Teaching Writing (Firsthand, ,28Q8)
The Four-Square Writing Method (Gould & Gould, 1999). Per week, teachers indicated spending
an average of 72.22 minuteés{= 48.74) in writing, with the majority of instruction allocated to
compositional writing and spelling practidd € 51.11 minutesSD= 26.31 minutes). Less time
was allocated for handwriting practidd € 31.67 minutesSD= 30.21 minutes) per week.
When asked to respond to more specific questions regarding their instructiotiaepriac
writing, the average ratings suggested that teachers most frequsedlyhe following practices
on a weekly basis: (a) invented spelling (100%); (b) teaching spelling @&18%); (c)
modeling specific writing strategies to students (88.8%); (d) re-tegqehiting skills and
strategies (77.7%); and (e) conferencing with students about their writing {7 Ti78deast
frequently used practices included: (a) students selecting their owngwapits (44.4%); (b)
teaching handwriting skills (44.4%); (c) teaching planning and revising (55a&f)d) students
helping each other with writing (55.5%) (see Table 4).

Research Assistants

Five doctoral students in school psychology as well as eight advanced psychology

undergraduate students served as experimenters. Prior to data collectesgaatth assistants

were required to complete a formal training in research ethics, asaggyiSyracuse
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University. This training (i.e., Collaborative Institute Training kiditre) provided online basic
courses in the protection of human research subjects. All research assistanitegu
documentation that they had successfully passed the Social and Behavioral Focus and
Responsible Conduct of Research courses and this documentation was provided to the
Institutional Review Board. Furthermore, research assistants recediredg on the study
procedures (i.e., administering dependent measures, scoring dependent measdmesng
procedural integrity observations, and completing data entry), followed by oppieguai
practice and feedback. Training materials were adapted from procedurksidsta
Rheinheimer (2009), including a manual detailing scoring procedures for dependsmtesvea
and procedural scripts for procedural integrity observations. Researchrassigtre required to
demonstrate 100% proficiency in administering and scoring Curriculum-BaszsliMenent in
Written Expression for total words written, correctly spelled words, andcatosriting
sequences.
Materials

Overview. Baseline student assessment materials consisted of: (a) a handwriting
screening measure (see Appendix C) and (b) one Curriculum-Based Measunevigtien
Expression probe packet (Appendix D) based on developmentally-appropriate sterg sta
(Appendix E). In addition, baseline materials included a parent demographicsatitor
guestionnaire (Appendix F) and an informational letter to parents regardingdiygpsbcedures
(Appendix G). Intervention session materials contained: (a) five CurricBlased Measurement
in Written Expression probe packets; (b) students’ individualized performance dkddbas
(Appendix H); and (c) parent feedback notes (Appendix 1) and home-based writinty acti

(Appendix J). Post-intervention assessment materials incorporated:ifég@raention
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acceptability questionnaire for students in the performance feedback conditidip) @n
intervention acceptability questionnaire for students in the school-home perforimadicack
with home-based writing condition (see Appendix K). Parents received a modifieshvelrsihe
Treatment Acceptability Rating Form — Revised (Reimers, Wacker, Co% i Raad, 1992)
(Appendix L) and teachers completed an adapted version of the Interventiog Ratiile-15
(Martens, Witt, Elliott, & Darveaux, 1985) (see Appendix M). The 4-week post-imtone
follow-up included a re-assessment of parent treatment acceptability (Appendi

Handwriting screening measure All student participants were asked to print 12
lowercase letters from the alphabet (i.e., f, ¢, r, m, v, y, i, h, e, 0) to assesssstuamwhiriting
legibility. The informal measure was developed by the author and thenefopsychometric
data are available.

Curriculum-based measurement probes in written expressiorA total of six
Curriculum-Based Measurement in Written Expression probes were used, withbaselate
and five over the course of the intervention period. Each probe consisted of a diffegent stor
starter, which is a brief sentence fragment that helps stimulateg\tig., “It was a dark and
stormy night and...”). Story-starters used in the study were developed and el/blpate
McMaster and Campbell (2006) and considered developmentally-appropriate fontalgme
aged students as well as culturally sensitive for heterogeneous student populations.

Each writing probe was presented within the context of a writing packet, wdnthiced
a cover page indicating the student identification information, stop sign pages prgventi
students from prematurely viewing the performance feedback forms dotiiestarters, an
individualized performance feedback page, a story starter followed by compalsihes, and

any additional measures to be administered during that session. Each pvobegvas
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administered in a standardized order, as the probes cannot be randomized across students due
the group-administered nature of the procedures. For the purpose of this studytach w
response to the Curriculum-Based Measurement in Written Expression probmsased on
three metrics: total words written, correct writing sequences, and ttpspelled words. The
use of these three metrics, specifically correct writing sequencesiadde and valid indices for
measuring writing quality for third grade students has been supported itethtile (Gansle,
Noell, VanDerHeyden, Naquin, & Slider, 2002, McMaster & Campbell, 2008).

The technical adequacy of Curriculum-Based Measurement probes in Wriftess&gn
has been evaluated in many studies. In a review of the research on the psyclpoopetries of
this measure, Powell-Smith and Shinn (2004) concluded that Curriculum-Based Megdurem
Written Expression (total words written, correctly spelled words) showeantanate to high
test-retest reliability over a period of one day to six months (rarge}2 to .91), moderate to
high parallel forms reliability (range,= .55 to .95), and high interscorer agreement (range, 96%
to 100%). When students’ performance on this measure was compared to standardizess measur
in writing, Powell-Smith and Shinn (2004) reported the correlation coefficientsmaaterate to
high. Specifically, when compared with the Test of Written Language-Edition subtests
(Hammill & Larson, 1978, 1983), the coefficients were moderate to high for totdswaitten
(rangey = .41 to .84) and correctly spelled words (range,45 to .71). McMaster and Espin
(2007) reported that correct writing sequences were more highly correligttectiterion
measures of writing and were determined to be more acceptable as eenoéasitmg quality
by teachers. Finally, McMaster and Campbell (2008) explored the reliambkyalidity of
various writing fluency indicators as determinates of writing qualitgsscthird, fifth, and

seventh grade students. The researchers concluded that number of correctequarnres
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demonstrated sufficient alternative forms reliability (ramge,70 to .86), as well as criterion
validity with the Test of Written Language-3, the Minnesota Comprehensiesgmaent

(writing subtest), and students’ grade point average (rargeh6 to .71) across the three grade
levels.

Parent demographic information questionnaire.Parents completed a five-item
demographics questionnaire during baseline (Appendix F). Demographics assresttbw
parents’ relationships to the child (e.g., biological mother, biological fadhdradoptive parent),
the parent’s race/ethnic background (e.g., White/Caucasian, Blackiffimerican,
Hispanic/Latino, Asian), parent’s highest grade completed, and the highe=t détained.

Informational letter to parents. All parents received an informational letter providing a
general description of the study procedures and provided parents with the option of not
participating in the study (Appendix G).

Student individualized performance feedback form.Each week, all students received
performance feedback detailing their individual performance on the previ®isnses
Curriculum-Based Measurement in Written Expression probe (Appendix H). Dbarfgst
intervention session, all students were individually informed of the total wordsvtbésy during
the previous week, with total words written appearing in a box in the middle of the feedback
page. Throughout subsequent weeks of the intervention, the performance feedback form
continued to display the total number of words written; however, feedback was alsdqutese
with arrows indicating an increase (i.42) or decrease (i.ey) in performance from the
previous week.

Parent feedback notes and home-based writing activitiegor those students assigned

to the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing condition, teaispar
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received weekly performance feedback forms, which were based on thessrogtes utilized in
Rheinheimer (2009). The forms provided parents with an explanation of how written
performance was measured through total words written, correctly spelled eddsorrect
writing sequences. At the commencement of each intervention session, a notebaokngont
brightly colored parent feedback and activity forms were used as the primacievehi
supplying parents with information pertaining to their child’s writing pregire

On the first note, parent feedback on their child’s writing fluency appeareaox a
revealing the student’s total number of words written, the number of correeidspeltds, and
the number of correct writing sequences on the previous week’s Curriculum-Bagsdr&feent
in Written Expression probe. The following week, the parent feedback contained thélbox w
the three writing indices, as well as information regarding whether or nosthdent’s
performance increased (i.@) or decreased (i.e)) in each fluency measure (Appendix ).
Every week, the notebook also contained a photocopy of their child’s written composition on the
Curriculum-Based Measurement in Written Expression probe.

Furthermore, all feedback notes were accompanied with a writing activipafents to
accomplish with their child each week (see Appendix J). The writing actietyment detailed
that week’s activity, suggestions for improving the quality of written compasifie.g., titles,
related sentences, descriptive words), and a blank sheet of composition ladeitiom, the
activity contained a section for notes from the parents and a location for parmgnégures to
verify their review of the feedback and engagement in the writing actiaigh week, students’
and parents’ were asked to spend five to ten minutes working together to write a storpia
story-starter. The weekly writing assignments were based on the TIB&Ers Involve Parents

in Schoolwork) interactive homework program (Epstein et al., 2002). In addition, the feedbac
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notes and writing tasks utilized behavioral intervention components considered imjportant
learning. The home-based writing tasks provided students extra practicéng,vetrategy
instruction (e.g., suggestions for improving the quality of written work), and a comimmriust
to promote generalization (e.g., story-starter). Further, completirasignments with parents
allowed for the potential for corrective feedback and reinforcement or punistonent f
improvements or decrements in their written performance.

Performance feedback intervention acceptability questionnaireAll students
completed a questionnaire gauging their perceptions of the writing sessiongliaitilial
feedback intervention (Appendix K). The questionnaire aimed to measure studdntiesitti
toward the writing and feedback intervention, how the intervention benefited thangwrit
performance, and their perceptions of their writing ability. The questiont@atained 5 items
rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from “not at all” to “very, weugh” or “very, very
good,” with low values on the scale reflecting lower intervention acceptadmldyhigh values
on the scale indicating higher intervention acceptability. The internal camsysof this measure
was moderate for the students in the performance feedback conditiai@d) and for the
students in the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing conditi68).

School-home performance feedback with home-based writing intervéion
acceptability questionnaire.Students assigned to the school-home performance feedback with
home-based writing condition completed additional questions pertaining to thaotegtand
perceptions regarding the parent feedback notes and home-based writing proéerpeedix
K). The additional questionnaire contained 5 items rated on a 5-point Likert-typeauging
from “not at all’ to “very, very muchor “very, very good Analogous with the previous

guestionnaire, the content was specific to the intervention procedures detailedrabove a



PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND WRITING FLUENCY a7

organized such that low values reflect lower intervention acceptability and kighes signify
higher intervention acceptability. The internal consistency of thisuneags highd = .82).

Parent intervention acceptability questionnaire.All parents completed the Treatment
Acceptability Rating Form — Revised (Reimers et al., 1992) (see Appendixé.xCHhe
includes 17 items rated on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from veryréting of 7) to
neutral (i.e., rating of 4) to not at all (i.e., rating of 1) that measures intenvecceptability.
Higher ratings indicated greater intervention acceptability as loatiegs signify lower
intervention acceptability. For the purpose of this study, some minor modificatioasnaee to
the wording of questions to reflect the aims of the study (e.g., the wordvitxaharoblem”
replaced with “writing abilities.”) Internal consistency was akdted using Cronbach’s alpha,
indicating moderate to high levels of internal consistency across items omeifvemntion
acceptability factord = .86).

Four weeks following the conclusion of the study, a follow-up intervention questionnaire
was distributed to all participating parent. The questionnaire included five ate@$-point
Likert-type scale that measured parents’ perceptions of the interventiodymesand
engagement in writing activities after the researchers discontinuattéheention. Three items
surveyed parents’ acceptability and two items examined parent engagexaamplés of
guestions contained on the questionnaire included: (a)“Now that the writing intervention has
concluded, how acceptable did you find the intervention?”; (b) “Do you wish that yeu wer
continuing to receive feedback on your child’s writing performance in claas@(c) “Have
you engaged in writing with your child at home?”

Teacher intervention acceptability questionnaire All participating teachers completed

an adapted version of the Intervention Rating Profile-15 for Teachers (Mattahs1985) (see
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Appendix M). The questionnaire included 15 items rated on a 6-point Likert-type saglegran
from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. Higher scores signifreéigr general teacher
acceptability whereas lower scores denoted lower general teachptadmiity. For the purpose
of this study, some minor modifications were made to the wording of the questpns (e
“problem behavior” changed to “writing difficulties”). Cronbach’s alpha w@®puted for the
current study and was high € .96).

Procedural integrity assessments-or the classroom intervention, a procedural integrity
protocol was used to verify that the classroom-based procedures were imptemignintegrity
(see Appendix O). The protocol evaluated the occurrence of data collectiorataaied of
approved data collection procedures. The protocol was adapted from previous studiegdonduct
by Truckenmiller, Eckert, et al. (2007) and Rheinheimer (2009). For the school-home
performance feedback with home-based writing intervention, a permanent pedent of the
feedback forms and completed home-based assignments in the school-home notebook was
conducted to verify that parent-child engagement occurred and that the home-hbtasgd wr
activities were conducted.

Procedures

Overview. Data collection sessions were conducted for a total of 7 weeks in the students’
general education classrooms. All data collection was conducted by treseadah assistants,
who followed a scripted protocol tailored for the session. Primary experiraeveee
responsible for conducting the sessions, while secondary experimentdesiagtis
administration (i.e., passing out and collecting feedback materials, anseyeesiipns,
managing school-home notes materials) and conducted procedural integ@sgnaasts. All

sessions were implemented class-wide, wherein all eligible studentgyaded in a group
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format within their regular general-education classroom. It is impodamdte that original

study proposal cited a six-week intervention period. However, midway through thetbidy
teachers informed the primary experimenter that the statewide lEaglisL anguage Arts testing
was scheduled to occur directly after the students’ spring break week amgl ttierlast
intervention writing session. As a result, it was decided to cease intervemgiofivaf sessions,
resulting in one baseline assessment, five intervention sessions, and onegssstast session.

Parent/student dyads were randomly assigned to either the performancelkfeedbac
condition or the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing condition.
Random assignment to the performance feedback condition and the school-home performance
feedback with home-based writing condition was determined by utilizing a randommumbe
generator. Students within all classrooms had an equal chance of being@assigither
condition, resulting in each classroom containing students designated to both condétans. D
collection was organized into four phases: (a) baseline, (b) intervention, () poséition,
and (d) follow-up.

Baseline phaseDuring the first baseline session, the primary experimenter distributed
the corresponding materials and provided students with instructions to complete temasse
materials. First, the primary experimenter instructed students to cortidtandwriting
screening measure. The primary experimenter orally stated 12 &iteinsstructed the students
to write the letters they hear. Following the handwriting assessmentutlents completed one
Curriculum-Based Measurement in Written Expresgimbe. Implementation procedures were
based on those defined by Powell-Smith and Shinn (2004) and administered by the primary
experimenter by use of procedural scripts. Students were instructed to think farté about

composing a story based on a Curriculum-Based Measurement in Writtersgtaprstory-
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starter, and then compose a story during a 3-minute writing period. At the end afsibe,sall
students were asked to take home the parent demographics information questionniage and t
informational letter to parents. Parents voluntarily filled out the questionmalreeturned it to
school with their child. The first baseline session lasted approximately 20 siAfter the
baseline data were collected, research assistants indicated the geroéméelligible letters on
the handwriting screening for each student and any student with less than 90%igblate
letters was removed from the analysis.

Performance feedback conditionStudents assigned to the performance feedback
condition were informed on a weekly basis of how well they wrote during the previelswe
writing session. During each session, students received an individualized pederfeadback
information sheet and the research assistants gave students scriptietionstfor interpreting
this information. Upon receipt of their individualized feedback, students were iesttocivrite
a story based on one Curriculum-Based Measurement in Written Exprpssien As described
above, they were required to think for 1 minute about creating a story based on tis¢éastery-
and instructed to compose the story during a 3-minute writing period. At the conclusior8of the
minutes, the primary experimenter directed the students to stop writingsaadate assistants
collected all materials. Each intervention session lasted approximatelyna@s

School-home performance feedback with home-based writing conditioRrior to the
start of the intervention, parents were informed of the feedback notes and hochextiasg
procedures and details pertaining to the assessment of writing progress thrafghnaational
letter. At the beginning of each intervention session, the researchrassissructed the
students to submit their writing notebooks to the research assistants. Hielressistants

collected the notebooks and recorded the presence or absence of a completed school-home
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performance feedback with home-based writing activity and parent’ssignResearch
assistants inserted the subsequent feedback note and home-based writing adtevivate df

the notebook. If the students did not bring their notebook to school, the week’s feedback note
and writing task was inserted into a supplementary notebook, thus providing the abihtyt for
week’s feedback and writing task to be sent home. The students were instrucieg botbr
notebooks back to school and when both notebooks were returned, the feedback notes and
writing assignments were consolidated into the original notebook. In addition, thegerese
absence of the completed writing activity and parent’s signature on thmabkeabte from

previous weeks were recorded.

Meanwhile, the student participants were distributed writing packets cmmfan
individualized performance feedback sheet and the primary experimenter provigestisc
instructions for interpreting this information. After the students receivedfdeziback, they
were informed that their parents would also receive feedback on their panfniNext, the
students were instructed to write a story based on one Curriculum-Based Measurne
Written Expressiomprobe. Procedures identical to those previously described were followed. At
the end of 3 minutes, the research assistants collected all materialadretadents and
distribute the updated writing notebooks. The primary researcher directed thesstad®ing
the notebooks home to their parents, review the material with their parentspatetic the
writing activity with their parents, and ask their parents to sign the forain &assroom-based
session lasted approximately 12 minutes in duration.

Post-intervention assessment#t the conclusion of the 5-week intervention period,
post-intervention assessments were conducted within the classrooms. Testhistervention

assessment consisted of the research assistants distributing the agpnaogueaials (i.e., packets
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containing the last round of performance feedback and the procedural accgptabilit
guestionnaires). Instructions for completing the packet emulated those inesuitven during

the baseline assessments. All students simultaneously completedt theefitems on the
procedural acceptability questionnaire. The students participating in the schaol-hom
performance feedback with home-based writing program were instructed ittueom to

complete the additional five items pertaining to the procedures specific torém jp&olvement
program. During this time, the students not involved in the final questions (i.e., those students
who participated in the performance feedback condition) silently cordeterd find. In

addition to the classroom-based session, students involved with the school-home performance
feedback with home-based writing condition were asked to bring home the Treatment
Acceptability Rating Form (Reimers et al., 1992) for their parents to campeperimenters
inserted the questionnaires to the students’ parent feedback notebooks and pargnenvdre
option of returning the completed form to school with their child or mail the questierniadhe
primary investigator via self-addressed stamped envelope. Finally, teatdwevgere asked to
complete the Intervention Rating Profile-15 (Martens et al., 1985). In all, thisnpestention
session lasted approximately 20-minutes in duration.

Post-intervention follow-up. The follow-up phase occurred 3-weeks after the post-
intervention session. The follow-up consisted of the primary experimenter askstgdieats
formally involved in the school-home performance feedback with home-based wrangupr
to bring home to their parents an additional questionnaire. This questionnaire seddses
parents’ attitudes toward the previously implemented intervention proceduregsRese
provided with a self-addressed, stamped envelope to mail their responses bactuttythe s

primary investigator.
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Dependent Measures

Primary measure. The primary dependent measure was the total number of correct
writing sequences on each Curriculum-Based Measurement probe. Compared to asheesne
of writing fluency (i.e., total words written, number of words spelled coyremtid number of
completed sentences), the number of correct writing sequences providesa cuoate
depiction of children’s fluency and quality in writing (McMaster & Campliz0i08). According
to the scoring procedures outlined by Shapiro (2004), the number of correct wigtiregses is
computed by analyzing each adjacent word for correct punctuation, capdalizpelling, and
syntax. Therefore, within each story, the number of correct adjacent writjogrezes was
computed.

Secondary measuresThe predictive value of students’ sex and school placement was
examined in relation to students’ academic skill growth in writing fluency (cgea writing
sequences) and differences between intervention conditions over time. In addition, tteveredi
value of students’ race, parents’ race and educational status, students’ argl ipéeergntion
acceptability, and parents’ procedural integrity were inspected inorekatistudents’ writing
fluency (i.e., correct writing sequences).

Experimental Design

A between-subjects repeated measures design was used. Eligible studem&éhdamly
assigned to either the performance feedback condition or the school-home perédigedback
with home-based writing condition. Random assignment of students was determinedibg utiliz
a random number generator. Repeated measures (i.e., writing probes) were usetbtdhaoni
students’ growth in writing over a period of six weeks.

Procedural Integrity
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Procedural integrity was assessed in three ways. First, a permanent predsigre
from all of the sessions (100%= 49) was obtained by the primary research assistant
responsible for conducting the sessions. Procedural integrity for the permartrtt pneasure
was computed by summating the total number of steps implemented and dividing the sammati
by the total number of steps possible. The product was multiplied by 100 to compute the mean
percentage of procedural integrity. The mean percentage of proceduyatynmecorded by the
primary researcher was 100%.

Second, a secondary research assistant who was present during=3199 (f the
sessions recorded adherence to procedures on a procedural integrity checkéidurBroc
integrity was computed by summating the total number of steps implementeel fmymary
experimenter and dividing the summation by the total number of steps possible. The preduct wa
multiplied by 100 to compute the mean percentage of procedural integrity. The meartque
of procedural integrity recorded by the secondary research assistant. 5fas(@thge, 92% to
100%).

Third, procedural integrity of the home-based intervention procedures wasexrami
reviewing signatures on the parent feedback reports and completed written itomp&s the
home-based writing activities (100%5= 42). The mean procedural integrity of the parent
feedback component was computed by totaling the number of signed reports returned, dividing
by the total number of possible returned slips, and multiplying the product by 10@rirtie
mean procedural integrity of the home-based writing component was determim¢alibg the
number of writing assignments completed, dividing by the total number of possible
compositions, and multiplying the product by 100. Over the course of the interventions’parent

review of the progress report yielded a mean procedural integrity of 30e(r20% to 100%),
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and the mean procedural integrity of the home-based writing component was 73é 2G&b
to 100%).
Interscorer Agreement

A total of 36% percent of the writing probes across all study sessions wdoamig
selected and independently re-scored for correct writing sequences bgahdasg research
assistants. The percentage of interscorer agreement and kappa agreeooergdowriting
sequences was calculated. Interscorer agreement was determined Ing dhedbwer total
count by the higher total count and multiplied by 100. Kappa agreement was calcsifdted a
probability of observed agreement minus the probability of change agreement dimydhe
difference by one minus the probability of random agreement. The mean pezaantag
interscorer agreement for correct writing sequences was 98.2% (range t871.6080,SE= .02)
and the mean kappa agreement was .96.

Results

Results of the study are organized into three sections to address the threensain a
the study: (1) students’ growth in writing fluency over time; (2) differermween conditions
on students’ writing fluency over time; and (3) differences between conditionsvithgacross
instructional levels. In addition, a supplementary analysis section is includeditiiasses the
secondary aims of the study and address the: (1) predictive value of studectedstcs; (2)
predictive value of parent characteristics; (3) student intervention abdépt (4) parent
intervention acceptability; and (5) predictive value of intervention acceptalmifgrmation

relevant to data preparation and data inspection are presented first.
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Power Analysis

An a priori power analysis derived from multi-level linear modeling simulation
procedures outlined by Hox (2002) was conducted. The simulation was run using a variance
matrix from a previous study of performance feedback (Eckert, Lovett, 20@6) and designed
to detect a minimum difference in slopes of .75 words per week over 6 waves of dateonollect
with a power estimate of .80. The results of the simulation indicated that apprelyid6
participants across two conditions (i.e., 53 students in each condition) would resultciersuffi
power.
Data Preparation Process

Data were inputted into a Microsoft Excel file by a trained reseast$tast. Microsoft
Excel was used due to its ease in data tracking, versatility in editingaddtaomputing
preliminary analyses. Data entry was checked by the primary expeeinzand then, data were
transferred into SPSS 11.5 (SPSS Inc., 2007) and SAS 9.1 (SAS Institute Inc., 2010). SPSS 11.5
software was used to generate descriptive statistics, multiplesssagn analyses, and graphs of
data. SAS 9.1 was used for multilevel linear modeling of the primary dependent measure

Data inspection Data were first inspected for violations of normality by examining the
frequency distribution of scores, means, standard deviations, ranges, and dutVess. |
determined that one case (subject #243) served as an outlier. The case corestemtstrated
scores, in comparison to the sample, that resulted in a Mahalanobis distance bgyaitital
value of 22.46({ < .001, two-tailed test), which is consistent with existing conventions for
identifying outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). When the case was removedHmdataset,
the frequency distributions, box plots, and descriptive statistics met the aissuafptormality.

Further, the six assumptions specifically associated with multi-linedelimg were evaluated
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and determined to be adequately met for the level one and level two random cogféictent
residuals.

Descriptive analysesTable 5 reports the means and standard deviations at baseline for
the writing indices used in the study. Results from the Test of Written LanghageEdition,
Spontaneous Writing Portion Form A (Hammill & Larsen, 1978; 1983) suggest that, overall,
students performed between the below average and average range. Studged tste
performance feedback condition had a mean standardized writing quotient ofSSD-A27.08)
at baseline, which falls within the below average range. Students assigned twtiedeme
performance feedback with home-based writing condition had a mean standanmiingd w
quotient of 90.73§D = 22.83) at baseline, which falls within the average range of functioning.
Consequently, on this outcome measure, it appeared the students assigned to the school-home
performance feedback with home-based writing condition scored higher lhdasethe Test
of Written Language-Third Edition than the students assigned to the perforraadbadk
condition,t (93) =-2.05p =.04,d = .43 (CI: .01 to .75).

Though students appeared to fall in the average or just below average range on norm-
referenced measures of writing competency, results of the CurriculsedBéeasurement in
Written Expression suggested that students overall performed well-belovgthde-
benchmarks (Mirkin et al., 1981). Differences between the conditions on correct writing
sequences at baseline were evaluated using Level 2 multi-level modeligges. There was no
statistically significant difference found between the two conditions foeciowriting
sequences during the baseline assessi@64) = 1.73p =.08,d = .32 (CI: -.05 to .69), with
the students in the performance feedback condition yielding a baseline estirh@t17 §D =

9.45) correct writing sequences per 3 minutes and the students assigned to thiesukool-
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performance feedback with home-based writing condition producing a baselinehiéag84
(SD=9.36) correct writing sequences per 3 minutes. Further, the mean total wotels siri
baseline for the students assigned to the performance feedback condition waSR2. 8756
words) per 3 minutes with the majority of students (89.4%) performing at the fiusiidéevel
based on instructional placement criteria established by Mirkin et al. (IR )nean total
words written at baseline for the students assigned to the school-home perfderdheek
with home-based writing condition was 24.@&D(= 9.49) words per 3 minutes. Similar to
students assigned to the performance feedback condition, the majority otsindae school-
home performance feedback with home-based writing condition (87%) were perf@intiveg
frustrational level at baseline.

Table 6 reports the correlations between writing indices (i.e., total waoritisnycorrect
writing sequences, standard scores on Test of Written Language-llljallOsetistically
significant correlations were observed between the two scoring techniquesedsse the
Curriculum-Based Measurement in Written Expression probes (i.e., total wottds \and
number of correct writing sequences). These positive correlations were glerfydnge, .91 to
.99). In addition, statistically significant correlations were observeddegtwhe standard scores
on the Test of Written Language-IIl and the writing fluency scoring tgclesi of number of
total words written and number of correct writing sequences (range, .36 to .43).

Major Analyses

Multi-level modeling was used to model students’ academic skill growth aredeshtfes
between intervention conditions over time. A mixed-model repeated measuges(B¢80C
MIXED function in SAS 9.1, SAS Institute, 2010) was used to examine the betweenaonditi

differences (i.e., school-home performance feedback with home-based wactivies versus a
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standard classroom-based performance feedback intervention) in the tyapéstoidents’
writing fluency growth over time. The primary research hypothesis wasaed using a multi-
level model approach with Level 1 and Level 2 analyses specified. ThefgbalLevel 1
analysis was to estimate the individual growth patterns by a linear modaincogintercept
(i.e., estimated performance at baseline) and slope (i.e., rate of chandenmamece across
sessions). Subsequently, the Level 2 model examined the interindividual differetiees
intercept and slope as a function of condition (i.e., intervention) and other predictblesatieat
were found to contribute a significant amount of variability to the model.

The results of the analysis are summarized in Table 7. The unconditional modééddica
a significant variation between conditions on students’ correct writing sequengss sessions,
t (100) = 8.23p < .001, with 61% of the variance explained by intercept and 24% of the
variance explained by slope. Therefore, it was determined the multi-levelingpdels an
acceptable statistical approach for the dataset. Next, predictor vanedie added to the model
to explore their contribution in the model variance and determine if additional predaciables
should be included in the conditional growth model. Initial level of writing fluency, sts’de
sex, and students’ school placement were explored as predictor variablasleleti of writing
fluency (i.e., frustrational, instructional, mastery) was found to contributdisant variance to
the modelt (364) = -2.00p = .05, with 52% of the variance explained in intercppe(ido R=
.52) and 13% of the variance explained in slgggegdo R=.13). Given this finding, initial
level of fluency was included as a covariate in the final conditional growth modsddition,
the predictor variable of school placement (i.e., School 1 or 2) explained @cstiétisignificant
amount of variance in the mode(364) = 1.97p = .05. Specifically, school placement

contributed a small percentage of variance in interggudo R= .01), but explained more
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variance in slopepseudo T = .14). Conversely, students’ sex as a predictor variable did not
explain a statistically significant amount of variance in the mo@264) = 0.15p = .88, with a
small amount of variance in intercepséudo R= .02) and in slopepéeudo R=.002).
Therefore, school placement was included as a predictor variable in the findioc@djrowth
model, which indicated a significant gain in students’ correct writing sequeross &essions
(i.e., Level 1)t (98) =4.15p <.01,d=.77 (ClI: .35 to 1.15). However, the conditional growth
model revealed no statistically significant differences in participalujse over time by
condition and school placement after controlling for students’ initial level ahgifiluency (i.e.,
Level 2),t (364) =-0.15p =.87,d =-.03 (CI: -.34 to .40).

Initial level of writing fluency. Based on the conditional growth model, an examination
of the parameter estimates for those students functioning at a frustragigahlwriting
suggested that students across both conditions performed similarly acrosetibwth
conditions in the second school gained nearly double the average number of coriregt writ
sequences per week than students in the first school (see Table 8). Spedlicsd students
who were writing at the frustrational level in the first school and who weignasisto the
performance feedback condition gained an average of 1.57 correct writingseg|per session.
Students writing at a frustrational level and assigned to the performadbad&econdition in
the second school performed better across time, as they gained an average ofetB@riimg
sequences per session. A similar pattern was found for students who weredassigaeschool-
home performance feedback with home-based writing condition and began at thednastrat
level. For this condition, students in the first school gained an average of 1.52 catregt w
sequences per session and students in the second school gained an average of 2.31 correct

writing sequences per session (refer to Figure 2).
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Students who began at the instructional level of writing fluency appeared to deteonstra
fewer gains across time than students who began at the frustrational mwvel/é, students
assigned to the performance feedback condition in both schools appeared to havgaynsater
average number of correct writing sequences across time than all studegredto the school-
home performance feedback with home-based writing condition (refer to Figlmes@mary,
students assigned to the performance feedback condition in the first scheol gaiaverage of
.48 correct writing sequences per session. Similarly, students assignecctmthi®n in the
second school gained an average of .45 correct writing sequences per session.|onverse
students in the first and second schools who were assigned to the school-home performance
feedback with home-based writing condition and initially fell at the instrudtiewal had nearly
zero gains, with an average of .08 and .04 correct writing sequences per sesgantively
(see Table 8).

Finally, the results for those students who were initially writingpatastery level of
writing fluency was inconclusive. Only two students fell in this category ardviberte assigned
to the performance feedback condition (see Figure 4). The student assignedaioditisnc
who was enrolled in the first school demonstrated a decrement in performansesassiens
(M = -1.11 correct writing sequences per session), whereas the student entbkesecond
school demonstrated an increase in performance across sebsmonk 94 correct writing
sequences per session) (refer to Table 8).

Non-Parametric Analysis of Instructional Placement

A McNemar-Bowker test was conducted to evaluate changes in students’ wudingyf

across instructional levels (e.g., frustrational, instructional, or masteey time. The results of

the McNemar-Bowker test indicated a statistically significant gaatross instructional levels
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for all students)Xus® (4, N = 93) = 15.41p = .004 (see Table 9). Overall, by the end of the study,
57% of the students were assessed at the frustrational level, 11% of the stederissessed at
an instructional level, and 32% of students were assessed at the mastery level.

An examination of changes in instructional placement criteria for studergaexs$o
each of the conditions suggested a similar pattern of findings. That is, treeaestadistically
significant shift across instructional levels for students in the perfomrfaedback condition,

Xwe® (4,N = 47) = 10.48p = .03 (see Table 10). At the conclusion of the study, approximately
60% of the students in the performance feedback condition were assessed ar#tiemalst
level, 15% of the students were assessed at the instructional level, and 25% of the sterdent
assessed at the mastery level.

For those students assigned to the school-home performance feedback with home-based
writing condition, a statistically significant shift across instructideaéls was observeys’
(4,N=46) = 9.78p = .04 (see Table 10).At the conclusion of the study, approximately 54% of
the students were assessed at the frustrational level, 6% of the studerassessed at the
instructional level, and 39% of the students were assessed at the mastery level
Secondary Analyses

Two standard multiple regression analyses were conducted to examine how well
demographic variables and intervention components predicted students’ growth in writing
fluency. Students’ growth in writing fluency was based on individual students’ slomsva
computed as part of the multilevel modeling computation. Prior to conducting the multiple
regression analyses, assumptions of multicollinearity and singulaetprésence of outliers,
normality, homoscedasticity, and independence of residuals were evaluatsliadependent

variables in both conditions. For the performance feedback condition, assumptions were
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evaluated across two variables: (a) students’ race; and (b) studepfstadidy of performance
feedback procedures. For the school-home performance feedback with home-basgd writi
condition, assumptions were evaluated across eight variables: (a) stuaesit¢b) total home-
based work completed; (c) total number of parent signatures; (d) student bititgpfa
performance feedback procedures; (e) students’ acceptability of schoelpesformance
feedback with home-based writing procedures; (f) parents’ race/ethigityarents’
educational degree obtained; and (h) parents’ procedural acceptability. éms@ard students
assigned to the performance feedback condition, all assumptions were met and thi@blesva
were retained. Table 11 presents the intercorrelation matrix for thaseetevariables. For the
school-home performance feedback with home-based writing condition, high intertonsel
were found between variables (range,.73 to .93), although low tolerance values and high
variance of inflation factors were obtained. Consequently, two variables (i.e., student
acceptability of performance feedback procedures; total number of parentegraitained)
that contributed to the singularity and low tolerance issues were removed. Upmpsalkem
violation of normality, which was primarily due to the small sample size (n =s8tiased with
one variable (i.e., parents’ acceptability of intervention procedures), wasedefBoerefore, this
variable was excluded from the model. As a result, the final model, which meittiaticsl
assumptions for the standard multiple regression, included five variables: (atstuaee; (b)
total home-based work completed; (c) student acceptability of home-based precétjure
parents’ race/ethnicity; and (e) and parents’ degree obtained. Table 12 piesents
intercorrelation matrix for these retained variables.

Regression analysis for performance feedback conditioResults of the multiple

regression analysis that examined the combination of two student facterandhimtervention
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acceptability, in predicting students’ growth in writing fluency indicatetttracombination of
predictor variables did not explain a significant proportion of the variance in stugi@ntsh in
writing fluency,F (2, 44) = 0.78p = .47, with an R-squared value of .03 (see Table 13).

Regression analysis for school-home performance feedback with home-badse
writing condition. Results of the standard multiple regression analysis suggested that the
combination of five predictor variables (i.e., students’ race, total home-based worletammpl
student acceptability of home-based procedures, parents’ race/ettamdifyarents’ degree
obtained) did not explain a significant proportion of the variance in students’ growthimgwri
fluency,F (5,36) = 1.74p = .15, with an R-squared value of .20 (Table 14).

Student intervention acceptability.Intervention acceptability was evaluated through
descriptive analyses (see Table 15). For the students assigned to thegrexédigedback
condition, the acceptability of the classroom-based performance feedbaelypes; based on
the average composite score for feedback procedures, was determinedgbtlyeusiacceptable
(M =3.95,SD=0.97). Inspection of individual items suggested that most students enjoyed
writing stories each week and liked receiving reports on their performatice form of total
words written. However, students in the performance feedback condition conveyed less
satisfaction with the timing procedures associated with the study.

For the students assigned to the school-home performance feedback with haine-base
writing condition, the acceptability of the procedures was rated as sligiatceptableM =
3.80,SD=0.94). Similar to the students in the performance feedback condition, most students in
the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing condition enjoyed eaith
week and receiving feedback on their writing performance in the form of totdswaitten; yet,

these students indicated that the timing procedures were unacceptable. ém atiditstudents
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in the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing condition conveyed
decreased satisfaction with the overall parent involvement and home-basedpratedures,
as indicated by the average composite score for the school-home perforesatizeck with
home-based writing conditiod(= 3.75,SD= 1.13) (see Table 15). Students reported the most
satisfaction with their parents’ receipt of reports on their writing pregthasir responsibility to
bring the reports home, and engaging in writing stories with their parents. Hoatexkemt
ratings indicated that they did not want to write more than one story each wkeekein parents
and sometimes did not want to write their weekly composition. It is important tohadtihére
was moderate variability in responses on this measure, with some studentstfiegongcedures
highly acceptable and other students finding the intervention procedures unacceptable
Parent intervention acceptability. Intervention acceptability, as reported by the parent
participants involved in the school-home performance feedback with home-based writing
condition, was assessed through descriptive statistics. The average cosguosifer parents’
acceptability of the intervention procedures (i.e., school-home performance feeadthelcome-
based writing activities) appeared to be high«5.20,SD= 0.77) (see Table 16). Overall,
parents reported liking the procedures used in the intervention and a willingnesg tutéhe
intervention. They indicated feeling that there were few disadvantagesitdetivention and
that the intervention would not be disruptive to their family life. The mean scaygestad that
parents believed the intervention to be reasonable given their child’s vettilitges and felt the
intervention was likely to be effective and make permanent improvements inhiteéés ¢
writing. Upon follow-up, parents continued the view the intervention as acceptablegauen

their child in writing at homel = 4.32,SD= 0.43) (Table 16). Furthermore, parents strongly
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acknowledged wishing that they were continuing to receive feedback on their ahitdig
performance in class and writing activities to participate with thelid ethihome.

Teacher intervention acceptability. The teachers’ overall acceptability of the
classroom-based performance feedback and school-home performance feettbhokne+
based writing intervention was evaluated through descriptive analysebalsie 17). The
average composite score indicated that teachers found the intervention toptetdeded =
4.73,SD= 0.52). Inspection of individual items suggested that most teachers felt ttvemtiten
is acceptable for students’ writing problems, liked the intervention procedures, amduseuhe
intervention. In addition, teachers rated their students’ writing difficudtsesevere enough to
warrant the use of the intervention, felt the intervention would be appropriate for hise wit
variety of students, and deemed the intervention would not result in negative sitkefefféhe
students.

Discussion

Although the primary focus of research directed towards increasing eleynstioidents’
writing competency has been within the area of classroom-based fluenggimtitens (i.e.,
individualized performance feedback), a number of researchers suggesstddeats’
academic competencies can be improved by incorporating parent involverasgissr
(Atkenson & Forehand, 1979; Christenson, 2004; Fan & Chen, 2001; Jeynes, 2005; U.S.
Department of Education, 2008). Epstein et al. (2002) defined a number of stratedjies t
parent involvement in education, with communication through school-home notes and home-
based writing activities as the specific method utilized in the current. 8aggd on previous
work in the area of school-home notes (Blechman et al., 1998; Dolliver et al., 1985;

Rheinheimer, 2009; Strukoff et al., 1987) and home-based educational activitie(Fial
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Sheridan, 2003; Rasinski & Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006), the use of parent involvement
methods resulted in increased homework completion and greater gains in studemg’ rea
accuracy and fluency, reading comprehension, mathematics accuracy, spelliragy and
writing fluency compared to intervention procedures that did not include parent invalveme
methods.

Despite empirical support for incorporating performance feedback and parent
involvement methods of school-home notes and home-based educational activities to improve
students’ academic achievement, several limitations to the currentcrebase exist. First, the
school-home notes literature has primarily focused on interventions thatgkggitacademic
outcomes (e.g., grade point average) rather than specific academic skitisd Salthough the
home-based educational activities literature has concentrated onimgrgakiren’s
performance in specific academic skills (e.g., reading fluency, spelicuracy, and
mathematics accuracy), the academic domain of writing has been negléatddreBearch
studies have highlighted the isolated effects of performance feedback, schoaldtemeand
home-based educational activities; however, no study has evaluated theesfésst of
combining performance feedback and school-home notes strategies with homedbaa&dreal
activities, even though this type of parent involvement program has been identifitxtas for
future research efforts (Fiala & Sheridan, 2003).

The purpose of the present study was to examine the effectiveness of combining
performance feedback and school-home notes with home-based writing actisitia
intervention to improve elementary-aged students’ writing fluency. The prianarof the study
was to examine whether a combined school-home performance feedback with hedthe-bas

writing activities intervention improved students’ writing fluency to a grmeextent than if
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students were not provided with the school-home feedback and home-based writing program.
Overall, the results of this study found that students improved their writing ylusec the
course of the study, with no significant differences between the two interventiotiaosdi
However, the degree of improvement varied as a function of condition, school, and the students’
initial level of writing fluency. The next section of the discussion will remiee results of the
study in relation to the three primary research hypotheses.
Effectiveness of Performance Feedback on Students’ Writing over Time

Based on previous research suggesting that individualized performance feedback
procedures are effective in increasing students’ writing fluency (Eekalt, 2006; McCurdy et
al., 2008; Rheinheimer, 2009; Van Houten, 1979), it was anticipated that students who engaged
in performance feedback procedures would demonstrate statisticaljcsighgains in their
writing fluency over time. Results of the current study indicated that sgjdegardless of
condition assignment, who received classroom-based individualized performatizactee
procedures showed statistically significant gains across tmeq7, Cl. .35 to 1.15); thus, this
hypothesis was supported. Specifically, students assigned to the perforeetizck condition
gained an average of 1.43 and 2.25 correct writing sequences per week in the fesbadd s
schools, respectively. Students assigned to the school-home performancekfegtibacme-
based writing condition gained an average of 1.36 and 2.19 correct writing sequenceskper we
in the first and second schools, respectively.

The large effects observed in the present study are consistent witls &fend in recent
studies. Previous research studies have compared individualized performancekfeedba
procedures to a control condition or an alternative intervention and found large intervention

effects. In one study, Eckert and colleagues (2006) demonstrated that studgmesl asghe
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performance feedback condition gained an average of 1.69 more words per week ¢batrohe
condition @ = .81). Truckenmiller (2011) found that students assigned to an individualized
performance feedback intervention ascertained greater gains in eantaa sequences across
time (i.e., gained .96 correct writing sequences per week) compared to a wattiggr
condition with no performance feedback (i.e., lost .24 correct writing sequences per week
Finally, Rheinheimer (2009) reported that students who participated in a schoohbtase
intervention demonstrated more growth in writing fluency, with gains of 2.33 words peraveek (
= 2.05), compared to students assigned to a performance feedback condition who gained 1.75
words per weekd = 1.39). Notably, though large fluency gains across both conditions in the
current study were expected, the writing fluency gains for students assigbeth conditions
were remarkably higher than national norms, which indicate an average raf@féement of
.5 correct writing sequences per week given typical classroom instruéganspn Education,
Inc., 2009). Given the large improvement in students’ writing fluency, the comparabilit
results to previous studies, and the significant gains in comparison to national datasms
study provides support for the use of classroom-based performance feedback intes\fenti
improving elementary-aged students’ fluency in written expression.
Effects of Parent Involvement on Writing Fluency

Previous research in the area of parent involvement (Dolliver et al., 1985&Fiala
Sheridan, 2003; Rasinski & Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006; Rheinheimer, 2009; Strukoff
et al., 1987) indicated that the use of school-home notes and home-based educatiored activiti
increased student performance across global and specific academic dmngiased to control
conditions or interventions without parent involvement. Accordingly, the second hypothesis of

this study asserted that students assigned to the school-home performdinaekiaeth home-
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based writing activities would demonstrate significantly greatpramement in their writing
fluency compared to those students assigned solely to an individualized perforesatizek
condition with no parent involvement. The results of this study did not support this second
hypothesis. Specifically, after controlling for students’ initial lesfelvriting fluency, no
statistically significant differences in students’ writing fluemsgre observed between the two
conditions. This finding suggests that incorporating parent involvement methods did not improve
students’ writing fluency over time to a greater extent than providing stustdetg with
performance feedback. Further, the results of the present study suggds geafdrmance
feedback intervention was overall slightly more effective than the school-perf@mance
feedback in producing fluency gains among the sample of students participatingtundghe
Specifically, students assigned to the performance feedback condition gainedage ave
between 1.43 (school one) and 2.25 (school two) correct writing sequences per week, whereas
students assigned to the school-home performance feedback with home-basedowrdtitign
gained on average between 1.36 (school one) and 2.19 (school two) correct writing sequences
per week.

One factor that may contribute to this finding is that students assigned to threnpexde
feedback condition made writing fluency gains over the course of the study (e.gQr2e25 c
writing sequences per week) that have never been reported in comparabiehretelies
(range, .96 to 1.75 total words written per week). As a result, students assidgreeddbdol-
home performance feedback with home-based writing condition needed to demonstrate
improvements of at least four or five correct writing sequences per wee#ler for this second

hypothesis to be supported.
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Another consideration is that although several variables considered important in
promoting student achievement were incorporated in the present study (irestiate
assistance with homework, discussion of progress, and parents’ contact with schaahaddi
procedures utilized in previous parent involvement research studies (Fiala &®he003;
Rasinski & Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006; Shaver & Walls, 1998) were missinkerom
present intervention procedures, including weekly phone calls to parents, paramnj waitie
academic intervention procedures, and parent involvement activities sustainedoogar a
duration of time. The incorporation of these types of additional parent involvement precedure
may be essential to changing students’ academic skills.

Similarly, the exclusion of additional supports from the study procedures, suckldg we
phone calls and parent training, may have served as a barrier to successfuhpakement in
the intervention condition. Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1997) suggested that pameetsf se
self-efficacy (i.e., beliefs about their skill level) to help their chiddreschool is necessary for
successful parent involvement in education. It is possible that parents with leffisalfy may
have avoided involvement with home-based assignments due to their perceived inadequacies and
beliefs that they have no impact on their child’s school success. It is addjtiolaalsible that
parents’ abilities to assist their children with home-based assignmert®verestimated and
they could have benefited from more direction from researchers.

In addition to the exclusion of additional intervention procedures, robust effects on the
dependent measure (i.e., writing fluency) may not have been acquired due to the scleool-hom
performance feedback with home-based writing intervention training femdjuand
generalization rather than fluency alone. As part of the home-based \ag8igmments, parents

and students were provided instructions to utilize writing conventions, such asladesptive
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words, and related sentences, rather than directions to write with speedwadyacrhough the
school-home performance feedback aimed to increase students’ writing floestbpdology
related to the home-based writing assignments targeted generalizatiogingithe
methodology of the home-based writing assignments by providing instructionfscdpec
training writing fluency may have resulted in different effects than thbserved in the current
study.

Although no appreciable gains were observed from combining the home-based writi
activities with the classroom-based performance feedback interventiam, lite argued that
there were likely benefits associated with the parent involvement intervergibioats that were
not measured in the present study. Previous research suggests (Christenson et al., 1992; Cox
2005; Epstein et al., 2002; Fan & Chen, 2001; Jeynes, 2005) that students, teachers, and parents
additionally benefit from the use of parent involvement procedures. For examplessh@ang
students’ externalizing classroom behavior, change in parents’ involvement incatiemac
domains, or change in parents’ perceptions of education and expectations for tthesndiave
been observed in other studies involving parent involvement methods. It is possible that the
current study’s scope was too narrow to account for some of the broad benefits of parent
involvement methods shown to be indirectly related to children’s educational success
Change across Instructional Placement Levels

An additional method to evaluate the effectiveness of the intervention procedures was t
examine the clinical significance of intervention effects at the candwud the study.
Accordingly, the third hypothesis stated that students in both conditions would deneoastrat
shift in their instructional placement in written expression, based on cdredoped by Mirkin

et al.(1981). The results of this study suggested that overall, students deradrssatattically
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significant shifts across instructional placement levels from pre-imteoveto post-intervention.
Therefore, these findings provide support for the third hypothesis and indicate fhahpace
feedback procedures in written expression, whether classroom-based or hothexigase
effective in increasing students’ writing fluency.

It was further hypothesized under this study aim that students participatheyschool-
home performance feedback with home-based writing condition would show greatea@osts
instructional levels compared to students assigned to the performance kesatditon.
Results of this study indicated that students assigned to both conditions dentbstitesigcally
significant shifts across instructional placement criteria, providing no sujgpahis hypothesis.
These findings are somewhat similar to findings by Rheinheimer (2009), whceeg@eto of
the students assigned to the school-home notes condition demonstrated stasigfichtdgnt
shifts across instructional placement criteria, yet much smaller impeats were observed for
the performance feedback condition. Factors previously discussed (e.g., benefitcasoted)
may explain the similar pattern of findings between the two conditions. Wdynghe results of
the present study suggest that this type of intervention is appropriate fatimgpstudents’
academic growth in writing.

Predictor Variables in Growth of Writing Fluency

Secondary analyses attempted to evaluate the degree to which parent and student
demographic variables as well as intervention components predicted studemg flur@ncy
growth. The purpose of the secondary analysis was exploratory in nature andlteeféise
analysis indicated that none of the predictor variables (i.e., students’ ratbptoe-based work
completed, student acceptability of home-based procedures, parentshracyetand parents’

degree obtained) explained a statistically significant proportion of the vaiiastudents’



PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND WRITING FLUENCY 74

writing fluency growth. This finding is most likely related to the sigmaifit impact that initial
level of writing fluency and school placement had on students’ writing fluencytlyrand is
discussed below. Most of the variance associated with students’ writing flgeoweth (i.e.,
52% of intercept and 27% of slope) was accounted for by these variables.
School Placement and Baseline Performance on Students’ Fluency Gain

Although not originally hypothesized, an unexpected and interesting patternlts res
were observed in students’ writing fluency gains. These findings suggdleatesdfudents’ gains
in writing fluency varied as a function of the students’ school placement aiadl [enel of
writing fluency at baseline. Specifically, there appeared to be a sgmifeffect of school
enrollment on students’ growth in writing fluency, with greater gains observeubise students
who were enrolled in school two. Overall, students who were enrolled in school two gained on
average almost one correct writing sequence per week more than studerds @nsahool one.

It is possible that the between schools differences were due to the novelty of the
intervention procedures, such that students in school two were not previously exposeuatto pare
involvement procedures on their writing performance and thus, had a greater reklooveseer,
according to teachers’ reported instructional practices, the teachers oh tsahoeported
frequently utilizing feedback-type procedures (e.g., weekly studerttedeaonferencing on
writing progress) whereas teachers in school one reported infrequentingtiéedback-type
procedures (e.g., monthly conferencing with students). Considering that stadssiteal two
had prior exposure to performance feedback yet had a great response to the stddygsate
is possible that the explicit feedback procedures used in the study (e.g., feedlmaakvoords
written) compared to those previously used by teachers (e.g., reviewing coomgdsdsulted in

greater responding. In addition, teachers in school two utilized a wide varigtitin§ curricula
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(e.g., Four-Square, 6+1 Traits, Scott Foresman, NYS English/Languagedrtials) whereas
teachers in school one utilized a smaller number of writing curricula (ecy,Calkins and
Scott Foresman). Given the larger improvements made by students in schooldwosgible
that an interaction exists between the intervention procedures and students’ekpasiariety
of curricula. Furthermore, teachers in the school one reported allocating ogeai/@@aminutes
of writing instruction or composition practice compared with teachers in schoghiro
reported an average of 60 minutes of writing instruction allocated to comppl@ndwriting,
and spelling practice. As suggested by previous research (Abbott & Berrii§8r Berninger
et al., 1992; Chard, Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002), improvements and automaticity in motor skills, as
targeted by handwriting and spelling, directly affects writing fluenaghQliscrepancies in
instruction practices are important differences that may have impastiEshtst’ performance at
the school level and resulted in the reported differences between students emtbkeitivo
schools.

In addition to students’ gains in writing fluency varying as a function of school
placement, there was an effect of students’ initial level of writinghiyen their subsequent
fluency gains. Specifically, students who began the study at a frustrdéeeldf writing
fluency, regardless of condition assignment, demonstrated large gains imrttieg fluency
across time. Students assigned to the school-home performance feedback witraketh
writing condition demonstrated similar gains in their writing fluency @ained 1.52 and 2.31
correct writing sequences per week) as students assigned to the classsedmédstormance
feedback condition (i.e., gained 1.57 and 2.35 correct writing sequences per week). Given tha
nearly 90% of the students began writing at the frustrational level of flurese students had

considerable room for growth, which may be an explanation for the substantiahgaweite
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observed. These finding suggest that performance feedback procedures, with andpartdraut
involvement components, are effective in building students’ writing fluency pantiguwhen
students’ are initially writing at a frustrational level.

For those students who began the study at the instructional level, greater mgnts/e
were observed among those students assigned to the performance feedback coeslititsn. R
indicated that students assigned to the performance feedback condition gained aehpX5H
writing sequences per week, whereas students assigned to the school-homeapeefor
feedback with home-based writing program demonstrated nearly zero gdias urtting
fluency (range, .04 to .08 writing sequences per week). Compared to previoushrdsaarc
suggested positive effects of school-home notes on students’ writing flueneyh&heer,
2009), the minor gains obtained by students who received the school-home performance
feedback with home-based writing intervention suggests that the added home-t@asgd w
components did not promote fluency gains for students functioning at an instructiohal leve

These findings may have been due to a number of factors. First, though not directly
measured, it is plausible that students who were initially writing at theatisinal level of
fluency were supported at home prior to the study’s inception. Thus, the additional school-home
performance feedback and home-based writing components had a minimal psitivere
students’ performance. Second, it is possible that for students writing within actiosial
level, further practice in the form of home-based assignments (e.g., homewgrkaweano
effect or an adverse effect on students’ academic progress (Cooper, Lindsa§, Giyathouse,
1998). Similarly, the home-based assignments may have been interpreteccasthony the
students. Cooper (1989) suggested that students’ negative beliefs regarding tkomayvo

influence their achievement, yet elementary students’ attitudesddwarework is highly
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variable (Cooper et al., 1998). Consequently, these findings suggest that it may bargd¢oes
adapt parent involvement intervention procedures, namely school-home performdbeekee
with home-based writing, for elementary students writing at various instruidiweds.

Finally, students who began the study at a mastery level of writingcfuslemonstrated
contrasting results, with one student demonstrating improvements and the othar stude
demonstrating a decrement in writing fluency. However, given the very samaple size (n = 2)
it is difficult to draw reliable conclusions regarding the impact of theserttgoventions for
students who have developed proficiency in writing.

Consumer Satisfaction of Intervention Procedures

The study additionally explored student, parent, and teacher acceptabltigy of t
intervention procedures across both conditions. Results concluded that students rated both
intervention procedures as slightly unacceptable. Overall, students reportadtetal@igh
acceptability associated with writing stories each week and regendlividualized performance
feedback (e.qg., total words written the previous week). However, many of the sinderated
dissatisfaction with the timing component associated with the interventioadum@s. Despite
the effectiveness of an intervention, dissatisfaction with intervention preseldas the potential
to result in students’ decreased effort, thus impacting outcomes (ElliottKfdtochwill, &
Stoiber, 2002). Given these results and the need for socially valid intervention precédues
be concluded that weekly classroom-based writing assignments with individuakzhyhEtk
may be an appropriate intervention for students, though the timing procedures shotlidrbe ei
modified or eliminated.

For those students receiving the school-home performance feedback with hothe-base

writing procedures, the highest ratings, though falling just below acceptaiiire with respect
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to providing parents with feedback reports, being responsible for bringing the reparts f
school to home, and writing weekly compositions. Previous literature on school-home notes
interventions without home-based assignments (Strukoff et al., 1987; Rheinheimer, 2009)
indicated high acceptability ratings across all intervention procedurgsit®stidents’
satisfaction with home-based educational activities in reading (Fi8laetidan, 2003; Reutzel
et al., 2006), perhaps a home-based writing component should be reconsidered for mrerventi
in writing fluency.

Similar to previous studies in the school-home note (Dolliver et al., 1985; Strukbff et a
1987; Blechman et al., 1998) and home-based educational activities literaéilme(Sheridan,
2003; Rasinski & Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006), parents and teachers rated the school
home performance feedback with home-based writing program intervention asdugéptable.
Specifically, teachers reported that the intervention was an acceptatdacpio address their
students’ writing problems. Teachers also reported that they liked the intervprdcedures
and would employ the intervention with a variety of students. Similarly, parehtsiied that
they enjoyed the intervention and were willing to carry it out. Parents eejpthit the
intervention was not disruptive to their home life and believed it was likely to make
improvements in their child’s writing performance. Further, four weeks fatigiwhe completion
of the intervention, parents reported that they continued the view the interventioeatsialec
and wished their students were still receiving the intervention.

In addition to parent and teacher ratings of their satisfaction with the dobvoel-
performance feedback with home-based writing intervention, parents engalgednietvention
procedures and anecdotally reported enjoying writing with their child, reddirgchild’s

imaginative stories, and believed the practice was beneficial to thleitsqrogress in written
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expression. As previous literature has indicated (Christenson, 2004; Fan & Chen, 20€4,; Je
2005), variables such as high levels of direct or indirect types of parent involvani®me or
in school are associated with increased positive parental attitudedimggaatucation. Although
this study did not broadly evaluate these factors prior to or during the impleme mftihe
intervention, several researchers suggest that this type of commitmentrtaunication and
support of school-related academic activities (e.g., assistance withvbdkrend engagement in
home-based learning activities) is critical to imparting the importansehwiol and promoting
academic achievement (Barge & Loges, 2003; Christenson et al., 1992; Epdte2082x
among parents. Furthermore, Christenson (2004) highlighted the educationaklmnefit
providing parents explicit invitations to incorporate academic practices in the bspaeially
procedures that parents perceive as helpful to their child.
Limitations of the Present Study

Although the present study attempted to address many shortfalls in the biaratoire
base, several limitations existed. First, as reflected by the low aieragerage performance on
a norm-referenced measure of writing competency, the population sample was one of
convenience. Though the sample was reflective of urban elementary studerdsjat wa
representative of a national sample. Additionally, although the methodology asepéredent
measures were not affected, randomization failed as there were diéfetmteveen groups on
the Test of Written Language — 11l (Hamill & Larson, 1978; 1983). Second, it is iarmdd
note that a control group was not included in this study. Therefore, gains in Wugngy
across time could not be compared to a group of students who were not receiving indiddualize
performance feedback. Consequently, it may be argued that students’ prawtitieg, despite

the receipt of performance feedback, could account for the observed effectss&bharal
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variables were not under experimental control and may have impacted the stuedpaisse to
intervention. For one, diffusion of treatment and compensatory rivalry by responaemnsige
the less desirable treatments (e.qg., cross-talk between students and ke@iteggtment
differences) may have impacted outcomes. Because these potential conforendst@mally
evaluated, they cannot be ruled out. Fourth, additional factors operating withioatasssuch
as, teachers’ use of similar parent involvement practices for otheraitacompetency areas,
were not controlled. Fifth, writing fluency was the primary and only outcomeblamgxamined
in this study. It is possible that other important variables related to studgmis! success (e.g.,
students’ perceptions of school, parents’ perceptions of school, students’ classroowrpehavi
may have impacted results. Finally, the generalizability of the resditsiied to third-grade
students within the specified demographic.

Additional limitations were present that apply specifically to the schookhom
performance feedback with home-based writing intervention condition. Firsteadbdp the
intervention procedures was inconsistent, which may have compromised treatment
implementation thereby underestimating the effects associated gittotidition. For example,
many students consistently submitted parent signatures on their feedback maksgsvritten
compositions from home whereas other students’ adherence was variable. Adylitioaatudy
did not employ procedures to monitor specific characteristics of parenisigegron. The
integrity of parents’ use of differential reinforcement for studentpravement in writing,
engagement in their children’s home-based writing activities, and amount ofmieos
writing practice at home was not examined. Similarly, the extent tchwhécstories completed
in the home-based writing assignments complied with the detailed instructignsige titles,

character names, and descriptive words) was not examined. Second, the school-home
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performance feedback with home-based writing intervention was proposedftr Gsgteeks,
yet was terminated at 5 weeks due to unforeseen state testing copfeetisus research in
home-based educational activities implemented interventions over a rahygveeks to the
entire school year (Rasinski & Stevenson, 2005; Reutzel et al., 2006; Shaver & Walls, 1998).
Although such procedures may be impractical for teachers and parents to sustegar a
intervention period may be necessary to obtain effects.
Directions for Future Research

The results of the present study provide a number of directions for futurechesear
Although past research demonstrates strong support for school-home communnzhhioma-
based educational activities, the current study suggests that a classredmpdrésrmance
feedback procedure is as effective, and in some cases (i.e., initial levehof/fatean
instructional level) more effective, than a performance feedback intemencorporating a
home-based writing component. Due to the differences observed as a function of the’ students
initial writing level, it may be important for researchers to considerfélisr in future studies. It
is important for future research studies to explore the relative impact jrarelvement
strategies for students functioning at varying levels of instructionalmkde

In addition, the current study was unable to provide evidence to support the superiority of
parent involvement procedures for improving students’ academic performancéasgenam-
based interventions. However, the study was rather narrow in scope with theynadjoutcome
measures assessing student performance. Previous literature sugyestisn@on, 2004; Cox,
2005; Epstein et al., 2002; Fan & Chen, 2001; Jeynes, 2005) that high levels of direct or indirect
types of parent involvement are associated with additional variables thatwegmindirect

effect on student achievement. In the present study, such factors wereasotread or evaluated.
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It may be important for future studies to further examine the effect afifpar®lvement
strategies across a broad range of parent measures as well as ¢chagmedfects relative to
parents who are not receiving parent involvement strategies.

Similarly, to date, little is known regarding predictor variables assatigith writing
fluency. The current study conducted exploratory analyses of predictor vayisiodte as initial
level of writing fluency, school placement, student sex, student race, paegethacity, parent
education, intervention integrity, and consumer satisfaction. However, futuaeateseay
consider evaluating the relationship between various predictor variables and fiugncy by
employing larger sample sizes across diverse populations of student and pacpaps (e.g.,
socio-economic status, grade level, typically-developing students, low-aghs&udents, and
students with disabilities).

Finally, future research may wish to conduct similar studies on theseffesthool-
home performance feedback and home-based educational activities whileisg sfsater
experimental control over the home-based educational activities. Though levelsd’'pare
treatment integrity did not predict students’ performance in the current Shdpgiro (1987)
emphasized treatment integrity as integral in determining treatnfeotiegéness. Unlike
previous research evidencing significant effects of school-home note and hade-bas
educational activities on students’ reading and mathematics achievena¢a®&(Sheridan,
2003; Rasinski & Stevenson, 2005; Shaver & Walls, 1998), the current study did not enforce
parents’ treatment integrity. For example, unlike previous research thacbgsorated home-
based educational activities, the present study did not provide parent training oartrentrdn

protocol and home-based activities, conduct weekly phone calls to parents, oraegpaocgied
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level of treatment integrity. It may be important for future researchctesfon establishing and
maintaining treatment integrity associated with the home-based astiviti
Conclusions

Although the present study did not demonstrate that the parent involvement intervention
(e.g., school-home performance feedback with home-based writing) was stpénmsr
performance feedback intervention, there are several notable conclusiomsthatdrawn.
First, an increase in students’ writing fluency over time was observed dothisconditions.
Depending on the students’ school placement, these weekly gains in writing/ fluerecsimilar
to or remarkably greater than comparable research studies (Ecker2608| Truckenmiller,
2011) as well as national averages (Pearson Education, Inc., 2009). Relatedlyatheviels of
students’ writing performance closely mirrored the findings reported indhditton of
Education (Persky et al., 2003), wherein 88% of elementary-aged children dbgitvkee and/or
reduced price lunch could not write at the Proficient Level. In the present attiehugh
approximately 88% of the students were not functioning at grade-level istamaavriting
fluency at the onset of the study, approximately 43% were functioning at or alaoeelgyel
standards at the study’s conclusion. Therefore, this study provides further sapport f
performance feedback-based interventions as effective tools for improwdenss’ writing
fluency.

It is important to keep in mind, however, that not all students benefited from the
procedures used in this study. At the conclusion of the study, a large percentagerasst
regardless of condition assignment, remained below the grade-level placateanndor

writing fluency. This finding suggests that it is important to identify amiahtl strategies that
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may improve the writing fluency of these students as well as examioesfétat might predict
those students who will not evidence improvements over time.

Finally, there remain considerations regarding the effectivengss et involvement
strategies, specifically school-home feedback with home-based writintydents’ writing
fluency. This study indicated that an intervention utilizing parent involvement meditbdst
improve students’ writing fluency over time to a greater extent than provididgras with
performance feedback without parent involvement procedures. However, at traitnigtr
level of fluency, the school-home performance feedback with home-based wrigngention
yielded results similar to those obtained by students assigned to theatadmsed
performance feedback intervention. Further, parents and teachers expatssaction with the
intervention procedures and it is important to consider the potential influence of parent
involvement on numerous variables related to education that were not explicitlatedah this
study (Christenson et al., 1992; Cox, 2005; Fan & Chen, 2001; Jeynes, 2005). Therefore, this
study provides preliminary groundwork for the positive effects of direct anctatdirethods of
parent involvement on writing fluency, particularly for students below profigieftee field
may benefit from expanding research on the effects of parent involvement @m wxfiression
as well as further examine of the influence of initial level of proficiencthereffects of parent

involvement across various academic domains.
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Appendix A

Teacher Consent Form

School-Home Performance Feedback with Home-Based Writing ActivitresEffects on
Elementary Students’ Writing Fluency

Dear Third Grade Teacher, January 2010

My name is Jennifer Rymanowski and | am a doctoral candidatchhwol Psychology at
Syracuse University. | am working on a research project attegnat improve students’ writing
skills. I am trying to see how much students’ writing skitigprove over time, if they are given
the opportunity to practice independent writing once a week. Fetualents who participate in
this project, a graduate student or myself will be telling themv they are doing in writing to
see if this procedure is helpful and improves their writing skiller time. For a randomly
selected group of students, a graduate student or myself wilhédsm the students’ parents of
their child’s progress and ask students and parents to complete hadewsésig activities
once per week. We hope to see if these additional procedurdeelafal in improving the
students’ writing skills over time.

| am asking for your consent to participate in this resedtatysYou will be asked offer your
classroom once per week for approximately 10-15 minutes so your studytsngage in the
weekly writing activity and intervention. By patrticipating in tipioject, you will be advancing
our knowledge of writing interventions and parent involvement activiidditionally, you will
be provided with compensation for participation in the form of a @iftifccate. Should you
choose to withdraw from the study at any time, the compensatibbhenpirorated in recognition
of your time and effort prior to the withdrawal (i.e., $5.00 compensationeéch week
involved).

If you choose to participate in this research project, a graduatent or myself will be working
in your classroom once each week for approximately 8 weeksfifBhesession and the last
session will occur in your classroom and will last approximaté&lyninutes. All other sessions
in your classroom will last approximately 10-12 minutes. A gradstaigent or myself will work
with all of the students in a group format and ask each child to indegbndeite one story.
For example, the students may be asked to write about a fawdriel sctivity. Working with
your students on completing independent writing stories may help thprovientheir writing
skills and hopefully help the students enjoy writing. Also, we maydieng the students to
provide their parent(s) with feedback on how they are writing agdgenin home-based writing
tasks with their parents. Each week, we will ask the studentgtphmwme a progress report and
writing activity to their parent(s). Parent(s) will be askedsign the bottom of the report and
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return the report and completed activity to school with their clifidviding parents with
feedback on their child’s writing may promote parent involvement in ¢éidacand help further
improve students’ writing.

You may choose to participate in this research project. Alsomauchoose to withdraw from
the project at any time without negative results. If you choogarticipate in this study, all of
the information from this project will be kept confidential. | wilbt be sharing any of this
information with the school or with your students’ parents. | will m®tincluding any specific
information in a written report. However, | may summarize theegd results of all the
participating teachers, students, and parents in a summary of tladl pveject’s results. Your
name or any other identifying information would not be included invthigen summary. Once
this project has been completed, all of the materials willdo¢amed in a locked filing cabinet
that only I will have access to.

The potential risks of participating in this research projecludte increased time demands
(allowing the research study in your classroom during school hand)any discomfort that

may accompany our presence in the classroom. This researctt pitjgequire that you stop

instruction while the class is working on my project. This nragrrupt your daily schedule,

however, you will be asked to identify a time that is good for you énithea students in the

class. These potential risks will be minimized by our completicheitlassroom-based writing
tasks at a time that is most convenient for you. In addition, wialbnefly work with the class,

you may take that time for planning, grading, or completing necessary work.

Attached to this letter is a signature page. Please retiewttached page and indicate whether
you are willing to participate in this project. Please rethenattached page in the accompanying
stamped, self-addressed envelope. This letter is for your remoddgou do not need to return it.
If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints regarding tlearcasproject, you may
contact me, Jennifer Rymanowski (607-743-3577). If you have any questmmsgrns, or
complaints that you wish to address with someone other than the gavestior if you cannot
reach the investigator, you may contact my graduate advisor, ByaTeckert (315-443-3141).
In addition, you may contact Syracuse University’s Institutionalié®e Board (315-443-3013)

if you have questions regarding your rights as a participant andyouihave any questions,
concerns, or complaints that you wish to address to someone other tivaregtigator or if you
cannot reach the investigator. Anyone you contact will be glad teearguestions or address
any concerns. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jennifer L. Rymanowski, M.S. Tanya L. Eckert, Ph.D.

Doctoral Candidate Associate Professor of Psychology
Department of Psychology Department of Psychology

School Psychology Program School Psychology Program

(607) 743-3577 (315) 443-3141
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TEACHER CONSENT FORM

Instructions: Please complete this form and return it in the stampd, self-addressed
envelope. Thank you!

Your name;

| hereby consent to participate in the study, following the ggores and guidelines described
above. | also certify that | am eighteen years or older.

LI I hereby consent to participate in the study, following the procedureshsserithe letter.

Signature of Participant Date

[J I do not consent to participate in the study, following the procedures describedetiehe |

Signature of Participant Date

Name of Investigator (Printed) Date

Signature of Investigator Date
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Appendix B

Student Assent Form

Important Question

I would like to work with you each week for the next
couple of months. We will be working on writing
stories in school and you may be chosen to write

stories with your parents too. Your teacher has said

that it is okay that | work with you. However, | want

to make sure that it is okay with you. If you change

your mind it is okay to stop working with me at any
time.

Would it be okay if | worked with you on writing?

Yes No 1 don’t know

Name:
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Appendix C

Handwriting Screening Measure

We want you to PRINT each letter that you hear. Please wait
for our directions.
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Appendix D

Curriculum-Based Measurement in Written Expression Probe Packet

Syracuse University

2009 - 2010 Writing Project

Elementary School

3" grade

Name:

Classroom:

Probe #
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I was talking to my friends when all of a
sudden ...

92
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| was talking to my friends when all of a

sudden

eep going || D>
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Appendix E

List of Curriculum-Based Measurement probes in Written Expression

Probe 1. | was on my way home from school and...

Probe 2. One night | had a strange dream about...

Probe 3. One day | found the most interesting thing...
Probe 4. | was talking to my friends when all of a sudden...
Probe 5. | found a note under my pillow that said...

Probe 6. One day my friend told me the strangest story...

Probe 7. One day | went to school but nobody was there except me...

95
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Appendix F

Parent Demographic Information Questionnaire

Parent or Guardian’s Name: Date:

Child’s Name:

Thank you for participating in the writing study! For the purpose of the study,owke Wke to

ask some questions about you. Please complete this questionnaire and return it tédytmur chi
bring into school by . Or you may return the completed questionnaire in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope by . Again, thank you for your time and cooperation!

[ | choose to not participate in this portion of the study.
Some Information About You:

1. What is your relationship to your student?

1) Biological Mother

2) Biological Father

3) Adoptive Mother

4) Adoptive Father

5) Other relative (grandparent, aunt, etc)
6) Legal Guardian

7) Other

2. Are you your student’s primary parent?
1) Yes
2) No

3. What is your race/ethnic background? (please choose one; specify if needed)
1) American Indian or Alaska Native 2) Asian
3) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 4) Black or African American
5) Hispanic or Latino 6) White
7) Two or More Races 8) Other
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4. What is your highest grade level completed? (1-12=High School; 13-16=dlég-Post

College) Please circle your answer

12 3 4 5 6 v 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

5. What is the highest degree you've obtained?
1) None
2) HS Diploma/GED
3) Vocational Degree/Certification
4) Associates Degree (2-year college degree)
5) Bachelor’s Degree (4-year college degree)
6) Master's Degree
7) Doctorate (e.g. Ph.D., M.D., J.D., Ed.D., etc.)



PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND WRITING FLUENCY 98

Appendix G

Parent Informational Letter

SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES
Department of Psychology

PARENT INFORM
ATIONAL LETTER

Treatment Research in Academic Competence
Examining Elementary-Aged Children’s Written Expression Skills

Principal Investigator: Jennifer Rymanowski, M.S.
Dept. of Psychology, Syracuse University
Phone: (607) 743-3577
Co-Principal Investigator: Tanya Eckert, Ph.D.
Dept. of Psychology, Syracuse University
Phone: (315) 443-3141

Dear Parent or Guardian,

My name is Jennifer Rymanowski and | am a doctoral candidate in the Department of
Psychology at Syracuse University, working under the supervision of DyaEaokert. | am
working on a research study in your child’s school in an attempt to better undersfand a
improve children’s writing skills. I am trying to see how much children’singiskills improve
over time.

The purpose of this study is to determine how much children’s academic skills changeever t
when given weekly feedback with writing practice. During the months of Marutl, And

May, myself and other students from Syracuse University will be workirigywitr child’s
classroom for 15 minutes per week. During those 15 minutes, students will be pyaetitimg

and told how they are doing in writing. Also, a group of children will be selecteddticera
writing at home. One writing activity will be sent home once each week adkidgen to write

a story with their parents and guardians. Also, parents and guardians of titrsa eVill

receive a progress note on how well their child is writing in the classroom.

If for any reason you do not want your child to participate in this study, plelhseecat 607-
743-3577. Your decision wiNOT affect your child’s grades or your child’s educational
program. Thank you!
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Appendix H

Individualized Performance Feedback Form

Here is how you are doing in writing:

32

99
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Appendix |

Parent Feedback Note
Here is how wrote this week!

—ANA—

Total Number of Words
Written = 324

Correctly Spelled Words = 4

Number of Correct Writing
Seauences = 4
—

Learning to write usually begins with having the kids take oral language (i.e., saying words) and putting
those words onto paper in the form of written language.

During the early stages of learning to write, we want kids to write fast and write many words within a short
period of time — when kids can do this, it means that writing is automatic and easy! We measure kids’ ease
in writing through the total number of words they wrote.

Even if the kids are writing lots of words, we also want kids to begin to spell their words correctly. This is
measured by counting how many words they spelled correct in their story.

Also, we want kids to begin to put together sentences that make sense and use correct grammar. For
example, kids should write “l will build a house” instead of “| will built a house.” We measure grammar
through counting how many correct writing sequences kids write in their story.

We want kids to keep getting better at writing so we want Total Words Written, Number of Correctly Spelled

Words, and Number of Correct Writing Sequences to go UP every week! Above is how your child wrote this
week! If your child improved from last week, you may reward his/her success!!

Signature Date Relation to Child
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Appendix J
Home-Based Writing Activity
WEEK 1 WRITING ACTIVITY

Due Date:

Creating stories can be so much fun because anything goes!! Writing stories especially
fun when parents and kids get to write together. Parents get to see their kidfsatroagun
wild and parents get to go back to being a kid again! Also, the extra practice outsideadf s
can help kids improve their writing skills.

Each week, we will give you a writing task asking you and your child to buildyalstsed on a
short sentence. Feel free to spend between five to ten minutes writindoygur s

This week’s activity is to write a story that begins with this sentence:

One day it rained candy.

Remember, a great story has many details! This includes:
1. Giving your story a title
2. Using descriptive words
3. Naming characters
4. Making sure all of the sentences are related

One day it rained candy...
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Parents, we would love to hear your comments or suggestions!
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Appendix K

Student Intervention Acceptability Questionnaire

Question #1

How much do you like writing stories with us each wek?

103

O
Not A little Some A lot Very, very
at all bit much
Question #2

How much do you like being timed while you are wriihg your stories?

O

Not A little Some A lot Very, very
at all bit much
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Question #3

Were there times when you did not want to write a stry?

O
Never A couple Sometimes A lot of times Many, many
times times
uestion #4

Were there any times when you wished you could writenore stories?

O

Never A couple Sometimes A lot of times Many, many
times times
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Question #5

How much do you like being told how many words yowrote?

O
Not A little Some A lot Very, very
at all bit much
uestion #6

How much do you like it when your parents get repadss on how well you are
writing?

O

Not A little Some A lot Very, very
atall  bit much
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Question #7

How much do you like being the person who brings #areports home?

106

O
Not  Alittle Some A lot Very, very
at all bit much
Question #3

How much do you like writing stories with your parents?

O

Not A little Some A lot Very, very
atall  bit much
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Question #9

Were there times you wished you could write more st@s with your parents?

O
Never A couple Sometimes A lot of times Many, many
times times
Question #10

Were there times when you did not want to write a stry with your parents?

O

Never A couple Sometimes A lot of times Many, many
times times
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Appendix L

Treatment Acceptability Rating Form — Revised (TARF-R)

Parent’s Name: Date:
Child’s Name:

Thank you for participating in the writing intervention with your child! We hdaé you

enjoyed the experience! As a final step in the research study, we would Igteytouaquestions
regarding your feelings about the writing intervention. Please complstgubstionnaire and

return it to your child to bring into school by . Or you may return the completed
guestionnaire in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by . Thank you for your
time and cooperation in the study!

L] | choose to not participate in this portion of the study.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Neutral Very

1. How clear is your understanding of this writing intervention? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. How acceptable do you find the writing intervention to be
regarding your concerns about your child’s writing? 1 2 3 45 6 7

3. How willing are you to carry out this writing intervention? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Given your child’s writing abilities, how reasonable do you
find the writing intervention to be? 1 2 3 45 6 7

5. How costly will it be to carry out this writing intervention? 1 2 3 45 6 7

6. To what extend do you think there might be disadvantages
in following this writing intervention? 1 2 3 45 6 7

7. How likely is this writing intervention to make permanent
improvements in your child’s writing abilities? 1 2 3 45 6 7

8. How much time will be needed each day for you to carry
out this writing intervention? 1 2 3 45 6 7

9. How confident are you that the writing intervention will be
effective? 1 2 3 456 7



PARENT INVOLVEMENT AND WRITING FLUENCY 109

10. Compared to other children with writing difficulties, how
serious are your child’s writing problems? 1 2 3 45 6 7

11. How disruptive will it be to the family (in general) to carry
out this writing intervention? 1 2 3 45 6 7

12. How effective is this writing intervention likely to be for
your child? 1 2 3 45 6 7

13. How affordable is this writing intervention for your family? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

14. How much do you like the procedures used in the proposed
writing intervention? 1 2 3 45 6 7

15. How willing will other family members be to help carry out
this writing intervention? 1 2 3 456 7

16. To what extent are undesirable side-effects likely to result
from this writing intervention? 1 2 3 45 6 7

17. How much discomfort is your child likely to experience
during the course of this writing intervention? 1 2 3 456 7

18. How severe are you child’s writing difficulties? 1 2 3 456 7

19. How willing would you be to change your family routine to
carry out this writing intervention? 1 2 3 45 6 7

20. How well will carrying out this writing intervention fit with
the family routine? 1 2 3 45 6 7
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Appendix M

Intervention Rating Profile — 15 (IRP-15) — Teacher Version

Teacher’'s Name: Date:

The purpose of this questionnaire is to get information that will help in the selection of
treatments for children. Please circle the number which best describesgyeement or
disagreement with each statement.

o 8
% S ® o
K% o o >
&) 8] fe)) <
> @ Q < >
5 5§ 2 & o ©
s § & 5 £ ¢
& & n n < &
1. This would be an acceptable intervention for
students’ writing problems. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Most teachers would find this intervention
appropriate for writing problems in addition
to the one described. 1 2 3 4 5
3. This intervention should prove effective in
changing students’ writing problems. 1 2 3 4 5
4. | would suggest the use of this intervention
to other teachers. 1 2 3 4 5
5. The students’ writing problems are severe
enough to warrant the use of this intervention. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Most teachers would find this intervention
suitable for the writing problems described. 1 2 3 4 5
7. 1 would be willing to use this intervention in
my classroom. 1 2 3 4 5

8. This intervention would not result in negative
side effects for the students. 1 2 3 4 5
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9. This intervention would be appropriate for a

variety of students. 1

10. This intervention is consistent with those |

have used in school. 1

11. The intervention is a fair way to handle the

students’ writing problems. 1

12. This intervention is reasonable for the

writing problems described. 1

13. | like the procedures used in this intervention.

14. This intervention is a good way to handle the

students’ writing problems. 1

15. Overall, this intervention would be beneficial

for the students. 1

111



HOME-BASED ACTIVITIES AND WRITING FLUENCY 112

Appendix N

Parent Follow-up Questionnaire

Parent’s Name: Date:

Child’s Name:

We want to thank you again for participating in the writing intervention with ghilol! We

would like to get your opinion on the writing intervention to see if your feelings hangetia

since the conclusion of the study four weeks ago. Please complete this questiamtaaturn it

to your child to bring into school by . Or you may return the completed questionnaire in
the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by . Thank you for your time and
cooperation in the study!

L] | choose to not participate in this portion of the study.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Neutral Very Much

1. Now that the writing intervention has concluded, how
acceptable did you find the intervention? 1 2 3 45

2. Do you wish that you were continuing to receive feedback
on your child’s writing performance in class?

1 2 3 45
3. Do you wish that you were continuing to receive writing
activities to participate in with your child at home? 1 2 3 4 5
4. Have you engaged in writing with your child at home? 1 2 3 4 5

5. Has your child asked you to engage in any writing activities
since the conclusion of the intervention? 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix O
Procedural Protocol

Directions: Please fill out each area detailed below. Please make sure thantifgirdg
information (box 1) is complete before you submit the form.

l. Identifying Information

Name of primary research assistant:

Name of secondary research assistant:

Classroom:

Date:

Notes:

Il. Data Collection — Material Preparation Circle
a. Five (5) sharpened pencils Yes No
b Assessment packets Yes No
C Experimenter’s copy of packet Yes No
d Two (2) stopwatches Yes No
e. Insert the individual total words written and the approprfate Yes No
f. Insert the story starter Yes No
g Completed parent progress report on each student Yes

h Home-based writing assignment Yes No
Notes:

lll.  Data Collection Procedures
[Please check{ ] each box as you complete each step] v

1. State to the students:

“Today we are going to be working with you on writing. First, if you have a
Writing Club notebook, please take it out and put it on your desk. We will come
around and collect them.”

2. Research assistants will collect the notebooks and indicate on the chheklibet
report is signed and the assignment is completed. Insert for each student:

[ The new progress report
[ Copy of the students’ classroom-based writing assignment
[ The next home-based writing assignment

3. State to the students:

“Please take out a pencil. If you do not have a pencil, raise your hand.”

4. The research assistant should make sure each student has a pencil and provide
pencils to those students without.

S. The research assistants will pass out the writing packet.
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6. State to the students:
“Do not turn to any of the pages in this packet. Keep the page with the pencil
facing you” [The research assistant should point to the pencil on the coversheet of
the packet

7. After all of the students received a packet, state to the students:
“Please turn to the next page of your packet and raise your hands high in the air!”

8. The research assistant should scan the room to make sure all the students are on
the page with the stop sign.

9. State to the students:
“After you wrote your story last week, we went home and coahted the words
that you wrote. In a minute, | am going to tell you to turn the page and you will
see how many words you wrote last week.”

10. State to the students:
“Are you ready to see how you did? Okay, turn the page!

11. The research assistants should scan the room to make sure all the students|are o]
the feedback page.

12. State to the students:
“The box in the middle tells you how many words you wrote. Also, there is an
arrow next to the box. If the arrow is pointing up to the sky, that means you wrote
more words last week than you did the week before. If the arrow is pointing down
to the floor, that means you write the same or less words than you wrote the|week
before. Every week when | work with your class, | will tell you how you doing|in
writing and your goal is to keep writing more words.”

13. State to the students:
“Now, if you have a Writing Club notebook, please raise your hand.”
[Wait for students to raise their hands.]
“We put a report in your notebook that lets your parents or grandparents know
how you are doing in writing. We want you to bring the notebook home to your
parents and show them how you are doing in writing with us. Make sure your
parents sign the report so we know that they saw your hard work.

14. State to the students:
“We also put a writing worksheet in your notebook for you to do with your parents
or grandparents. Make sure to keep all your papers in your notebook and bring it

?11

back to school so we can see your stories! Does anyone have any questions
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15.

State to the students:

“Now, everyone please turn to the next page in your packet. On this page, y
see a thought bubble at the top of the page. | am going to read a sentence tc
and then | want you to write a story about what happens next. You will first |
some time to think about the story you will write and then you will have some
to write it.”

ou will

) yOu

lave
time

16.

The research assistants should scan the room to make sure all the students
the correct page — story-starter page with thought bubble at the top and stop
the bottom.

are on
sign at

17.

State to the students:

“For the next minute think about writing a story that begins with this sentencs
| was talking to my friends when all of a sudden...

Remember; take time to plan your story. A well-written story usually has a
beginning, a middle, and end. It also has characters that have names and pe
certain actions. Use paragraphs to help organize your story. Correct punctus
and capitalization will make your story easier to read.

Do not write the story yet. Just think of a story that begins with this sentence

| was talking to my friends when all of a sudden...”

D

arform
ition

18.

The research assistants should begin the stopwatch and time the students fq

minute. The research assistants should scan the classroom to make sure that all of

the students are on the correct page and not writing.

or 1

19.

At 30 seconds, state to the students:

“You should be thinking abouitwas talking to my friends when all of a
sudden....”

20.

At the end of 1 minute, state to the students:

“Okay, stop thinking. Turn to the next page of your packet and raise your pe
high in the air!”

ncil

21.

The research assistant should scan the room to make sure all the students 4
the correct page with their pencil raised.

re on

22.

State to the students:

“When | tell you to start, please begin writing your story. If you don’t know ho
spell a word, try and sound out the parts of the word as best as you can. If y
up the first page, please turn to the next page and keep writing. Do not stop
writing until | tell you to. Do your best work.”

w to
bu fill

23.

State to the students:
“Okay, you can start writing! Remember, don’t stop writing until | tell you to
stop?
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24. The research assistants should begin the stopwatch and time the students for 3
minutes.

25. The research assistant should monitor the students during the 3-minute peripd andg
make sure students are following the directions stated in step #23.

26. At 1 minute and 30 seconds, state to the students:
“Remember, you should be writing about:
| was talking to my friends when all of a sudden..”.

27. After 3 minutes has elapsed, state to the students:
“Please stop writing and put your pencils down!”

28. The research assistant should collect the writing packets from each student

29. State to the students:

“We’re done for today! Now that you have finished writing with us, we are going
to give you back your Writing Club notebooks.”

30. Research assistants will hand back the notebooks with the new progress report and
writing assignment.

31. State to the students:

“Remember, if you are getting a Writing Club notebook, bring your notebook
home to your parents or grandparents tonight, get it signed, and do the writing
worksheet with your parents or grandparents. Bring the notebook and all the
worksheets back to school because | will be collecting them.”

32. State to the students:

“Thank you for working with us today! That is all of the writing that we are going
to do. Everyone did a very nice job following my directions. We will be back next
week to work on some more writing and let all of you know how you are doing!”

Total number of steps completed:

Notes:




Table 1

Student Demographic Information
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School One School Two Overall
Characteristics % (n) % (n) % (n) X p
Sex 0.16 .69
Female 62.1 (36) 58.1 (25) 60.4 (61)
Male 379 (22) 419 (18) 39.6 (40)
Ethnicity 7.78  .005*
Hispanic 3.4 (2 209 (9 10.9 (11)
Non-Hispanic 96.6 (56) 79.1 (34 89.1 (90)
Race 25.38 .001**
Asian 1.7 Q) 0.0 (0 1.0 (1
Black/African American 37.9 (22 67.4 (29 50.5 (51)
Hispanic or Latino 3.4 (2 209 (9) 10.9 (11)
White (not Hispanic or Latino) 56.9 (33) 11.6 (5 37.6 (38)
Special Education 0.005 .95
Identified 12.1 (7)) 11.6 (5) 11.9 (12)
Non-identified 879 (51 88.4 (38) 88.1 (89
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) t p
Age 8.44 (0.47) 8.57 (0.63) 8.49 (0.54) -1.19 .24

* p< .05, **p < .01.
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Table 2

Student Demographic Information by Condition
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Performance Feedback = Home-Based Writing Overall
Characteristics % (n) % (n) % (n) X p
Sex 0.03 .69
Female 59.6 (31) 61.2 (30) 60.4 (61)
Male 40.4 (21) 38.8 (19 39.6 (40)
Ethnicity 0.18 .67
Hispanic 96 (5 12.2 (6) 10.9 (11)
Non-Hispanic 90.4 (47) 87.8 (43) 89.1 (90)
Race 1.18 .76
Asian 1.9 (0 0.0 (0 1.0 (1
Black/African American 51.9 (27) 49.0 (24) 50.5 (51)
Hispanic or Latino 9.6 (5) 12.2 (6) 10.9 (11)
White (not Hispanic or Latino) 36.5 (19 38.8 (19 37.6 (38)
Special Education 3.02 .08
Identified 17.3 (9 6.1 (3) 11.9 (12
Non-identified 82.7 (43 93.9 (46) 88.1 (89
M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) t p
Age 8.48 (0.55) 8.50 (0.54) 8.49 (0.54) -0.19 .85
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Table 3

Parent Demographic Information
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School One School Two Overall
Characteristics % (n) % (n) % (n) X p
Relationship to Child 2.24 52
Biological Mother 80.0 (24) 71.4 (10) 77.3 (34)
Biological Father 13.3 (4) 28.6 (4) 18.2 (8)
Other Relative (i.e., grandparent) 3.3 (1) 0.0 (0 23 (1)
Other Person (i.e., step-parent) 3.3 (1) 0.0 (0) 2.3 (2)
Race/Ethnicity 13.42 .02*
American Indian/Alaska Native 6.7 (2) 0.0 (0) 45 (2
Black/African American 10.0 (3) 429 (6) 205 (9)
Hispanic or Latino 3.3 (1) 21.4 (3) 9.1 (4
White (not Hispanic or Latino) 73.3 (22) 286 (4 59.1 (26)
Two or More Races 3.3 (1) 7.1 (1) 45 (2
Other 3.3 (1) 0.0 (0 23 (1)
Highest Degree Obtained 1.72 .87
No Degree 10.3 (3) 7.1 (2) 9.3 (4
HS Diploma/GED 379 (11) 28.6 (4) 349 (15)
Vocational Degree/Certification 31.0 (9 35.7 (5) 32.6 (14)
Associates Degree 10.3 (3) 21.4 (3) 14.0 (6)
Bachelors Degree 6.9 (2) 7.1 (1) 7.0 (3
Masters Degree 3.4 Q) 0.0 (0) 2.3 Q)

*p < .05.
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Table 4

Ratings of Teachers’ Instructional Practices

Responsg%)

ltem 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
How often are specific writing strategies modeled to your students? 111 O 044 333 O 11.1
How often do you re-teach writing skills and strategies? 0 0 222 222 222 222 11.1
How often do you conference with students about their writing? 111 O 111 333 333 111 O
How often do students share their writing with their peers? 111 111 222 444 111 O 0
How often do students help each other with their own writing? 111 111 222 333 222 O 0
How often do students select their own writing topics? 0 222 333 333 111 O 0
How often do students use invented spelling in their writing? 0 0 0 111 222 556 111
How often do you specifically teach handwriting skills? 333 222 O 222 111 111 O
How often do you specifically teach spelling skills? 0 111 O 33.3 111 444 O
How often do you specifically teach grammar skills? 111 222 0 222 333 111 O
How often do you specifically teach planning and revising 0 222 222 333 222 O 0

strategies in writing?

Notesn=9.



Table 5

Mean Scores for Dependent Measures
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Performance Feedback

Home-Based Writing

Condition Condition
Mean SD Mean SD
Total Words Written 22.77 9.56 24.08 9.49
Correct Writing Sequences 19.17 9.45 20.84 9.36

TOWL-IIl Standard Scores 80.19 27.08

90.73 22.83
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Table 6

Correlations between Dependent Measures at Baseline

1 2 3

Total Words Written (TWW) 1
Correct Writing Sequences (CWS) 91* 1

Test of Written Language — Il Standard Scores .36* A43* 1

Notes*p = .01



Table 7

Parameter Estimates for Correct Writing Sequences
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Number of Correct Writing Sequences

Parameter Estimate SE
Intercept 16.94** 1.44
Main Effect of Initial Level of Fluency 13.02** 2.21
Main Effect of Intervention Condition 3.92* 1.70
Main Effect of Session 1.43** 0.34
Main Effect of School 0.28 1.72
Condition by Session Interaction -0.06 0.42
School by Session Interaction 0.82* 0.42

Note.** p<.01; *p < .05.
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Table 8

Simple Effects Parameter Estimates for Correct Writing Sequences
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Number of Correct Writing Sequences

Simple Effect Parameter Estimate SE

Initial Level of Fluency at Frustrational
Intercept for Performance Feedback Group — School 1 16.50** 1.47
Slope of Performance Feedback Group — School 1 1.57* 0.36
Intercept of Home-Based Writing Group — School 1 20.44** 1.45
Slope of Home-Based Writing Group — School 1 1.52** 0.36
Intercept for Performance Feedback Group — School 2 17.22** 1.59
Slope of Performance Feedback Group — School 2 2.35%* 0.39
Intercept of Home-Based Writing Group — School 2 21.16** 1.66
Slope of Home-Based Writing Group — School 2 2.31** 0.41

Initial Level of Fluency at Instructional
Intercept for Performance Feedback Group — School 1 37.31* 9.41
Slope of Performance Feedback Group — School 1 0.48 1.78
Intercept of Home-Based Writing Group — School 1 36.67** 6.13
Slope of Home-Based Writing Group — School 1 0.08 1.14
Intercept for Performance Feedback Group — School 2 36.26** 9.65
Slope of Performance Feedback Group — School 2 0.45 2.02
Intercept of Home-Based Writing Group — School 2 35.62** 9.41
Slope of Home-Based Writing Group — School 2 0.04 1.79

Note.** p<.01; *p < .05.
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Table 8 continued

Simple Effects Parameter Estimates for Correct Writing Sequences

Number of Correct Writing Sequences

Simple Effect Parameter Estimate SE

Initial Level of Fluency at Mastery

Intercept for Performance Feedback Group — School 1 48.73 6.76
Slope of Performance Feedback Group — School 1 -1.11 1.74
Intercept for Performance Feedback Group — School 2 35.20 6.76

Slope of Performance Feedback Group — School 2 1.94 1.74
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Table 9

Growth across Instructional Placement Levels — Total Sample

Final Classification

Frustrational Instructional Mastery Total at Pre-Intervention
Baseline Classification % nf % (n) % () % (n)
Frustrational 55.9 (52) 9.7 9) 226 (21) 88.2 (82)
Instructional 0.0 (0) 1.1 Q) 6.5 (6) 7.5 (7)
Mastery 1.1 (1) 0.0 (0) 3.2 3) 4.3 4)
Total at Post-Intervention 57.0 (53) 10.8 (10) 32.3 (30)

Note.X?(4, N = 93) = 15.41p = .004.
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Table 10

Growth across Instructional Placement Levels by Condition

127

Final Classification

Frustrational Instructional Mastery
Baseline Classification % nY % () % ()
Frustrational 57.4 (27) 149 (7) 17.0 (8)
Performance Feedback Condition Instructional 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 6.4 (3)
Mastery 21 (1) 0.0 (0 21 (1)
Total at Post-Intervention 59.5 (28) 149 (7) 255 (12)
Frustrational 54.3 (25) 4.3 (2) 28.3 (13)
Home-Based Writing Condition Instructional 0.0 (0) 22 (1) 6.5 (3)
Mastery 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 4.3 (2)
Total at Post-Intervention 54.3 (25) 6.5 (3) 39.1 (18)

Note.Performance Feedback Conditidfi(4, N = 47) = 10.48p = .03; School-Home Performance Feedback with Home-Based

Writing Condition,X? (4, N = 46) = 9.78p = .04.
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Table 11

Correlations between Predictors for the Performance Feedback Condition

1 2

Race 1.0

Student Acceptability of Feedback Procedures .03 1.0

Notes.Acceptability of feedback procedures was computed as average ratings on ddgeptabi

items.
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Table 12
Correlations between Predictors for the School-Home Performance Feedback witkBdentk

Writing Condition

1 2 3 4 5
Students’ Race 1
Total Number of Home-Based Assignments Completed  -.05 1
Students’ Acceptability of Home-Based Procedures -17 .20 1
Parents’ Race/Ethnicity .03 -12 .01 1
Parents’ Degree Obtained -.29 A1 .02 -11

Notes.Student acceptability was computed as average ratings on acceptamistyRtrent

educational status was measured as highest degree obtained.
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Table 13
Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Slope of Correct Writing Sequences in
Performance Feedback Condition

Variable B SEB B

Students’ Race -0.11 0.14 -0.12

Students’ Acceptability of Feedback Procedures  0.14 0.14 0.14
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Table 14
Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Slope of Correct Writing Sequences in School

Home Performance Feedback with Home-Based Writing Condition

Variable B SEB B
Students’ Race -0.23 0.14 -0.27
Total Number of Home-Based Assignments Completed 0.08 0.10 0.12
Students’ Acceptability of Home-Based Procedures 0.14 0.11 0.20
Parents’ Race/Ethnicity -0.08 0.09 -0.13

Parents’ Educational Degree Obtained 0.04 0.11 0.06




Table 15

Students’ Intervention Acceptability
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Performance Feedback

Home-Based Writing

Condition Condition
ltems M SD M SD
How much do you like writing stories with us
each week? 4.23 1.25 414 1.04
How much do you like being timed while you
are writing your stories? 3.8 1.60 3.4 1.70
Were there times when you did not want to
write a story? 3.66 1.43 3.45 1.47
Were there any times when you wished you
could write more stories? 389 161 3.80 1.46
How much do you like being told how many
words you wrote? 440 1.14 4.12 1.38
Average Composite for Feedback Procedures  3.95 0.97 3.80 094
How much do you like it when your parents get
reports on how well you are writing? 3.96 1.44
How much do you like being the person who
brings the reports home? 394 1.36
How much do you like writing stories with your
parents? 3.96 1.43
Were there times you wished you could write
more stories with your parents? 3.52 1.54
Were their times when you did not want to write
a story with your parents? 3.33 1.62
Average Composite for School-Home Performance
Feedback with Home-Based Writing Procedures 3.5 1.13

Notes®n = 53.°n=52.°n = 49.%n = 48.
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Table 16

Parents’ Intervention Acceptability

Home-Based Writing Condition

ltems M SD

How clear is your understanding of this writing intervention? ».09 094
How acceptable do you find the writing intervention to be regarding your concernsyabochild’s writing?  5.5% 1.21
How willing are you to carry out this writing intervention? .30 1.06
Given your child’s writing abilities, how reasonable do you find the writmgrvention to be? 5.45 0.93
How costly will it be to carry out this writing intervention? 518 1.83
To what extend do you think there might be disadvantages in following this writingeinten? 5.79 1.06
How likely is this writing intervention to make permanent improvements in your shidting abilities? 5.64 1.29
How much time will be needed each day for you to carry out this writing inteovénti 3.60 1.27
How confident are you that the writing intervention will be effective? 5.64 1.12
Compared to other children with writing difficulties, how serious are your childtghg problems? 3.91 1.58
How disruptive will it be to the family (in general) to carry out this writing@iwnention? 5.45 1.70
How effective is this writing intervention likely to be for your child? 5.45 1.04
How affordable is this writing intervention for your family? 3.27 1.62
How much do you like the procedures used in the proposed writing intervention? a 5.450.93
How willing will other family members be to help carry out this writing méation? 5.36 1.69
To what extent are undesirable side-effects likely to result from thisigviittervention? 5.27 1.34
How much discomfort is your child likely to experience during the course oivtitiag intervention? 4.73 1.62

How severe are you child’s writing difficulties? 4.00 1.34
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Table 16 continued

Parents’ Intervention Acceptability

Home-Based Writing Condition

ltems M SD

How willing would you be to change your family routine to carry out this writitgrvention? 4.82 1.17
How well will carrying out this writing intervention fit with the familputine? 4.45 1.21
Average Composite for School-Home Performance Feedback with Honigased Writing Procedures 5.20 0.77
Now that the writing intervention has concluded, how acceptable did you find the intan?ent 4.45 0.69
Do you wish that you were continuing to receive feedback on your child’s writingrperfice in class? 4473 0.65
Do you wish that you were continuing to receive writing activities to ppateiin with your child at home? 4,50 0.71
Have you engaged in writing with your child at home? 3.91 094
Has your child asked you to engage in any writing activities since the comctithe intervention? 3.64 0.92
Average Composite for Acceptability at Follow-up 4.32 0.43

Notesh=11.°n=10.n=9.



Table 17

Teachers’ Intervention Acceptability
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Home-Based Writing

Condition
ltems M SD
This would be an acceptable intervention for students’ writing
problems. 4.80 0.45
Most teachers would find this intervention appropriate for writing
problems in addition to the one described. 4.60 0.55
This intervention should prove effective in changing students’
writing problems. 4.40 0.55
| would suggest the use of this intervention to other teachers. 4.60 0.55
The students’ writing problems are severe enough to warrant the
use of this intervention. 5.40 0.55
Most teachers would find this intervention suitable for the writing
problems described. 4.40 0.55
| would be willing to use this intervention in my classroom. 4.80 0.84
This intervention would not result in negative side effects for the
students. 5.20 0.45
This intervention would be appropriate for a variety of students. 5.000.71
This intervention is consistent with those | have used in school. 3.801.10
The intervention is a fair way to handle the students’ writing
problems. 480 0.45
This intervention is reasonable for the writing problems described. 4.600.55
| like the procedures used in this intervention. 5.00 0.71
This intervention is a good way to handle the students’ writing
problems. 4.80 0.84
Overall, this intervention would be beneficial for the students. 4.80 0.84
Average Composite for Home-Based Writing Procedures 4.73 0.53

Notes. =5
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Figure 1.Participant flow chart following Consolidated Standards of Reporting Teiaidelines
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Figure 2.Change in Writing Fluency for Students at the Initial Frustrational Level
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Figure 3.Change in Writing Fluency for Students at the Initial Instructional Level
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Figure 4.Change in Writing Fluency for Students at the Initial Mastery Level
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