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ABSTRACT 

MITCHELL, RACHEL COURTNEY. An Evaluation of a Parent Tutoring Reading Fluency 
Program. (Under the direction of John Begeny). 
 

Parent tutoring offers promise as a means for assisting the large percentage of 

students who need to improve their reading skills; therefore, the primary purpose of this 

study was to assess the impact of a parent tutoring reading fluency program on child reading 

outcomes. The study examined the effects of the Helping Early Literacy with Practice 

Strategies (HELPS) Program, which integrates eight evidence-based fluency-building 

instructional strategies into a systematic program, when implemented by parents with first 

and second grade students over the summer months. Using a one-group pre-test-post-test 

quasi-experimental design with the addition of a nonequivalent dependent variable, findings 

showed that students receiving HELPS significantly improved on four of five measures of 

early reading, with effect sizes ranging from medium to large. Previous research has 

indicated positive effects for students receiving HELPS, but this was the first study in which 

HELPS was implemented by parents. Implications of these findings and future research 

directions are discussed.  



!

An Evaluation of a Parent Tutoring Reading Fluency Program 
 
 
 

by 
Rachel Courtney Mitchell 

 
 
 

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty of  
North Carolina State University  

in partial fulfillment of the  
requirements for the Degree of  

Doctor of Philosophy 
 

 
Psychology 

 
 
 

Raleigh, North Carolina 
 

2012 
 
 
 

APPROVED BY: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

             
Dr. Mary Haskett     Dr. Scott Stage 

 
 
 
 
 

            
Dr. Susan Osborne     Dr. John Begeny 

Chair of Advisory Committee



!
!

!

!

ii!

BIOGRAPHY 
 
 Rachel Courtney Mitchell was born on November 1, 1982 and grew up in Richlands, 

North Carolina. After graduating from Richlands High School in 2001, Courtney attended the 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill where she majored in Psychology and received a 

Bachelor of Arts degree in May of 2005. She entered the School Psychology doctoral 

program at North Carolina State University in August of 2006 and completed her Master of 

Science degree in May of 2010. After completing her Doctoral of Philosophy degree in May 

of 2012, Courtney plans to continue working within the public school system as a school 

psychologist.  



!
!

!

!

iii!

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

My doctoral journey has been filled with wonderful support from my advisor, 

committee members, family, and friends. I would first like to acknowledge Dr. John Begeny, 

my advisor, for his guidance, encouragement and input during this project and throughout my 

graduate career. His expertise has provided me direction as well as helped to prepare me for 

my career as a school psychologist. I would also like to thank my committee members, Dr. 

Scott Stage, Dr. Mary Haskett, and Dr. Susan Osborne, for their time, support and 

willingness to provide me with constructive feedback, which has furthered my professional 

development. In addition, I am incredibly grateful to my parents, who have always 

encouraged me to persistently work to achieve my goals. I feel so fortunate to have such 

amazing love and support in my life. 

. 
  

!



!
!

!

!

iv!

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
LIST OF TABLES............................................................................................................. vi 
CHAPTER 1: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ..............................................................1 

Parent Involvement and Inconclusive Support ........................................................1 
Parent Tutoring Offers Promise ..............................................................................7 
Parent Tutoring in Reading .....................................................................................9 

CHAPTER 2: PURPOSE OF THE STUDY .....................................................................13 
Research Questions................................................................................................13 

CHAPTER 3: METHOD ...................................................................................................16 
Research Design ....................................................................................................16 
Participants ...........................................................................................................16 

Student participants ...................................................................................16 
Parent participants ....................................................................................17 
Setting ........................................................................................................19 

Assessment Materials.............................................................................................20 
Reading assessment materials ...................................................................20 
 Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills, 6th Edition!
 Oral Reading Fluency....................................................................22 
 Test of Word Reading Efficiency .................................................. 23 

Gray Oral Reading Test-Fourth Edition .......................................23 
Comprehensive Tests of Phonological Processing ........................24 

Mathematics assessment materials ............................................................24 
 Wechsler Individual Assessment Test-III .......................................25 
Acceptability ratings ..................................................................................26 
Instructional Materials ..............................................................................26 

Procedures .............................................................................................................27 
Screening and selection of participants.....................................................27 
Assessment procedures ..............................................................................29 
Parent training...........................................................................................30 
RA training.................................................................................................32 
Implementation procedures .......................................................................33 
Observation/feedback sessions ..................................................................34 
Final meeting with parents ........................................................................35 

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS...................................................................................................36 
Statistical Analysis Strategy...................................................................................36 
Doubly Repeated-Measures Multivariate Analysis of Variance............................36 
Paired t-Tests .........................................................................................................37 
Additional DORF Analyses....................................................................................39 
Implementation Integrity........................................................................................43 
Acceptability ..........................................................................................................43 

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION.............................................................................................45 
Limitations and Future Directions ........................................................................49 
Practical Implications ...........................................................................................52 



!
!

!

!

v!

Conclusions............................................................................................................54 
REFERENCES ..................................................................................................................56 
APPENDICES ...................................................................................................................65 

Appendix A. Confidential Background Questionnaire..........................................66 
 Appendix B. Questions Regarding Summer 2011 Academic Activities.. .............68 
 Appendix C. Confidential Feedback Regarding the HELPS Program ..................69 

Appendix D. Scripted Protocol—HELPS..............................................................70 
Appendix E. HELPS One-on-One Program: Tips and Reminders ........................... 
                     for Implementation ...........................................................................71 
Appendix F. HELPS One-on-One Implementation Flow Chart............................73 
Appendix G. Student Progress Tracking Form......................................................74 
Appendix H. HELPS Student Graph .....................................................................75 
Appendix I. HELPS Program Star Chart ...............................................................76 
Appendix J. Timeline of Procedures .....................................................................77 
Appendix K. HELPS Program Implementation Quiz............................................78 
Appendix L. Preparing for HELPS Observation Sessions ....................................81 
Appendix M. Steps and Guidelines for Observing Parents During Their  

 Implementation of the HELPS One-on-One Program...............................82 
Appendix N. Observation Checklist for Implementing the HELPS  

 One-on-One Program ...............................................................................85 
 Appendix O. Observation Summary Form ............................................................87 

 
  

!



!
!

!

!

vi!

LIST OF TABLES 
 
Table 1     Doubly Repeated-Measures Multiple Analysis of Variance of  
 Achievement Measures by Time......................................................................37 
 
Table 2     Pre- and Post-Test Means & Standard Deviations by Achievement Measure..38 
 
Table 3     Effect Size Comparisons Across Achievement Measures................................39 
 
Table 4     Student Participants’ Pre- and Post-Test DORF Scores ...................................42 
 
Table 5     Parent Participants’ Acceptability of HELPS...................................................44 

 



!
!

!

!

1!

CHAPTER 1 

Review of the Literature 

Parent Involvement and Inconclusive Support 

Parent involvement in children’s education is generally encouraged and has been 

emphasized as an important aspect of the school-family relationship with positive 

implications for children’s education. This is based on the idea that the more continuity 

between home and school, the more positive the outcomes will be for the student. Epstein 

(1986) emphasizes that teachers and parents share common goals for children, which are 

most effectively achieved when teachers and parents work together. This view of education 

as a shared responsibility is also promoted by the National Association of School Psychology 

(NASP) with an emphasis on establishing effective partnerships between parents and 

educators (NASP, 2005).  

Much research over the past several decades has concurred that increased parent 

involvement in a child’s education is associated with enhanced student academic 

achievement (e.g., Epstein, 1986; Hill & Taylor, 2004; Iverson Brownlee, Walberg, 1981; 

Reynolds, 1992). Cross-sectional (e.g., Grolnick & Slowiaczek, 1994) and longitudinal (e.g., 

Miedel & Reynolds, 1999) studies have demonstrated an association between higher levels of 

parental school involvement and greater academic success for children and adolescents. 

However, establishing a clear link between parent involvement in education and an increase 

in student achievement has been complicated by numerous parent involvement definitions, 

methodological weaknesses in parent involvement studies, and a lack of clear direction 

regarding which types of parent involvement lead to the best educational outcomes (Fan & 
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Chen, 2001; Fishel & Ramirez, 2005; Mattingly, Prislin, McKenzie, Rodriguez, & Kayzar, 

2002; Powell-Smith, Stoner, Shinn, & Good III, 2000).  

Parent involvement is a complex and loose term. It encompasses a variety of types of 

participation from significant caregivers (including but not limited to, parents, stepparents, 

foster parents, guardians, other family members, etc.) in both home-based and school-based 

activities to support children’s academic learning. The most widely cited definition of parent 

involvement (Epstein, 1987; Epstein, 1995) consists of six categories, including (a) parenting 

(i.e., parents' responsibility to provide for children's basic needs of food, shelter, emotional 

support, etc., throughout their developmental years), (b) communicating (i.e., parents and 

school staying in contact), (c) learning at home (i.e., practices occurring at home in which 

parents interact, monitor, or assist their children in educationally related activities), (d) 

volunteering and/or attending (i.e., all activities in which the parents come to the school 

setting to either help or support), (e) decision making (i.e., parents participating in parent-

teacher organizations and school advisory or governance), and (f) community connections 

(i.e., parents collaborating with community and other outside agencies to facilitate students' 

education). Additionally, because of the diverse definitions of parent involvement, it is 

sometimes difficult to use combined studies to examine the effects of various types of parent 

involvement, such as school involvement, parent as teacher, parent as advocate, and others 

(Miedel & Reynolds, 1999).  

The parent involvement literature has also been characterized by a prevalence of 

descriptive and nonexperimental studies (e.g., Epstein, 1991; Keith, Keith, Troutman, 

Bickley, Trivette, & Singh, 1993; Zellman & Waterman, 1998). Based on three recent meta-
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analytic studies that examined the effectiveness of parent involvement interventions on 

academic achievement (Fan & Chen, 20001; Fishel & Ramirez, 2005; Mattingly, Prislin, 

McKenzie, Rodriguez, & Kayzar, 2002), methodological weaknesses in parent involvement 

studies stand out as the most critical challenge in determining the effectiveness of parent 

involvement.  

Fan and Chen (2001) found the parent involvement research to be largely qualitative 

and filled with inconsistencies in the operational definitions and measurement of parent 

involvement based on their meta-analysis of 25 studies. The authors reported an average 

correlation coefficient of .25 between parent involvement and students’ academic 

achievement for the 15 examined quantitative studies in the literature, which represented a 

small-to-moderate effect size (ES).   

Mattingly and colleagues’ (2002) meta-analysis consisted of 41 studies in which they 

provided a methodological review of the parent involvement programs. Their review 

included a broad definition of parent involvement that allowed for the inclusion of home-

school collaboration programs. The authors looked specifically at program components, 

significant outcomes, research design, and data analytical methods in an effort to determine 

how the effectiveness of programs differed based on the quality of methodology. In addition 

to the Epstein’s previously mentioned six categories of parent involvement (Epstein, 1987; 

Epstein, 1995), Mattingly and colleagues identified a seventh component: parent academic 

education (e.g., GED, ESL), which was included in 28.6% of the reviewed programs.  

Most programs reviewed were multidimensional and included an average of 3.4 

intervention components. The majority of programs (78.6%) included components to help 
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parents support student learning at home and to improve parenting skills (61.0%). Fifteen 

programs (36.6%) included some form of intervention with teachers. However, the authors 

stated that the reviewed studies generally did not provide adequate description of program 

procedures.  

Data collection techniques were grouped into four categories based on reviewed 

studies: questionnaires (68.3%), measures of academic achievement (65.9%), interviews 

(46.3%), and measures of attendance (36.6%). In regards to research design quality, 10 

(24.4%) used only post-tests and several of these studies asked participants for retrospective 

data (e.g., to recall attitudes and behaviors before intervention). Seventeen (41.5%) compared 

within group pre-test and post-test data, while 14 (34.1%) used a control group to compare 

differences between groups based on pre-test and post-test data. Of those with a control 

group, only half were matched. Thus, the authors stated that of the 41 reviewed studies, only 

7 (17.1%) used methodologically sound research designs.  

The types of statistical analyses utilized in the reviewed studies were also examined. 

Of the 12 studies, which provided no statistics regarding program effectiveness (29.3%), two 

(4.9%) included no numerical data and 10 (24.4%) showed only tabulations (e.g., number of 

parents reporting that they liked the program). Sixteen studies (39.0%) used basic inferential 

statistics, such as chi-square tests and t tests, and 13 (31.7%) used regressions and analysis of 

variance models. Ten studies (26.8%) did not collect pre-test data and 14 studies (36.6%) did 

not measure academic achievement data. Only four studies used what the authors considered 

rigorous research designs (i.e., matched controls, pre-test and post-test). Unfortunately, only 

half (i.e., two of the four studies) found that children who received a parent involvement 
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program did not perform significantly better than students in a control group. However, 

Mattingly and colleagues (2002) did not report ESs.  

In conclusion, Mattingly and colleagues (2002) suggested that even though their 

findings did not indicate that parent involvement programs are not effective, they indicated 

that there is little empirical evidence that they are effective in increasing student academic 

achievement, and most studies had serious methodological flaws (e.g., evaluation designs 

and data collection techniques were often not sufficiently rigorous to provide valid evidence 

of program effectiveness). Some of the many threats to the validity included: failure to report 

crucial information (e.g., program components), lack of a control group to account for 

maturation and history effects (Cook & Campbell, 1979), and a reliance on highly subjective 

indicators of effectiveness (Mattingly et al, 2002).  

Fishel and Ramirez (2005) more recently evaluated the methodological characteristics 

and effectiveness of 24 studies of parent involvement aimed at improving children's school-

related learning and behavior. Applying stricter inclusion criteria than Mattingly et al. (2002), 

studies were only included if a behavioral outcome was measured and included a control 

group (applied only to group design studies), and used pre- and post-test results. In addition, 

studies were excluded if conducted outside of North America. Most studies utilized a single 

type of parent involvement (i.e., learning at home) in which the parents worked directly with 

children at home assisting them in learning school-relevant skills. Activities included parent-

implemented tutoring, parent reinforcement/encouragement, and parents reading to their 

children.  The primary outcome measured in most studies was students' academic 

performance/achievement, including reading or pre-reading skills and mathematics skills. 
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Other outcomes measured included spelling and student self-concept.  

Across all reviewed studies, Fishel and Ramirez (2005) concluded that there was 

insufficient evidence to indicate that parent involvement, as a method of intervention, was 

effective. In general, studies with effective methodology failed to demonstrate significant 

change in child outcomes, and studies with large ESs had flawed methodology. The authors 

found consistent methodological weaknesses such as not clearly linking parent involvement 

interventions to key outcomes and a failure to report ESs. Methodological strengths were 

evident in documentation of the program components and manualization or adequate 

description of program procedures.  

A few studies were considered to be promising based on the combination of high 

methodological ratings, significant student outcomes, and large ESs. Programs identified as 

promising used parent tutoring in the home to prevent or change a single academic problem 

(mathematics or reading) of elementary school-aged children. Two of the promising parent 

tutoring studies employed single-subject designs to evaluate the effectiveness of parent 

tutoring on students’ reading skills (Duvall, Delquadri, Elliott, & Hall, 1992; Hook & DuPaul, 

1999). Duvall et al. (1992) evaluated the effects of in-home parent tutoring of reading with 

elementary school children ranging from second to fifth grade, most with reading difficulties. 

Hook and DuPaul (1999) evaluated the effects of in-home parent tutoring of reading 

specifically with second and third grade children with attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder. 

For both studies, interventions were successful for all participants with large ESs ranging 

from 1.45-12.98.  
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Parent Tutoring Offers Promise 

One reasonable way to summarize the research on parent involvement is that parent 

tutoring offers promise as an intervention to improve children’s academic performance. 

Specifically, parent tutoring in the home has at least some evidence for improving a child’s 

achievement directly through providing individualized assistance and increasing the child’s 

opportunity to practice important academic skills (e.g., Graue, Weinstein, & Walberg, 1983; 

Powell-Smith et al., 2000). Research on parent tutoring has been reported for at least 40 years 

(Regal & Elliot, 1971; Ryback & Statts, 1970); however, much like the previously mentioned 

reviews of parent involvement studies (i.e., Fan & Chen, 2001; Fishel & Ramirez, 2005; 

Mattingly et al., 2002), a review of the published literature specifically on parent tutoring 

indicates the research has often been plagued by methodological problems and limited 

descriptions of intervention characteristics (i.e., Erion, 2006; Powell-Smith et al., 2000). 

Powell-Smith and colleagues (2000) reported that based on their review of parent tutoring 

studies, conclusions about the effectiveness of parent tutoring as an intervention were 

difficult to draw due to problems with research design, dependent measures, and lack of 

implementation integrity data.  

A more recent meta-analytic review of parent tutoring (not parent involvement, which 

was described previously) has provided support for tutoring as an effective procedure for 

improving children’s academic skills (Erion, 2006). The author’s search included both 

published and unpublished experimental studies of parent tutoring.  The criteria for including 

a study were as follows: (a) participants were tutored by their parents or other family 

members; (b) participants were of school age; (c) the dependent variable was a basic 
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academic skill (i.e., reading, spelling, math, or written expression); (d) the study included one 

or more single-subject designs with potential of establishing a functional relationship and 

displaying data on a linear graph, or the study had a group design; (e) if a group design was 

used, the study reported enough quantitative information (e.g., means, standard deviations, t 

tests or F Tests); and (f) the study was available in English. Based on this criteria, the author 

identified 37 studies meeting search standards, including 20 group design studies and 17 

single-subject design studies. Of the 37 total studies, 13 were published and the remaining 

were dissertations or master's theses.  

Most of the reviewed studies targeted reading skills. Overall ESs for subject areas 

were not offered by the author; however, the subject area(s) targeted specifically for group 

design studies were coded into three categories and calculated ESs for individual studies 

were provided: (a) reading fluency (ES = -0.40-3.35); (b) reading comprehension/vocabulary 

(ES = 0.13-1.49; (c) word recognition (ES = 0.14-0.73); (d) mathematics calculation (ES = 

0.24-2.33); and (e) mixed achievement (two or more skills targeted and only one composite 

provided) (ES = 0.50-3.29). 

Treatment features, the method in which the studies reported how parents were 

trained and how follow-up was conducted, were coded according to seven variables (i.e., 

length of treatment, written instructions, modeling, supervised practice, duration of training 

session, consultation, and monitoring). Mean ESs, as a function of treatment features, were 

provided for group design studies. The amount of training provided to parents was the only 

treatment feature that appeared to moderate outcomes. Longer training sessions (i.e., greater 

than or equal to two hours) were associated with a weighted ES = + .67, while shorter 
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training sessions (i.e., less than two hours) corresponded to a weighted ES = + .18. Among 

treatment features for single subject design studies, only monitoring (i.e., collecting progress 

monitoring data and providing it to parents) showed statistically significant differences 

between categories.  

Overall, results were generally positive for both group design studies and single-

subject design studies, with a mean weighted ES of +.55 for group design outcomes and a 

median percentage of non-overlapping data (PND) of 94 for single-subject design outcomes. 

However, Erion (2006) recommended that more research was needed before specific 

guidelines for parent tutoring could be put forth. For example, many studies failed to note the 

presence or absence of some important components of treatment (e.g., modeling, supervised 

practice, consultation). In addition, including quantifiable checks on how well parents have 

mastered tutoring skills prior to the start of tutoring was also suggested. While most of the 

studies used monitoring and consultation to assist parents with proper implementation of 

tutoring, few studies reported the degree to which parents provided the required treatment 

(i.e., the number of tutoring sessions children received). Thus, the author suggested that 

future research should have a greater focus on the integrity with which parents implement 

tutoring programs. 

Parent Tutoring in Reading 

Although students can be tutored in a variety of academic areas, parent tutoring in 

reading may be the most important skill to target, as the ability to read is one of the most 

complex and critical skills that a student will learn. One particular area of reading, reading 

fluency, is a skill that children must develop in the early elementary grades and a component 
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that parents can help their children develop (Duvall et al., 1992; Hook & DuPaul, 1999; 

Thurston & Dasta, 1990).  

Often defined as the ability to read text with speed, accuracy and proper expression 

(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development [NICHHD], 2000), reading 

fluency represents a complicated, multifaceted process. It entails a reader’s ability to “(a) 

automatically translate letters into coherent sound representations, (b) unitize letter sound 

components into recognizable wholes and automatically access their lexical representation, 

(c) process meaningful connections within and between sentences, (d) relate text meaning to 

prior information, and (e) make references to supply missing information” (Fuchs, Fuchs, 

Hosp, & Jenkins, 2001, p. 240). A fluent reader is able to recognize words automatically, 

read aloud effortlessly and with expression as the student is not forced to concentrate on 

decoding and instead can focus attention on comprehension (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; 

NICHD, 2000; Perfetti, 1977). Furthermore, reading fluency is considered one of the five key 

components of early reading instruction (Armbruster, Lehr, & Osborn, 2001; NICHHD, 

2000) and oral reading fluency (ORF), specifically, is one of the strongest predictors of 

students’ overall reading ability, including reading comprehension and performance on end-

of-grade tests (Daane, Campbell, Grigg, Goodman, & Oranje, 2005; McGlinchey & Hixson, 

2004).  

Despite the recognized importance of reading fluency, students still continue to 

struggle to read. In fact, a nationally representative sample of 1,779 US fourth-grade students 

suggests that 40% of US students are “nonfluent” readers (Daane et al., 2005). Likewise, 

longitudinal studies have shown that students exhibiting poor reading skills early in school 
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are likely to continue to have poor reading skills later (Good, Simmons, & Smith, 1998). 

Thus, as a parent, helping their child to become a proficient reader may be one of the greatest 

contributions he or she can make to their child’s academic success. 

The research literature in the area of parent tutoring in reading has not yet converged 

on clear or consistent recommendations regarding what parents should do with their children 

or what type of tutoring strategies are most practical and effective in improving reading 

(Erion, 2006; Fitton & Gredler, 1996; Powell-Smith et al., 2000; Toomey, 1993).  However, 

based on the current parent tutoring literature, children’s oral reading fluency gains have 

been made when instruction, reinforcement, modeling, and/or error correction methods are 

used (Duvall, Delquadri, Elliott, & Hall, 1992; Hook & DuPaul, 1999; Gortmaker, Daly, 

McCurdy, Persampieri, & Hergenrader, 2007; Kupzyk, McCurdy, Hofstadter, Berger, 2011; 

Persampieri, Gorkmaker, Daly, Sheridan, & McCurdy, 2006). These findings are concurrent 

with recent meta-analyses of fluency-based instructional strategies, which identified the 

strategies shown to be most effective in improving reading skills (i.e., Chard, Vaughn, & 

Tyler, 2002; Morgan & Sideridis, 2006; NICHHD, 2000; Therrien, 2004). These strategies 

include repeated readings, modeled reading by an adult, systematic error-correction 

procedures, goal setting, performance feedback, and a reward system to help motivate 

student performance and effort.  

Additionally, straightforward and structured interventions need to be identified by 

researchers so that educators can easily communicate these procedures to parents and, as a 

result, parents feel encouraged and well equipped to help their children at home (Kupzyk et 

al., 2011; Persampieri et al, 2006). The Helping Early Literacy with Practice Strategies 
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(HELPS) reading fluency program (Begeny, 2009) is a structured, evidence-based reading 

fluency program that integrates the six aforementioned strategies shown to be most effective 

in improving reading skills. Developed as a supplement to students’ core reading curriculum, 

HELPS has improved students’ reading skills when used by a variety of implementers (i.e., 

research assistants, elementary school teachers, and teacher assistants) (Begeny, 2011; 

Begeny, Laugle, Krouse, Lynn, Tayrose, & Stage, 2010; Begeny, Mitchell, Whitehouse, 

& Harris, 2011). Given that HELPS has previously demonstrated its effectiveness with a 

variety of implementation agents, it represents an evidence-based reading fluency program 

that could potentially be used by parents. More specifically, this program is considered 

practical for parent use as it includes a structured implementation protocol, a reading 

curriculum that is appropriate for students’ individual reading levels, and implementation 

only requires approximately 10 minutes per day, 2-3 days per week. In fact, the HELPS 

Teacher’s Manual specifically describes how parents could use the program. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Purpose of Study 

Parent tutoring offers promise as a means for assisting the large percentage of 

students who need to improve their academic skills. Given the importance of developing 

reading fluency skills, as well as the need for evaluating fluency-based programs that can be 

feasibly implemented by parents, this study adds to the relatively small research base of 

reading interventions implemented by parents. The information derived from the study has 

practical implications for understanding the extent to which a structured program, such as 

HELPS, can be effectively used by parents to improve students’ reading skills. 

Additionally, the methodological weaknesses noted in previous parent tutoring 

studies, such as a failure to note the presence or absence of some important components of 

treatment (e.g., modeling, supervised practice, consultation) have limited the parent tutoring 

literature. Erion (2006) suggested teaching parents tutoring skills to a mastery level and 

carrying out quantifiable follow-up implementation checks as important components to 

include in a parent tutoring program. Thus, this study included recommended methodological 

components and emphasized the importance of implementation integrity in an effort to 

extend the parent tutoring literature. 

Research Questions 

The primary research question of this study addressed: When HELPS is implemented 

by parents in the home during the summer months with children who have reading 

difficulties or those at risk for reading difficulties, does the program produce significant 

reading gains? It was hypothesized that students who received a parent tutoring program 
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based on HELPS procedures over summer months would improve on multiple reading 

measures (i.e., Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills Next Oral Reading Fluency 

[DORF; Good, Kaminski, Dewey, Wallin, Powell-Smith, & Latimer, 2011], the Fluency 

subtest of the Gray Oral Reading Test [GORT; Wiederholt & Bryant, 2001], the 

Comprehension subtest of the GORT, the Phonemic Decoding Efficiency subtest of the Test 

of Word Reading Efficiency [TOWRE; Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 1999] and the Sight 

Word Efficiency subtest of the TOWRE). These hypotheses were based on the rationale that 

students who received HELPS in the past made significantly larger reading gains than 

students who did not receive the program (Begeny, 2011; Begeny, et al., 2011; Begeny, et al., 

2010), with ESs ranging from 0.51-1.33 for measures of fluency and 0.64-1.25 for measures 

of comprehension. Also, previous studies have demonstrated that a combination of reading 

fluency building strategies typically results in better reading outcomes for students (e.g., 

Chard, Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002; Morgan & Sideridis, 2006; NICHHD, 2000; Therrien, 2004).  

The second research question addressed: When parents do not implement a structured 

mathematics program during the summer months, do children show improvement on a 

measure of mathematics? It was hypothesized that students would not significantly improve 

on a measure of mathematics  (i.e., WIAT-III; Wechsler Individual Achievement Test-III 

Math Composite; Wechsler, 2009), as it was not intended to be a targeted subject area in the 

home setting during this time frame. The addition of a mathematics measure served as a 

nonequivalent dependent variable to improve upon the research design of the study, a one-

group pre-test-post-test quasi-experiment design. More specifically, a nonequivalent 

dependent variable is a “...dependent variable that is predicted not to change because of the 
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treatment but is expected to respond to some or all of the contextually important internal 

validity threats in the same way as the target outcome” (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002, p. 

509).  

The third research question addressed: To what degree can parents implement the 

HELPS Program with integrity? It was hypothesized that parents would each demonstrate an 

average implementation integrity of 90% or higher based on core HELPS procedures across 

four observation/feedback sessions. As highlighted by Erion (2006), this study included 

recommended methodological components (i.e., comprehensive two-day training workshops 

which included modeling and supervised practice, meeting criteria prior to implementation of 

the program, four observation/feedback sessions) to better ensure that HELPS procedures 

were carried out as intended.  
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CHAPTER 3 

Method 

Research Design 

A one-group pre-test-post-test quasi-experimental design was used to determine if 

receiving the parent tutoring reading fluency program had a significant effect on students’ 

reading outcome measures. The addition of a nonequivalent dependent variable was used to 

improve upon this design, as this measure was expected to respond to salient internal validity 

threats, which helped to reduce the plausibility of such threats (Shadish et al., 2002). 

Participants 

Student participants. Of the 17 student participants, 12 were first grade students 

transitioning to second grade and 5 were second grade students transitioning to third grade. 

All students were from one elementary school located in a rural area in the southeastern 

United States. The average student age was 7.7 years (SD = 0.63), 11 were male, six were 

female, eight were African American, seven were Caucasian, one was Pacific Islander, and 

one was identified as Indo-American. None of the students received English as a Second 

Language (ESL) services or special education services at the time of the study. One student 

had been retained in a previous grade. Due to state and county regulations at the time of the 

study, individual students’ eligibility for free- or reduced-price lunch could not be obtained; 

however, 34 percent of students received free- or reduced-price lunch at the participating 

elementary school. 

Prior to beginning the study, student participants’ ORF scores on AIMSweb Reading 

Curriculum-Based Measurement (R-CBM) Spring Benchmark Passages (Shinn & Shinn, 
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2002) fell approximately within the 10th to the 50th percentile based on ORF norms 

(Hansbrouck & Tindal, 2006). First grade student participants’ median spring benchmark 

scores ranged from 24 – 61 words correctly read per minute (WCPM) (M = 46.5, SD = 11.5) 

and second grade student participants’ median spring benchmark scores ranged from 60 – 99 

WCPM (M = 79.6, SD = 18.3, range = 60 – 99). Further information regarding student 

eligibility for participation in the study is provided under the screening and selection of 

participants heading within the Procedures section. 

Parent participants. Sixteen parents participated in the project and provided written 

consent for participation. One parent implemented the program with two of her children, who 

were both participating in the study. Prior to the study, none of the parents had experience 

implementing HELPS or any of the specific strategies integrated within the program (e.g., 

repeated reading, phrase-drill error correction). In fact, all parents reported no previous 

training specifically in strategies targeting reading fluency. 

A parent self-report questionnaire (see Appendix A) was developed for the purposes 

of this study and was based on the literature of home literacy environment (e.g., Burgess, 

Hecht, & Lonigan, 2002; Evans et al., 2004; DeBaryshe, 1995; Weigel, Martin, & Bennett, 

2006). The following information was requested: ethnicity, gender, level of formal schooling, 

occupation, marital status, and activities, including reading activities, carried out in the home.  

Of the 16 parents, 14 were female, two were male, eight were Caucasian, six were 

African American, one was Multiracial, and one was Pacific Islander. In regards to parents’ 

relationships to student participants, 13 were biological mothers, two were biological fathers, 

and one was a biological aunt. In regards to marital status, 13 were married and lived with a 
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spouse, while three were not married and either lived in a dual-adult household or as a single 

parent. 

Parents had an average of 15.13 years of schooling (SD = 1.63; range = 12–18 years). 

All parents indicated that they worked outside of the home and reported the following 

occupations: information technology manager, medical lab technician, pharmacist, certified 

nursing assistant, airline customer service representative, paramedic, probation parole officer, 

childcare director, paramedic, preschool teacher, public relations, management engineer, 

state trooper, and operating room scheduler. Two parents did not specify their occupations.  

Prior to implementing HELPS, parents were asked questions regarding the home 

literacy environments of their children, which included aspects of parents’ modeling of 

literacy activities, parents’ involvement in literacy-related activities and children’s 

involvement in literacy-related activities. Parents indicated that they first started reading to 

their children (i.e., student participants) at an average of 8.9 months (SD = 11.56; range = 1–

36 months). Parents also specified that they read an average 12.97 minutes (SD = 11.15; 

range = 0-30 minutes) to their children on the previous day. 

Parents indicated that they read an average of 1.72 books (SD = 1.33; range = 0-4) for 

pleasure each month and their partners/spouses read an average of 1.14 books (SD = 1.35; 

range = 0-4) for pleasure each month. Seven parents reported that they were currently 

reading a book and provided book titles, and three spouses/partners were reported as 

currently reading a book and book titles were specified.  

Using a 6-point scale (1 = daily, 2 = every other day, 3 = weekly, 4 = twice a month, 

5 = monthly, 6 = almost never), parents also indicated the following: their children typically 
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saw them reading a book for pleasure on a weekly basis (M = 3.06; SD = 1.84; range = 1-6); 

their children typically saw their partners/spouses reading a book for pleasure between 

monthly to twice a month (M = 4.43; SD = 1.40; range = 2-6); parents reported that they read 

to their children at home usually daily to every other day (M = 1.94; SD = .92; range= 1-3); 

and parents indicated that they went to the library with their child, on average, twice a month 

to monthly (M = 4.75; SD = 1.0; range = 3-6). 

In addition, parents reported that they spent an average of 146.0 minutes (SD = 

112.17; range = 30–480 minutes) per day watching television and their spouses/partners 

spent an average of 182.5 minutes (SD = 183.80; range = 30– 720 minutes) per day watching 

television.  Parents also reported that their children spent, on average, 159.84 minutes (SD = 

97.16; range = 30-360 minutes) per day watching television/videos.  

Parents also completed a self-report questionnaire regarding Summer 2011 academic 

activities, which was developed for the purposes of this study. Parents were asked to report 

any academic activities (e.g., academic tutors, academic camps, academic program) that their 

children received during the time of this project (in addition to the HELPS Program), which 

could account for changes in reading and/or math skills outside of the independent variable 

(see Appendix B). Across all student participants, four were reportedly receiving some form 

of reading instruction or practice in the home during the summer break, each for 

approximately 30-40 minutes per week. Seven students were reportedly receiving some form 

of math instruction or practice, each for approximately 10-30 minutes per week.  

Setting 

The participating elementary school was located in a rural area in the southeastern 
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United States. The study was carried out in three settings: school (parent training, student 

post-test assessments, observation/feedback sessions), public library (an alternative location 

for parent training, student pre-test assessments) and home (HELPS sessions).  

Training in HELPS implementation procedures was provided to parents in a two-day, 

two-part training workshop, with dates held within one week of each other. To accommodate 

parents’ various schedules, two dates were offered for the Part I training workshop and two 

dates were offered for the Part II training workshop. The first dates offered for Part I and Part 

II training workshops were held in the media center of the participating elementary school 

and the second dates offered for Part I and Part II workshops were held in a conference room 

at the local public library. Further information regarding parent training is provided under the 

parent training heading within the Procedures section. 

All student assessments were carried out in a non-distracting location (i.e., in a room 

free from noise and distractions) in mid-to-late June (pre-test) and early-to-mid October 

(post-test). Pre-test assessments were carried out in a conference room at the local public 

library and post-test assessments were carried out in a conference room at the elementary 

school. HELPS sessions were implemented in a one-on-one (i.e., parent-child) context in the 

home environment. Parents were asked to implement HELPS in a location free from noise 

and distractions. All observation/feedback sessions were carried out in a conference room at 

the participating elementary school.  

Assessment Materials 

Reading assessment materials. At pre-test and post-test, first and second grade 

student participants were assessed using the following reading measures: the Dynamic 
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Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) Next Oral Reading Fluency (DORF; 

Good et al., 2011), the Gray Oral Reading Test, Fourth Edition (GORT; Wiederholt & Bryant, 

2001), and the Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE; Torgesen, 1999). Both primary 

subtests of the GORT (GORT-Fluency and GORT-Comprehension) and the TOWRE (Sight 

Word Efficiency [SWE] and Phonemic Decoding Efficiency [PDE]) were used. The GORT 

and TOWRE provide alternate test forms, so Form A was used during pre-test and Form B 

was used during post-test. Additionally, the Rapid Digit Naming (RDN) and Rapid Letter 

Naming (RLN) subtests of the Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP; 

Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999) were used at pre-test to assess students’ rapid naming 

abilities and to better ensure students were appropriate for receiving the intervention 

described in this study. 

The above reading measures were selected to evaluate reading skills considered 

critical for early reading instruction (e.g., fluency, phonics, comprehension). According to 

the Institute for the Development of Educational Achievement and their Analysis of Reading 

Assessment Instruments for K–3 (Big Ideas in Beginning Reading–Assessment Domain, 

2005), these measures were reported to have sufficient evidence for assessing one or more 

essential reading components. Also, these measures each met important standards for 

reliability and validity, as assessed by expert committees affiliated with national reading 

centers such as the Florida Center for Reading Research (Florida Department of Education, 

2005) and the Institute for the Development of Educational Achievement (Big Ideas in 

Beginning Reading – Assessment Domain, 2005). 
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Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) Next-Oral Reading 

Fluency (DORF). DORF is a standardized, individually administered test of accuracy and 

fluency with connected text. DORF passages and procedures are based on the program of 

research and development of Curriculum-Based Measurement of reading by Deno and 

colleagues at the University of Minnesota (Deno, 1989).  

Students orally read three grade-level benchmark passages for 1 minute each.  Errors 

(i.e., substitutions, omissions, and hesitations for more than 3 seconds) are marked while 

listening to the student read aloud.  If words are self-corrected within 3 seconds, then they are 

scored as correct. A student’s DORF score represents the median number of WCPM for three 

grade-level passages (triads), as it provides the best indicator of student performance over a 

range of different text and content (Good et al., 2011).  

 Two-week alternate form reliability based on students’ median WCPM scores on 

three grade-level benchmark passages includes: .98 for first grade passages, .97 for second 

grade passages, and .96 for third grade passages. Two-week test-retest reliability based on 

students’ median WCPM scores on three grade-level benchmark passages includes: .95 for 

first grade passages, .91 for second grade passages and .93 for third grade passages. Inter-

rater reliability is also reported for grade-level triads and is .99 for both second grade and 

third grade passages; however, inter-rater reliability for first grade triads was not provided. 

Predictive validity of this measure is also well-supported and calculated based on 

students’ median WCPM scores on grade-level triads with the Group Reading Assessment 

and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) Total Test. In first and second grade, GRADE Total 

Test included word meaning, passage (or sentence) reading, and comprehension measures. 
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Predictive validity coefficients of WCPM for first grade benchmark passages are as follows: 

.64 (middle of the year) and .75 (end of the year). Predictive validity coefficients of WCPM 

for second grade benchmark passages include: .69 (beginning of the year), .76 (middle of the 

year), and .73 (end of the year). Predictive validity coefficients of WCPM for third grade 

benchmark passages include: .66 (beginning of the year), .67 (middle of the year), and .66 

(end of the year).  

Concurrent validity coefficients were calculated based on median WCPM for grade-

level triads with the Standard 4th Grade Reading Passage used in the NAEP 2002 Special 

Study of Oral Reading (Daane, et al., 2005). These coefficients include: .97 for first grade 

passages, .91 for second grade passages, and .96 for third grade passages. 

The!standard error of measurement (SEM), an index of measurement error, is based 

on median WCPM for grade-level triads and includes: 5.56 for first grade passages, 8.00 for 

second grade passages, and 7.00 for third grade passages.  

Test of Word Reading Efficiency (TOWRE). The TOWRE contains two subtests: the 

SWE subtest assesses the number of real printed words that can be accurately identified 

within 45 seconds, and the PDE subtest measures the number of phonemically constructed 

printed nonwords that can be accurately decoded within 45 seconds. TOWRE test-retest 

coefficients range from .83 to .96, average alternate forms reliability coefficients each 

exceed .90, and scorers’ inter-rater reliability is .99 (Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 1999). 

Gray Oral Reading Test, Fourth Edition (GORT-4). The GORT-4 assesses students' 

reading accuracy, rate, and comprehension on 14 developmentally sequenced passages of 50 

to 200 words in length. Five scores are provided from the test: Accuracy; Rate; Fluency (Rate 
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+ Accuracy); Comprehension; and a composite score (i.e., the Oral Reading Quotient) 

comprised of the sum of the Fluency and Comprehension standard score. Coefficient alphas 

for the Oral Reading Quotient, and the separate Fluency and Comprehension components are 

all at or above .90 for early primary students. Alternate form reliability is .90 for all subtests 

except for Comprehension (r = .78). Test-retest reliability range from .85 to .95 for the four 

subtest scores (Wiederholt, & Bryant, 2001). 

Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP). Two subtests of the 

CTOPP (Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999), RLN and RDN, assess students’ ability to 

rapidly recall phonological information from long-term memory store. Scores from each of 

these subtests comprise the CTOPP Rapid Naming Composite score. RLN consists of 72-

items and measures the speed with which a student can name randomly arranged letters on 

two pages. The student’s score is the total number of seconds taken to name all the letters on 

both pages. The average internal consistency of this subtest (taking into account all age-

levels) is .85.  RDN is identical to the RLN subtest, except students are required to name 

randomly arranged numbers. The student’s score is the total number of seconds taken to 

name all the numbers on both pages. The average internal consistency of this subtest is .87 

and the average internal consistency of the Rapid Naming composite is .80.  

There is evidence to suggest adequate criterion-related validity for the two subtests 

described above. Specifically, the RLN and RDN subtests correlate from .52 to .70 with the 

Word Attack and Word Identification subtests of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test-

Revised (Woodcock, 1987) (Wagner et. al, 1999).  

Mathematics assessment materials. At pre-test and post-test, first and second grade 
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student participants were assessed using the following math measure.  

Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, Third Edition (WIAT-III). The WIAT-III 

includes the Math Reasoning subtest and the Numerical Operations subtest, which comprise 

the Mathematics Composite. Numerical Operations assesses the ability to identify and write 

numbers (e.g. counting, solving pencil/paper computations), while Math Reasoning assesses 

the ability to reason mathematically (e.g. counting, identifying shapes, solving word 

problems) (Wechsler, 2009).  

 Reliability coefficients for these two WIAT–III subtests were obtained utilizing the 

split-half method. A subtest’s split-half reliability coefficient represents the correlation 

between the total scores of items from each half of the subtest, corrected by the Spearman-

Brown formula for the length of the full subtest (Crocker & Algina, 1986; Li, Rosenthal, & 

Rubin, 1996). The Math Problem Solving subtest has the following reliability coefficients: 

.91 for 6-year-old children, .89 for 7-year-old children, and .90 for 8-year-old children, and 

.87 for 9-year-old children. The Numerical Operations subtest has the following reliability 

coefficients: .93 for 6-year-old children, .91 for 7-year-old children, and .92 for 8-year-old 

children, and .90 for 9-year-old children.  

 The Mathematics Composite score internal consistency reliability coefficients were 

calculated using the formula recommended by Guilford (1954) and Nunnally and Bernstein 

(1994). The following reliability coefficients are provided: .95 for 6-year-old children, .94 for 

7-year-old children, and .95 for 8-year-old children, and .93 for 9-year-old children.  

 Test-retest stability for subtest and composite scores were obtained by administering 

the WIAT–III twice. Test-retest intervals ranged from 2–32 days, with a mean interval of 13 
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days for grades PK–5.  The Math Problem Solving subtest has a stability coefficient of .82, 

the Numerical Operations subtest has a stability coefficient of .87, and the Mathematics 

Composite has a stability coefficient of .92. 

Concurrent validity was evaluated by comparing the WIAT-III to the WIAT-II. The 

WIAT-III Math Problem Solving subtest correlates highly with the WIAT-II Math Reasoning 

Subtest (.84), the WIAT-III Numerical Operations subtest correlates highly with the WIAT-II 

Numerical Operations subtest (.81), and the WIAT-III Mathematics Composite is also highly 

correlated with the WIAT-II Mathematics Composite (.91)  

Acceptability ratings. Parents’ acceptability of HELPS was assessed at the end of 

the study using a revised form of the Intervention Rating Profile (IRP-15; Witt & Martens, 

1983). The scale was revised to apply to parents and reading skills rather than to teachers and 

behavior problems; however, questions used from the IRP-15 generally remained intact (see 

Appendix C). 

Instructional Materials  

The HELPS Curriculum consisted of a set of 100 instructional passages ranging in 

difficulty from the beginning of first grade to the end of fourth grade and was used as part of 

all HELPS implementation procedures (Begeny, Mann, Cunningham, Tsuen, 2009). HELPS 

implementation materials included (a) specific implementation protocols for parents to 

follow while implementing HELPS procedures (see Appendix D, E, F); (b) scripted 

directions; (c) a progress tracking form to document session information (e.g., session #, 

reading goal met/not met; WCPM/WIPM) (see Appendix G); (d) a student graph (used for 

the purposes of implementing the goal setting and performance feedback procedures) (see 
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Appendix H); (e) a star chart (for the purposes of the motivational reward system) (see 

Appendix I); and (f) examiner copies of the instructional passages, so parents could score 

students’ reading performance during Timed Readings that occurred during each HELPS 

instructional session (Timed Readings were scored in the same way as DORF assessment 

passages).  

Procedures  
For a timeline of procedures (e.g., screening, assessments, training, observations), 

please see Appendix J.  

 Screening and selection of participants. As previously indicated, all first and 

second grade students in the participating school were screened in May 2011 to determine 

their initial eligibility for the study. Student’s ORF scores on AIMSweb Reading 

Curriculum-Based Measurement (R-CBM) Spring Benchmark Passages (Shinn & Shinn, 

2002) helped determine if students would likely benefit from an intervention specifically 

targeting students’ reading fluency. A small team of teachers, who had previously been 

validated in the administration and scoring of AIMsweb R-CBM, carried out these 

assessments as a part of universal screening at the participating elementary school. 

Next, the following criteria were used to determine potential eligibility for 

participation. First, students’ ORF scores on AIMSweb R-CBM Spring Benchmark passages 

had to fall approximately within the 10th to the 50th percentile based on school-based norms. 

ORF norms for spring assessments (Hasbrouck & Tindal, 2006) were used to determine 

cutoff scores. First grade students’ median WCPM score on the DORF spring first grade 

benchmark passages needed to be within 15–63 WCPM. Second grade students’ median 

WCPM score on the DORF spring second grade benchmark passages needed to be within 
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31–99 WCPM. With respect to the upper limit of these ranges, Hasbrouck and Tindal 

suggested that students reading “more than 10 WCPM above the 50th percentile [are likely] 

making adequate progress in reading (unless there are other indicators that would raise 

concern)” (p. 642). Based on Hasbrouck and Tindal norms, first grade students at the 50th 

percentile read 53 WCPM in the spring; therefore the upper limit of our eligibility criterion 

was 63 WCPM. Regarding second grade students, the 50th percentile corresponded to 89 

WCPM in the spring; hence the upper limit of our eligibility criterion was 99 WCPM. 

Collectively, by targeting first and second grade students reading below 63 WCPM and 99 

WCPM, respectively, students with reading difficulties and those at risk for reading 

difficulties were included. The lower limit of these ranges (i.e., 15 WCPM for first grade 

students, 31 WCPM for second grade students) represented the approximate minimal level of 

ORF that a student should have to likely benefit from fluency-based interventions such as 

HELPS. Additionally, students reading below this level would likely benefit more from an 

intervention that targets decoding skills.  Second, students were not considered eligible to 

participate if they were receiving special education services and/or ESL services. Thus, 106 

first and second grade students were considered eligible to participate in the study. 

Parents of these 106 students received letters from their school, which invited them to 

attend an information session to learn about reading fluency, the HELPS Program, and the 

present study. Twenty-two parents attended the information session, which was held in the 

school’s cafeteria on the evening of a school day. Childcare was provided at the school for 

parents during this time frame. Following the information session, the principal investigator 

sent an email to these parents to inquire about their interest in participating in the present 
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study. Eighteen of the 22 parents responded that they would like to participate, attended 

training workshops to learn HELPS procedures, and met criterion for implementation; 

however, two parents dropped out approximately midway through the study. One parent who 

did not complete the study indicated that the program required more time during the week 

than she had originally anticipated. The other parent reported that she was feeling stressed 

and too overwhelmed to continue due to her son’s involvement in multiple activities over the 

summer break (i.e., participating in this study, private academic tutoring, athletics).  

The 16 parents who participated in this study provided informed consent and adhered 

to the following conditions: (a) attended two training workshops to learn HELPS procedures; 

(b) implemented the program with their children for at least 20 sessions; (c) submitted 

weekly session summary reports by phone or email; and (d) met individually with the 

primary investigator to receive implementation feedback four times across the project. 

Additionally, one parent had two students who participated in the study, so this parent 

fulfilled each requirement for both student participants.  

 Assessment procedures. At pre-test, student participants were administered the 

following assessment battery: DORF spring benchmark passages, the GORT, the TOWRE, 

the Math Reasoning and Numerical Operations subtests of the WIAT-III, and the RDN and 

RLN subtests of the CTOPP. The RDN and RLN subtests of the CTOPP were administered 

only at pre-test to determine students’ rapid naming skills. This measure was used to screen 

for student participants who earn a Rapid Naming composite score of 70 or below (i.e., two 

standard deviations below the mean) on the CTOPP. No student participants scored 70 or 

below on this measure, so all were considered likely to benefit from a fluency-based 
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intervention rather than needing intensive instruction in decoding and/or rapid naming. A 

HELPS Placement Assessment (Begeny, 2009) was also carried out to provide an appropriate 

starting point for student participants within the HELPS Curriculum based on their current 

reading level. 

At post-test, student participants were administered the following assessment 

measures: DORF spring benchmark passages (i.e, the triad of grade-level passages 

administered at pre-test) and fall benchmark passages (i.e., the triad of grade-level passages 

based for their current grade) for their respective grade levels, the GORT, the TOWRE, and 

the Math Reasoning and Numerical Operations subtests of the WIAT-III.  

Pre-test and post-test assessment batteries were each administered to student 

participants individually in one session by the primary investigator. Student assessments 

were carried out within approximately three weeks. Prior to the study, students had not been 

assessed using any of the assessment measures.  

Parent training. Parents attended a two-day two-part training workshop (i.e, Part A 

and Part B) during Summer 2011. They were instructed on all HELPS implementation 

procedures in these training workshops, which were approximately three hours each. To 

accommodate parents varying schedules, two dates were offered for Part A and Part B 

workshops. Of the 16 parents, 13 attended the first offered date/time for Part A training, 3 

attended the second offered date/time for Part A training, 11 parents attend the first offered 

date/time for Part B training, and 5 attended the second offered date/time for Part B training.  

The first offered time/date for Part A and Part B workshops were held in the media 

center of the participating elementary school, while the second offered date/time for Part A 
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and Part B workshops were held in a conference room at the local public library. This site 

was decided to be an acceptable alternative location given that the participating elementary 

school was closed during this time frame and the conference room was free of distractions.  

Training and information provided to parents was consistent in all workshops. During 

the first workshop (i.e., Part A), the primary focus was on acquainting parents with evidence-

based reading fluency procedures. For example, parents received information about fluency, 

the purpose of the project, and previous HELPS research. Parents viewed modeled 

demonstration of HELPS being implemented, learned how to implement each instructional 

component of the program (e.g., repeated reading, modeling, performance feedback with 

graphing), and practiced implementing each program component with feedback and 

assistance from HELPS-trained research assistants (RAs). 

During the second workshop (i.e., Part B), parents practiced implementing the full 

HELPS implementation protocol while receiving specific feedback and assistance from 

HELPS-trained RAs. Prior to implementing HELPS with student participants, parents had to 

demonstrate their ability to implement the HELPS primary protocol with 100% integrity 

during two consecutive practice sessions. If a parent did not meet this criterion at the end of 

the second workshop and/or he or she wanted additional practice time, then a follow-up 

meeting was scheduled within a week with the primary investigator so that the parent could 

demonstrate that this level of implementation integrity could be reached. Of the 16 parents, 6 

met criterion at the end of the second workshop and 10 parents scheduled a follow-up 

meeting with the primary investigator to validate his or her proficiency in implementing 

HELPS procedures. Of the 10 parents who scheduled a follow-up meeting with the primary 
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investigator, 9 were then able to meet criterion. Only 1 of the 16 parents needed a second 

follow-up meeting with the primary investigator to meet criterion. 

Additionally, parents were asked to complete a HELPS implementation quiz 

following the second workshop and bring it with them to their first observation/feedback 

session for review. The quiz consisted of 12 True/False, 12 multiple choice, and three short 

answer/applied items (see Appendix K). Eight of the 16 parents returned the quiz at the first 

observation/feedback session. The primary investigator reviewed the quiz with the parent and 

items that were marked as incorrect were discussed to better ensure their understanding of 

correct implementation procedures. Scores on the quiz ranged from 80 to 100 percent. 

RA training. Five RAs were selected to assist with the parent workshops based on 

their leadership skills and ability to communicate with others in a professional setting. 

During the parent training workshops, RAs provided assistance and feedback to parents as 

they were learning the components of the program.   

RAs had demonstrated proficiency in the program by reaching mastery criterion 

based on the implementation protocol. Mastery criterion was set at 100% implementation 

integrity during two consecutive practice sessions. All RAs had at least nine months 

experience directly implementing HELPS with elementary school students and at least five 

months experience of observing and providing feedback to others regarding their 

implementation of HELPS procedures.  

Implementation procedures. Parents were instructed to implement HELPS 

approximately three times per week (e.g., every Monday, Wednesday, Friday) for 

approximately 10 minutes per session. Although, it was suspected that some occurrences 
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would interrupt the three times per week schedule (e.g., family vacation), parents were 

expected to adhere to the implementation schedule as regularly as possible. Overall, students 

received an average of 28.88 HELPS sessions throughout the study (SD = 3.71; range = 20 to 

33) with an average of 82.33 days from students’ first session to their last session (SD= 7.45; 

range = 74 to 94). 

HELPS instructional procedures include eight evidence-based strategies shown in 

previous research to improve students’ reading fluency (see, for example, Chard, Vaughn, & 

Tyler, 2002; Therrien, 2004). The strategies include repeated reading, modeling, phrase-drill 

error correction, verbal cueing procedures for students to read with fluency and for 

comprehension, goal-setting, performance feedback, and a motivational/reward system. 

These strategies were integrated into one structured program because (a) research suggests 

that integrating several fluency-based strategies into one instructional package is typically 

more effective than implementing one or only a small number of strategies (e.g., Therrien, 

2004); and (b) the program offers an integrated set of evidence-based, systematic procedures 

that target students’ reading fluency development.  

Guidelines for implementing HELPS are provided through three primary protocols: 

(a) an Implementation Flow Chart (Appendix F), which provides a basic overview of HELPS 

procedures; (b) Scripted Directions (Appendix D), which provides a full script of directions 

for implementing procedures; and (c) Tips and Reminders for Implementation (Appendix E), 

which consists of 31 separate recommendations and procedural “reminders” that better 

ensure the implementer attends not only to the primary HELPS procedures, but also to 
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teaching characteristics most likely to engage the student and improve his/her reading during 

a HELPS session. 

As shown in Appendix F, the parent began a session by reading an introductory 

statement that reminds and prompts the student during each session to read with speed, 

accuracy, and good expression, as well as to comprehend what he or she is to read. The 

student then reads an instructional passage aloud while the parent scored the student’s 

WCPM and WIPM. This instructional passage would be the same passage the student 

practiced in the most previous session. The parent then asked the student to recall what he or 

she remembered about the story during a brief retell task. Depending on the student’s 

performance during these initial steps of the intervention, the parent would determine 

whether the student met the Reading Goal (i.e., a specific criteria for WCPM, WIPM, and a 

Retell Check that the student tries to meet). The student had the opportunity to meet his or 

her Reading Goal only one time per session. If the student met his or her Reading Goal, the 

student would begin reading the next story in the sequenced curriculum and the parent would 

use the Timed Reading (i.e., repeated reading), modeling, error-correction, graphing, and 

reward procedures shown on the left-hand side of Appendix F (i.e., steps 4a–13a). If the 

student did not meet the Reading Goal, he or she would continue practicing the passage read 

at the beginning of the session and the parent would follow the instructional procedures on 

the right-hand side of Appendix F (i.e., steps 4b–12b). !

Observation/feedback sessions. The principal investigator met individually with 

parents during four of their HELPS sessions to directly observe their implementation with 

student participants and provide constructive feedback. All parents met for their first 
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observation/feedback sessions with the primary investigator within the first two weeks of 

implementing the program. The three remaining observation/feedback sessions were 

scheduled at approximately two to three weeks intervals. During these observed sessions, the 

principal investigator followed a protocol, which provided a systematic procedure for (a) 

observing of the parents’ implementation of HELPS procedures with their children (which 

lasted approximately 10 minutes); (b) providing immediate corrective feedback to the parents 

about any missed procedures; (c) providing praise and support for the parent after his or her 

implementation with the child; (d) reviewing possible implementation errors and answering 

any questions posed by the parent, and (e) recording information relevant to the observed 

session (e.g., implementation steps missed, inter-scorer reliability of the parent’s scoring of 

timed readings, questions the parent had during the session) (see Appendix L-O). During 

each observed session, all data from the session were recorded on an Observation Summary 

Form (see Appendix O). 

Final meetings with parents. Following HELPS sessions and student post-testing, 

the principal investigator met with parents individually at the participating elementary 

school. These meetings provided the principal investigator the opportunity to discuss 

students’ reading progress with parents, address questions parents might have, inquire about 

other academic activities carried out over the summer, and gain feedback from parents 

regarding HELPS. Parents completed two forms during this meeting (see Appendix B and 

C). Information requested regarding the acceptability of the program (Appendix C) was 

anonymous and parents placed their completed forms in sealed envelopes.!
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CHAPTER 4 

Results 

Statistical Analysis Strategy 

To satisfy the requirement of having a minimum power of .8 to detect a medium 

effect size of .4, with alpha = .05, a total sample of 15 student participants was needed. As 

previously indicated, there were 17 student participants in the study.  

Doubly Repeated-Measures Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

To evaluate the overall difference in student participants’ “basic reading and math 

achievement ” from pre-test to post-test, a doubly repeated-measures multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was used (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The statistical design included 

a repeated-measures, within-subjects factor of time (i.e., from pre-test to post-test) and 

achievement measures (i.e., six pre-test and post-test measures: TOWRE-SWE, TOWRE-

PDE, DORF, GORT-Fluency, GORT-Comprehension, WIAT-III- Mathematics Composite).  

Prior to conducting the doubly-repeated MANOVA, a test of skewness and kurtosis 

was carried out for each pre-test measure, as well as test of sphericity. A conservative 

correction, Greenhouse-Geisser, was used to adjust the degrees of freedom in the doubly 

repeated MANOVA, as the Mauchly's Test of Sphericity indicated that the assumption of 

sphericity had been violated (p = .000).  

Although there was a statistically significant and medium effect found for the changes 

in “basic reading and math achievement ” based on time from pre-test to post-test, the effect 

due to the interaction between the achievement measures and time was of particular 

importance in this study. It was expected that students would improve on reading measures, 
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but not on a mathematics measure. As shown in Table 1, a statistically significant interaction 

was found between measures by time, accounting for 72% of the variance.  

 

Table 1 

Doubly Repeated-Measures Multivariate Analysis of Variance of Achievement Measuresa by 

Timeb  

 
Effect    Degrees of  Freedom       F-test Partial Eta Squared 

 
Time      1.0            12.6*  .441 

Achievement Measures   1.7       254.3**  .941 

Time x Achievement Measures  2.8           41.0**  .719 
 
Notes. Levels of statistical significance: ** at p < .001, * at p < .01 
a Achievement Measures= Within-subjects factor of reading and math including these six 

measures: TOWRE-SWE, TOWRE-PDE, DORF, GORT-Fluency, GORT-Comprehension, 

WIAT-III Mathematics Composite  
b Time = Within-subjects factor Pre-Test to Post-Test.  

 

Paired t-Tests  

In order to explore differences from pre-test to post-test for each of the six 

achievement measures, a series of paired t tests was carried out. The means, standard 

deviations, and statistically significant differences are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2!

Pre- and Post-Test Means and Standard Deviations by Achievement Measure  

 
Achievement Measure Pre M SD  Post M  SD     SD of Change 
           Score  
 
 
TOWRE-SWE 97.8     8.2 102.1a    8.1 6.1        

TOWRE-PDE 96.8   6.6 91.9b
     9.3 7.2 

DORF 48.1 22.1 65.8a
  23.2 8.5 

GORT-Fluency   8.1   1.3   9.8a
      1.8 1.3 

GORT-Comprehension   9.7   2.6 11.9a
      1.7 2.5 

WIAT-III Mathematics Composite  101.0 15.8 99.1    14.9 6.4 
 
Note. Paired t-test statistical significance was set at p < .05.  
a = post-test score significantly higher than pre-test score. 
b = pre-test score significantly higher than post-test score.  

 

Paired t-test comparisons showed statistically significant differences in the 

hypothesized direction (p < .05) on four of the five reading measures with students 

performing significantly higher at post-test than at pre-test. These statistically reliable 

differences included TOWRE-SWE (t = 2.951, p = .009), GORT-Fluency (t = 5.362, p 

= .000), DORF (t = 8.613, p = .000), and GORT-Comprehension (t = 3.719, p = .002). A 

statistically significant difference (p < .05) was found for TOWRE-PDE, but students 

performed significantly higher at pre-test than at post-test  (t = 2.792, p = .013). A difference 

on the WIAT-III Math Composite (t = 1.247, p = .230) was found with students scoring 
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higher at pre-test than at post-test, but this difference was not statistically significant (p > .05).  

Given the statistically significant differences between pre-test and post-test measures, effect 

size comparisons using Cohen’s d were computed for each of the measures used in this study. 

Estimates of effect size were corrected for dependence using the standard deviation of the 

pretest–posttest change scores (Gibbons, Hedeker, & Davis, 1993; Morris & DeShon, 2002). 

Results are shown in Table 3, indicating effect sizes ranging from small to large.  

 

Table 3 

Effect Size Comparisons Across Achievement Measures 

 
Achievement Measures  Effect Size   Magnitude of effect 

 
 
TOWRE-SWE      .72**   Medium 

TOWRE-PDE     -.68*    Medium 

DORF     2.09***   Large 

GORT-Fluency   1.30***   Large 

GORT-Comprehension    .90**   Large 

WIAT-III Math Composite   -.30   Small 

 
Notes. Effect sizes reported as Cohen’s d and magnitude of effect are based on 

recommendations by Cohen (1988).  

Levels of statistical significance: *** at p < .001, ** at p < .01, * at p < .05.  
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Additional DORF Analyses 

ORF as measured by DORF passages represented median WCPM scores on three 

grade-level benchmark passages, as these scores provided a strong indicator of student 

performance over a range of different text and content (Good et al., 2011). Unlike the other 

measures used in this study, DORF scores are considered raw scores rather than standard 

scores. Thus, unlike standard scores which account for a student’s age and maturation over 

time, changes in DORF scores might have been expected to occur based on maturation, 

regardless of whether students received a structured reading program like HELPS. For this 

reason, additional analyses were carried out with the DORF measure. In an effort to provide 

a more practical method of evaluating changes in ORF, two key factors were taken into 

account: expected reading growth and SEM.  

With regard to expected reading growth, the amount of change that would likely 

occur for a student between a spring benchmark assessment and a fall benchmark assessment 

was determined. That is, for first grade student participants who were rising second graders, 

pre-test DORF scores on the first grade spring benchmark passages were compared to post-

test DORF scores on the second grade fall benchmark passages; and for second grade student 

participants who were rising third graders, pre-test DORF scores on the second grade spring 

benchmark passages were compared to post-test DORF scores on the third grade fall 

benchmark passages. The expected reading growth (i.e., the difference between spring and 

fall benchmark goals for respective grade levels, according to a national sample of 435 first 

grade students and 540 second grade students) was an increase of 5 WCPM for first grade 

student participants (i.e., first grade spring benchmark goal of 47 WCPM compared to second 
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grade fall benchmark goal of 52 WCPM) and a decrease of 17 WCPM for second grade 

participants (i.e., second grade spring benchmark goal of 87 compared to a third grade fall 

benchmark goal of 70) (Good et al., 2011). This drop in WCPM between spring of second 

grade and fall of third grade is likely the result of third grade passages being more difficult. 

The estimated SEM for respective grade levels was then used to determine the upper 

limit that one might expect as a level of growth for a given student, if that growth was only a 

result of typical maturation (expected growth) and SEM. The following SEM calculations 

were provided by Good et al. (2011) for triads of DORF passages: 5.56 WCPM for first 

grade benchmark passages and 8.00 WCPM for second grade benchmark passages. Thus, for 

first grade students (those who started the study in first grade), their pre- to post-test DORF 

difference score would exceed the expected rate of growth if their score was greater than 10 

WCPM (average rate of growth = 5 WCPM + SEM = 5.56) and second grade students would 

exceed the expected rate of growth if their DORF difference score was greater than -9 

WCPM (average rate of growth = -17 WCPM + SEM = 8.00). Based upon these analyses, all 

but one student exceeded the expected rate of growth, and this student missed the 

aforementioned criterion by only 2 WCPM. Table 4 shows each participant’s pre- and post-

test DORF score and the difference between those scores.  
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Table 4 
Student Participants’ Pre- and Post-Test DORF Scores   

Student ID# Pre-Test DORF Score   Post-Test DORF Score      Difference Between 

  (Spring Benchmark)        (Fall Benchmark)            Pre-Test & Post-Test Scores 
 
1   14   25   11 

2   18   41   23 

3   32   59   27 

4   36   50   14 

5   37   56   19 

6   38   47     9 

7   38   64   26 

8   38   54   16 

9   43   48     5 

10   55   49    -6 

11   53   73   20 

12   59   73   14 

13   59   72   13 

14   68   72     4 

15   90   84    -6 

16   97   94    -3 

17   42   60   18 

 
Notes. Bolded data denotes students who met criterion for exceeding expected growth. First 

grade students exceeded the expected rate of growth if their score was greater than 10 

WCPM (i.e., average rate of growth = 5 WCPM + SEM = 5.56) and 2nd grade students 

exceeded the expected rate of growth if their DORF difference score was greater than -9 

WCPM (i.e., average rate of growth = -17 WCPM + SEM = 8.00).  

Underlined student ID# denotes second grade student participants. 

Implementation Integrity 
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The principal investigator met individually with parents during four of their HELPS 

sessions to directly observe their implementation with student participants using an 

Observation Checklist for Implementing the HELPS One-on-One Program (see Appendix N). 

Across parents, the average percentage of steps implemented correctly based on core HELPS 

procedures and was 98.2% (SD = 1.92). Across parents, the average percentage of steps 

implemented correctly based on tips and reminders for implementation (e.g., steps missed are 

considered minor errors) was 94.1% (SD = 4.39). The range of each parent’s implementation 

integrity for core HELPS procedures (95.8 percent to 100 percent) and tips and reminders 

(85.6 percent to 100 percent) suggests that all parents implemented HELPS with adequate 

integrity.  

Acceptability  

To evaluate parent participants' acceptability of HELPS, each parent independently 

completed a confidential questionnaire regarding the program (see Appendix C). Overall, 

parents rated the program as highly acceptable. Parents provided the answered 10 questions 

based on a 6-point Likert Scale (1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree). The means, 

standard deviations, and individual questions are shown in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Parent Participants’ Acceptability of HELPS  

Questions   M   SD 
 
 
This has been an acceptable program for helping my child improve   5.87  0.35 
his or her reading fluency. 
 
This program is an acceptable program for parents to use with    5.87  0.35                    
their children who struggle with reading fluency. 
 
I would suggest this program to other parents who have children  5.93  0.23                    
with reading fluency difficulties. 
 
This program did NOT result in negative side effects for my child.  5.73  0.59 
 
This program is similar to other reading activities I have used in my  1.93  1.22 
home before. 
  
This program is a feasible way for a parent to help his or her child    5.93  0.26 
with reading fluency.  
 
I like the procedures used in this program.     5.73  0.46 
    
I felt there was sufficient time each week to use the program with my  5.27  0.70 
child every 2-4 days. 

 
I thought the stories my child reads as a part of the program were  5.80  0.41 
appropriate for my child’s age and reading level.                 
 
Overall, this program has been beneficial in improving my child’s  5.87  0.35 
reading fluency. 
 
Note. Means and standard deviations are based on parents’ ratings on a 6-point Likert Scale 

(1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree). 
 

 



!
!

!

!

45!

CHAPTER 5 

Discussion 

The primary goal of this study was to evaluate the effects of a structured and 

research-supported reading program (i.e., HELPS) when implemented by parents in the home 

during the summer months. Comparisons from pre-test to post-test revealed significant 

differences on four of the five reading measures used in this study, with effect sizes ranging 

from medium for sight word vocabulary (i.e., TOWRE-SWE) to large for reading fluency 

and reading comprehension (i.e., DORF, GORT-Fluency, and GORT-Comprehension). 

These findings are consistent with meta-analyses, which have indicated medium to large 

effect sizes when multiple fluency-based strategies are combined and used to address the 

reading skills of elementary-aged students (Chard et al., 2002; Morgan & Sideridis, 2006; 

NICHHD, 2000; Therrien, 2004). These findings are also commensurate with three previous 

studies, which have evaluated the effects of HELPS (Begeny, 2011; Begeny et al., 2011, 

Begeny et al., 2010). For example, in earlier evaluations of HELPS, second-grade students 

who received HELPS outperformed control group students in these same measures (Begeny, 

2011; Begeny et al., 2011, Begeny et al., 2010). However, this study is the first to 

demonstrate that such effects can be obtained when HELPS is implemented over the summer 

months by parents with their children.  

It is important to note that one reading measure, TOWRE-PDE, which measured 

students’ phonemic decoding skills did not significantly improve after receiving HELPS. In 

fact, students’ scores on average were significantly higher at pre-test than at post-test.  There 

are several possible explanations why students may not have improved on this measure. 



!
!

!

!

46!

First, HELPS specifically includes evidence-based instructional strategies (e.g., 

repeated reading, modeling of connected text, performance feedback, goal setting, rewards 

for performance) that have been shown to improve fluency skills.  Instructional strategies that 

specifically target phonics-based skills are not included as program components of HELPS 

and may be one reason students did not improve on this skill during the study. Arguably, the 

fact that students did not improve on this skill may actually strengthen the overall internal 

validity of the results. That is, of the skills that would most likely improve as a result of 

intervention (i.e., word reading fluency, text reading fluency, and reading comprehension), 

students significantly improved on each of the four measures used to assess those skills. In 

contrast, students did not improve on the two measures used to assess skills that were not 

directly targeted by the HELPS intervention (i.e., phonemic decoding and math). As will be 

discussed later in more detail, such declines in students’ academic skills may illustrate the 

common phenomenon of student learning loss that occurs over the summer months (Cooper, 

Nye, Charlton, Lindsay, & Greathouse, 1996; Entwisle, Alexander, & Olson, 1997). 

Additionally, student participants’ decline in phonemic decoding in the present study 

should be considered in regards to previous evaluations of HELPS. Specifically, Begeny et al. 

(2010) found that second grade students of varying reading fluency levels (low, average, and 

high) who received the HELPS Program significantly outperformed a control group of 

students on the TOWRE-PDE measure. One explanation for this may be that the sample in 

the Begeny et al. study (i.e., second grade students with a range of reading abilities) differed 

from the sample in the present study (i.e., a combination of first and second grade students, 

all of whom experienced reading difficulties or were at risk for experiencing reading 



!
!

!

!

47!

difficulties). Another explanation may deal with the time period in which students received 

HELPS. In the Begeny et al. study, students received HELPS during the school year (from 

February through April); in the present study, students received this intervention during the 

summer months. Thus, all students in the Begeny et al. study were also receiving instruction 

in phonics-based skills during the time of the study, and there may have been an interaction 

between targeted fluency-based instruction (via HELPS) and phonics-based classroom 

instruction that led to the HELPS Program participants significantly outperforming the 

control group participants on the TOWRE’s timed measure of phonemic decoding. In fact, 

some evidence from the present study supports this explanation. Specifically, three students 

in the present study did improve their phonemic decoding skills as measured by the TOWRE, 

and two of these three students were reportedly receiving targeted phonics instruction in the 

home during the summer break. Parents of these two students indicated that they used the 

same commercialized phonics program two times a week with their children during the 

summer, whereas other parent participants reported that they did not use any form of 

phonics-based instruction with their children during this time frame. Of course, future 

research with HELPS should more specifically address the effects and potential interaction of 

students receiving (or not receiving) both targeted fluency and phonics-based instruction.  

A second goal of this study was to determine if students would show improvement on 

a measure of mathematics when parents do not implement a targeted mathematics 

intervention in the home setting. Students’ mathematics skills, based on their performance on 

the WIAT-III Math Composite, were assessed as this measure represented a nonequivalent 

dependent variable. Mathematic skills were not predicted to change because of receiving 



!
!

!

!

48!

HELPS, but the measure was expected to respond to internal validity threats in the same way 

as reading measures. As hypothesized, students’ performance on the WIAT-III math measure 

did not significantly improve over the summer break. Students scored higher at pre-test than 

at post-test, but this difference was not statistically significant.  

A third goal of this study was to determine the degree to which parents would 

implement a structured program such as HELPS with integrity. Erion (2006) highlighted that 

one key methodological problem of previous parent tutoring studies was a failure to report 

the presence or absence of important components of treatment (e.g., modeling, supervised 

practice, consultation). Erion also suggested that future research involving parents as 

interventionists should, as part of parent training, include quantifiable, mastery-level learning 

and follow-up implementation checks. Thus, this study included recommended 

methodological components (i.e., comprehensive two-day training workshops which 

included modeling and supervised practice, meeting criteria prior to implementation of the 

program, four observation/feedback sessions) in an effort to address earlier methodological 

limitations and better ensure that HELPS procedures would be carried out as intended.  

Findings from this study showed that, across parents, the average percentage of steps 

implemented correctly based on core HELPS procedures was 98.2% (SD = 1.92, range = 

95.8% to 100%), suggesting that the training and feedback procedures used in this study 

resulted in all parents implementing HELPS with adequate integrity. Yeaton and Sechrest 

(1981) hypothesized that when using an empirically strong intervention, if implemented with 

a high level of implementation integrity, the probability of obtaining the desired outcomes 

will increase. Thus, in this study strong emphasis was placed on implementation integrity 
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during parent training workshops and the four observation/feedback sessions, which likely 

influenced parents’ high levels of implementation integrity, as well as the overall 

effectiveness of the program. 

Furthermore, all parents indicated that the reading program helped to improve their 

children’s reading fluency skills. Each parent reported that HELPS was an acceptable and 

feasible program to use and they would suggest it to other parents. In fact, at least one parent 

participant during the course of the study recommended it to a parent outside of the project 

who was concerned about her son’s reading fluency development. This parent contacted the 

primary investigator to learn more about the reading program, so that she could be taught to 

use it with her son.  

In sum, parent participants in this study implemented HELPS with integrity, students’ 

academic skills that were targeted by the HELPS instructional strategies significantly 

improved, and skills that were not targeted during instruction did not improve. Given the 

importance of developing reading fluency skills, as well as the need for evaluating fluency-

based interventions that can feasibly be implemented by parents, this study adds to the 

relatively small research-base of reading interventions implemented by parents and suggests 

that parent tutoring—using a structured program such as HELPS—can have a significant 

impact on children’s reading outcomes (i.e., word reading fluency, text reading fluency, and 

reading comprehension).  

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although the findings suggest that parent tutoring can be effective and HELPS is a 

program that parents can be trained to implement with integrity to improve children’s reading 
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skills, this study is limited in several important ways. First, this study only included parents 

who volunteered to participate and of those who participated, , all parents had at least 

graduated high school and already engaged in reading behaviors with their children in the 

home. It is also important to note that the majority of parents eligible to participate 

(approximately 80 percent) chose not to attend the information session to learn about 

participating in the home-based tutoring program and two parents dropped out of the study 

due to self-reported time demands and stress level.  

Potential explanations regarding why parents may have chosen or not chosen to 

participate in this study can be understood based on three main constructs that have been 

indicated to affect parents’ motivations for involvement. These constructs include: (a) 

parents’ motivational beliefs (i.e., parents believe that they should be involved based on a 

sense of personal or shared responsibility for the child’s educational outcomes and a positive 

sense of efficacy for helping the child learn); (b) perception of invitations to involvement 

from the school community and (c) important elements of parents’ life context that allow or 

encourage involvement (i.e., knowledge/skills, time/energy) (e.g., Hoover-Dempsey & 

Sandler, 1995; Hooper-Dempsey-Sandler, 1997; Hoover-Dempsey, Walker, Sandler, 

Whetsel, Green, Wilkins, & Closson, 2005) . More specifically, in regards to how parents’ 

life context may influence involvement, it seems that parents’ perceptions of their skills 

affect the types of involvement activities that they believe they can carry out with success, 

regardless of their actual knowledge or skills (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995). Thus, it is 

important to note that HELPS procedures require a certain level of background knowledge 

and skills in reading. Some parents may have avoided helping their children in academic 
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activities, such through a parent tutoring reading program, if they believed their skills were 

inadequate. For these reasons, subsequent research should examine how to more successfully 

involve parents by addressing factors that may influence responsiveness, commitment, and 

acceptability of a parent tutoring program such as the one used in this study. 

Second, future research is needed to better understand how to enhance schools’ and 

parents’ capacities to be effectively involved in parent tutoring programs. A small research 

team dedicated to the purposes of this study carried out this project. The researchers spent a 

significant amount of time training and observing parents’ implementation integrity. It is 

unclear how educators would use these same procedures to facilitate training and support to 

parents in a structured reading program like HELPS. However, some strategies to increase 

schools’ and parents’ capacities for involving parents have been suggested (see Hooper et al., 

2005). These strategies emphasize the importance of creating a school environment that 

encourages dynamic school outreach and responsiveness to families and enhancing parents’ 

motivational beliefs, positive sense of efficacy, and positive perceptions of school and 

teacher invitations to involvement (Hooper et al, 2005). Additionally, with research 

suggesting learning loss is common for students over the summer months (Cooper et al., 

1996; Entwisle et al., 1997), and with a very high percentage of students within the U.S. 

reading below proficiency (Daane et al., 2005), many schools may recognize the need to find 

resources that can be used to assist parents with using evidence-based instruction at home.  

This study was limited from another perspective, as all student participants received 

HELPS for a specified period of time during the summer months. In practice, educators and 

parents may be interested in using structured reading programs like HELPS as a parent 
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tutoring program during the school year rather than the summer months. Thus, it is 

recommended that future research evaluate parent tutoring using research-based and 

structured reading program like HELPS during the traditional school year.  

Furthermore, this study only included a small sample of first and second grade 

students and parents from one school. Given the limitations regarding the sample size, future 

research should examine the effectiveness of the parent tutoring reading fluency program 

with a greater number of families (e.g., students from multiple schools and multiple grade 

levels, and with a larger numbers of parent implementers) to enhance external validity and 

generalizability of findings.  Furthermore, although careful consideration was used to 

improve upon the one-group pre-test-post-test design quasi-experimental design to evaluate 

within group differences, it is recommended that a control group design be used in the future 

to evaluate possible between group differences and reduce internal validity threats (e.g., 

maturation).  

Practical Implications 

Despite these limitations, the student-outcome findings from this study have practical 

implications for parents and educators when considering parent tutoring as a way to improve 

student reading skills. First, parents should be able to implement brief, research-based 

reading programs with integrity when provided with structured training and follow-up 

observation/feedback sessions. Such training and follow-up could be facilitated by school 

psychologists, teachers, and/or other trained staff in instructional procedures. In fact, after 

training some parents to use a reading program such as HELPS, a small number of these 
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parents may even be able to assist educators (as school volunteers) in training and observing 

other parents to use the program. 

Second, findings from this study are also important because structured reading 

programs are usually designed to be a resource for schools. When programs allow for 

multiple individuals to work with the same student across days and settings, the option for 

multiple implementers (e.g., a student’s parent and teacher) should increase a school’s 

capacity for using a program with students who would benefit, and may improve home-

school collaboration as well. However, future research is needed to evaluate collaborative 

approaches to using structured reading programs like HELPS (i.e., having parents and 

teachers share the responsibility of implementing the program). 

Third, this study was carried out during the summer months when learning loss is a 

problem for many students. Unstructured summer breaks where students are not exposed to 

academic activities or learning experiences, along with limited access to books and other 

reading materials represent obstacles for many schools. The faucet theory, devised by 

Entwisle et al. (1997), makes sense of the seasonal patterns in children‘s academic 

development by explaining that when school is in session, the learning faucet is turned on for 

all students, educational resources for learning are available, and most children make 

academic gains. Conversely, when school is not in session, learning is reduced and some 

students experience learning loss when no instruction occurs for consecutive months 

(Entwisle et al., 1997). According to Cooper et al. (1996) in their meta-analysis of 39 studies 

on summer reading loss, elementary students in general lose approximately 1-month of 

reading achievement over the summer; struggling K-6 readers may decline at the rate of 3-
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months each summer. Furthermore, many researchers claim that summer reading loss 

compounds, potentially reaching a loss of 1 1⁄2 years by grade 6 (Borman & Overman, 2005; 

Cooper et al., 1996; Downey, von Hippel & Broh, 2004; Entwisle et al., 2007).  

Taken together, unstructured summer breaks where students are not engaged in 

academic activities or learning experiences, along with limited access to books and other 

reading materials, are obstacles that could be decreased for some students if given the 

opportunity to participate in summer reading programs (Alexandar et al., 2007). Information 

derived from this study has practical implications for how schools might involve parents in 

the implementation of summer reading programs. In particular, schools that tend to find 

students experiencing academic loss during the summer months may be wise to formulate a 

structured program that trains parents how to use a research-based and structured reading 

program such as HELPS.  

Conclusions 

This study revealed that parent tutoring in reading can be a practical and powerful 

method to provide children with additional opportunities to practice their reading skills. This 

study has made contributions to the parent tutoring literature by evaluating a structured and 

research-supported reading fluency program when implemented by parents with their 

children. The information derived from this study indicates that parents, when trained, 

supported, and monitored regularly for implementation integrity, can effectively use 

structured reading programs, such as HELPS, to improve children’s reading skills. The 

results of this study also suggest that parent tutoring during the summer months may be a 

valuable time frame to assist children with their reading fluency skills. By keeping the 
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learning faucet flowing (Entwisle et al., 2007), children can experience less of a summer 

reading respite and more summer literacy gains when not receiving traditional instruction. 

Given the potential benefits to students, parents, and schools, providing parents with training 

in research-based reading programs is a worthwhile strategy for educators to incorporate into 

practice. 
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Appendix!A!

CONFIDENTIAL!BACKGROUND!QUESTIONNAIRE!

Information!requested!on!this!questionnaire!will!be!helpful!in!describing!you!and!your!child!for!our!
project.!Please!feel!free!to!add!as!much!information!as!you!want.!You!may!find!that!some!questions!do!not!
apply!to!you!or!your!child.!If!this!is!the!case,!please!write!N/A!(Not!Applicable)!in!that!space.!The!highest!
standards!of!professional!confidentiality!are!maintained!and!information!provided!in!this!questionnaire!
can!be!released!only!with!the!explicit!written!consent!from!you.!
!
I.!BASIC!DEMOGRAPHIC!INFORMATION!OF!CHILD!
Child’s!Name:!___________________________! ! Child’s!DOB:!__________!
Age!of!Child:!_____!Sex:!_____!Grade:!_____! Ethnicity:!________________! School__________!!
II.!BASIC!DEMOGRAPHIC!INFORMATION!OF!PARENT/GUARDIAN!
Name:!_________________________________!! DOB:!__________!
Age:!_____! ! ! Sex:!_____! ! ! ! Ethnicity:!_________________!
III.!INFORMATION!ABOUT!PARENTS/GUARDIANS:!
1)!Please!circle!the!term!that!represents!your!relationship!to!the!child:!!
! Biological!Mother!! Adoptive!Mother! ! Stepmother!! ! Grandmother!
! Biological!Father! ! Adoptive!Father! ! Stepfather!! ! ! Grandfather!
! Other!Guardian!(Please!specify):!____________________________!
2)!What!is!your!marital!status?!_____________!
3)!If!married,!is!your!spouse!the!child’s!biological!mother/father?!________________!
4)!How!many!years!of!schooling!have!you!completed?!(e.g.,!high!school!=!12,!BA!=!16)!____!
5)!How!many!years!of!schooling!has!your!spouse!(or!partner)!completed?!(e.g.,!high!school!=!12,!
BA!=!16)!___!
6)!Do!you!work!outside!the!home?!Yes!______!No!______!
! If!Yes,!what!is!your!occupation?!____________________________!!
7)!Does!your!spouse!(or!partner)!work!outside!the!home?!Yes!______!No!______!
! If!Yes,!what!is!his/her!occupation?!__________________________!
8)!What!level!of!education!do!you!expect!your!child!to!obtain?!(e.g.,!grade!school,!some!high!
school,!high!school!graduate,!some!college,!college!graduate,!some!technical!school,!
postgraduate!degree)!___________!
9)!At!what!age!in!months!did!you!begin!to!read!to!your!child?!(Please!estimate!if!you!cannot!
remember!exactly.)!___________!
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IV.!INFORMATION!ABOUT!HOME!ACTIVITIES!!
Please!read!each!question!carefully!and!circle!the!answer!that!is!most!reflective.!
!
1)!How!many!hours!per!day!do!you!watch!TV?!(Please!estimate!in!hours)!______!!
2)!How!many!hours!per!day!does!your!partner!(spouse)!watch!TV?!(Please!estimate!in!hours)!______!!
3)!How!many!books!for!pleasure!do!you!read!per!month?!______!!
4)!How!many!books!for!pleasure!does!your!spouse!(partner)!read!per!month?!_______!!
5)!Are!you!currently!reading!a!book?!Yes!______!No!______!
! If!Yes,!what!is!its!title?!_____________________!!
6)!Is!your!spouse!(partner)!currently!reading!a!book?!Yes!______!No!______!
! If!Yes,!what!is!its!title?!_____________________!!
7)!How!often!does!your!child!see!you!reading!a!book!for!pleasure?!!
! Daily! ! Every!other!day! !!!!Weekly! Twice!a!month! Monthly! Almost!never!!
8)!How!often!does!your!child!see!your!spouse!(partner)!reading!a!book!for!pleasure?!!
! Daily! ! Every!other!day! !!!!Weekly! Twice!a!month! Monthly! Almost!never!
9) About how many times do you read to your child at home?  
! Daily! ! Every!other!day! !!!!Weekly! Twice!a!month! Monthly! Almost!never!
10) About how many times do you go to the library with your child?  
! Daily! ! Every!other!day! !!!!Weekly! Twice!a!month! Monthly! Almost!never!!
11)!How!much!television/videos!does!your!child!watch!per!day?!(Please!estimate!in!hours)!_____!
12)!How!many!minutes!did!you!read!to!your!child!yesterday?!(Please!estimate!in!minutes)!_____!
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Appendix!B!

Questions!Regarding!Summer!2011!Academic!Activities!

Parent!Name:!!_______________________________________________________!Date:!_________________!
Information!requested!on!this!questionnaire!will!be!helpful!in!describing!you!and!your!child!for!
our!project.!Please!feel!free!to!add!as!much!information!as!you!want.!You!may!find!that!some!
questions!do!not!apply!to!you!or!your!child.!If!this!is!the!case,!please!write!N/A!(Not!Applicable)!
in!that!space.!The!highest!standards!of!professional!confidentiality!are!maintained.!
!

1.What!additional!academic!activities!did!your!child!participate!in!outside!of!this!project!
during!Summer!2011!(e.g.,!academic! tutoring,!science!camp,!etc.)?!Please! include! the!
following!information!for!each!academic!activity:!(1)!a!brief!description!of!each!activity,!
(2)! targeted! subject! area(s)! (e.g.,! math,! reading),! (3)! dates! attended,! and! (4)! the!
amount!of!time!per!week!your!child!was!involved!in!the!activity.!
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________!
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________!
!
!

2.Did! you! or! anyone! else! provide! academic! tutoring! in! any! academic! area! (e.g.,!math,!
reading,!writing,!etc.)!outside!of!this!project!during!Summer!2011?!Please!include!the!
following! information:! (1)! relationship! of! the! person!who!provided! tutoring! to! your!
child! (e.g.,!Mother,! Father,!WCES!Teacher,! an! individual! from!a! tutoring! agency),! (2)!
targeted!subject!area(s),!and!(3)!the!amount!of!time!per!week!your!child!was!involved!
in!the!activity.!!
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________!
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________!
!
!

3.How!much!time!would!you!estimate!that!you!spent!with!your!child!engaging!in!math!
activities!during!Summer!2011?!Circle!the!answer!that!is!most!reflective.!
!
Daily!!!!!!!!!!Every!other!day!!!!!!!!!!Weekly!!!!!!!!!!Twice!a!month!!!!!!!!!!Monthly!!!!!!!!!!!Almost!never!!
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Appendix!C!

Confidential!Feedback!Regarding!the!HELPS!Program!

Information! requested!on! this!questionnaire!will!be!helpful! in!understanding!your!opinion!of!
the! HELPS! Program.! Please! feel! free! to! add! as! much! information! as! you! want.! Information!
provided! in! this! portion! of! the! questionnaire! is! anonymous! and! the! highest! standards! of!
professional!confidentiality!are!maintained.!
!
Please!circle!the!number!that!best!describes!your!agreement!or!disagreement!with!each!
statement!using!the!scale!below.!
1!=!strongly!disagree!!!!2!=!disagree!!!!3!=!slightly!disagree!!!!4!=!slightly!agree!!!!5!=!agree!!!!6!=!strongly!agree!
!
1. This!has!been!an!acceptable!program!for!helping!my!child!improve!his!or!her!! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!

reading!fluency.! !! ! ! !
! !

2. This!program!is!an!acceptable!program!for!parents!to!use!with!their!children!! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!!
who!struggle!with!reading!fluency!difficulties!

!
3. I!would!suggest!this!program!to!other!parents!who!have!children!who!! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!

struggles!with!reading!fluency.!
! ! ! !!!! !!!!!!!!!!
4. This!program!did!NOT!result!in!negative!side!effects!for!my!child.! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!
!
5. This!program!is!similar!to!other!reading!activities!I!have!used!in!my!home!before.! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!

! !
6. This!program!is!a!feasible!way!for!a!parent!to!help!his!or!her!child!with!! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!

reading!fluency.! !
!
7. I!like!the!procedures!used!in!this!program.! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!
! !!
8. I!felt!there!was!sufficient!time!each!week!to!use!the!program!with!my!child! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!

every!2f4!day.!
!

9. !I!thought!the!stories!my!child!reads!as!a!part!of!the!program!were!appropriate!! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!
for!my!child’s!age!and!reading!level.!!!!!!!!!!
! ! ! ! ! !!!

10.!!!Overall,!this!program!has!been!beneficial!in!improving!my!child’s!reading!fluency! 1!!!2!!!3!!!4!!!5!!!6!
!
Please!provide!any!additional!comments!you!have!regarding!how!we!can!improve!the!HELPS!Program!for!
children!who!need!assistance!with!reading!fluency:!!
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________!
!
Please!provide!any!additional!comments!you!have!regarding!how!we!can!improve!the!HELPS!Program!for!
parents!in!the!future:!
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________!
!
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Appendix!D!

HELPS!OnefonfOne!Program:!Scripted!Directions 

Introductory statements and expectations (includes Verbal Cuing Procedure): 
<Student Name>, you‟re going to be doing some reading with me today. As you read, I want you to do your best reading. This 
means I want you to read as quickly as you can without making mistakes, and try to read with good expression (like I do when I 
read to you). I also want you to remember what happens in the story and try to remember the difficult words that we practice.  
Directions to administer before a Timed Reading (as part of the Repeated Reading Procedure):  

1. Place the teacher copy of the reading passage in front of you but shielded so the student cannot see what you record. The 
teacher copy of each passage contains word counts at the end of each line.  

2. Place the student copy of the reading passage in front of the student, but cover the beginning portion of the passage until you 
are ready for step 4 below. (Do this so the student does not begin reading while you provide directions).  

3. Say to the student, “Here is a story that I would like you to read. When I say „Begin‟, start reading aloud at the top of 
the page and read across the page. Try to read each word. If you come to a word you don’t know, I’ll tell it to you. Do 
you have any questions? Be sure to do your BEST reading.”  

4. Say, “Begin!” and start the stopwatch when the student says the first word.  
5. Score the student’s WCPM and WIPM according to the Timed Reading Scoring Rules (see HELPS Teacher Manual).  
6. At the end of one minute, place a closed bracket after the last word.  
7. If the student reads so fast that no expression is given, remind the student that when he/she reads the next story, you  

want him/her to read at a comfortable rate (i.e., with good expression, like when you read).  
8. Remove both copies of the reading passage.  

 
Directions for administering Retell Check Procedure:  

1. Remove student passage in a way to ensure student cannot review the passage during the Retell Check 
2.  Say to the student, “Now I want you to tell me everything you remember about the story you just read. Try to tell me 

what happened in the correct order.” 
3. Start your stopwatch and stop the retell activity in 30-45 seconds. Use prompts or follow-up questions as appropriate. 
4. If student clearly struggles to remember parts of the story during his/her retell, note this on the student’s tracking sheet and use 

this information when determining whether the student met his/her Reading Goal.  
 
Directions for administering Phrase-drill Error Correction Procedure:  
1) Say to the student, “Now we are going to practice some of the words you missed.”  
2) Point to the first error word, say the word, and then say, “Read this after I do, <read the 2-8 word phrase containing the error 

word>. Again, Again.” In essence, allow the student to read the phrase three times. Make sure the student points to the words 
being read; students will sometimes just “memorize” the phrase and repeat it. (Teachers want students to read, rather than recite).  

3) Repeat the above procedure for all unique error words in the passage (up to 5 or until time permits).  
a)  If a student makes 1 or fewer errors, practice 1-3 phrases the student read less fluently. Use the procedures above, except 

the student should be told “Now we are going to practice some words you read correctly, but they are difficult and we 
should practice them.”  

4. Praise the student for every two to three sets of phrase-drills.  
 
Directions for teacher to read passage aloud (Modeling Procedure):  

1. Say to the student, “Now I am going to read today’s story to you. Please follow along with your finger, reading the 
words to yourself as I read them. Sometimes I will stop reading to make sure you are following along. When I stop, 
you need to tell me the next word in the story. If you read the correct word, this will show me you are reading along 
with me and doing your best.”  

2. Read the passage at a comfortable reading rate and with good expression for approximately 1.5 minutes or until you read the 
entire passage. Make sure the student is following along with his/her finger and prompt the student to do this, if necessary.  

3. While reading the passage, stop 5-7 times in order to have the student read the word that immediately follows the word you 
stopped at.  

4. At the end of the activity, praise the student for his/her effort (as applicable).  
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Appendix!E 

HELPS!OnefonfOne!Program:!Tips!and!Reminders!for!Implementation!
The tips and reminders listed below were developed over four years of systematically observing teachers implement the HELPS Program; they therefore 
represent a thorough list of rules and reminders that should assist teachers with implementing the HELPS Program effectively. The tips and reminders not 
only represent “best practice” for implementing the HELPS Program, but they also include important reminders about procedures teachers sometimes 
forget when they are first learning how to implement HELPS with their students. As a teacher is learning to accurately implement the primary HELPS 
procedures (i.e., those described in the Implementation Protocol and Scripted Directions), the tips and reminders should be regularly reviewed and 
implemented (as best possible) with the primary procedures. Depending on the intensity of training with the HELPS Program, a teacher may need to 
implement HELPS for at least 10-20 sessions before he/she can consistently implement all primary HELPS procedures and all the tips and reminders. 
However, it should be emphasized that the tips and reminders are not “optional.” Successful use of the HELPS Program requires implementation of all 
primary procedures, as well as the procedures listed below.  
 
General!Implementation!Procedure! 
  Have the following materials available and organized before starting the session: (1) stop watch, (2) examiner 

passage, (3) student passage, (4) dry-erase marker, (5) pencil, (6) student’s graph, (7) student’s Progress Tracking 
Form, (8) student’s Star Chart, (9) Bonus Bag, (10) Implementation Flow Chart, and (11) Scripted Directions. Also, (12) 
the prize box should be in close proximity.  

 Use the Scripted Directions or Abbreviated Directions as advised at the top of the Abbreviated Directions.  
!
Repeated!Reading!Procedure! 
 After the student completes each oral reading, indicate on the examiner passage (with a bracket) the number of words 

read in one minute. 
When!recording!all!student!readings!with!a!dryferase!marker!(and!before!transferring!the!scores!to!
the!Progress!Tracking!Form),!be!sure!to:! 

 Put the appropriate number (i.e., 1, 2, or 3) next to the one-minute bracket.  
 Mark student errors differently during each reading (e.g., first reading = slash, second reading = underline, third 

reading = circle).  
!
Retell!Check!Procedure! 
 Throughout the Retell Check, make sure the student cannot review the passage. Thus, before prompting the student 

to begin the Retell Check, make sure the passage is out of sight.  
 Use follow-up questions to solicit the student’s retell only if the student was unable to retell the passage for 

approximately 30 seconds.  
 Implement the Retell Check for no more than 45 seconds unless a decision was made by the student’s primary 

teacher to lengthen the Retell Check.  
!
Goal!Setting!Procedure! 
 When determining whether the student meets the Reading Goal, be sure to look at the WCPM, WIPM, and Retell 

Check criteria. Remember that the WCPM criterion differs depending on the student’s grade level.  
 

Phrase-Drill Error Correction Procedure  
 Ask the student to practice “logical” phrases. For instance, suppose the student incorrectly read the word “staying” in 

the following sentence: “Dad said we will be staying right near the dock.” A logical phrase the student could practice is, 
“we will be staying,” or “staying right near the dock.” A poor example of a phrase would be, “be staying right,” “be 
staying,” or “will be staying right.”  

  sk the student to practice e  “logical” phrases. For instance, suppose the student incorrectl 
 Point to (or have the student point) to each word practiced.  
 If the student makes 1 or fewer errors, have the student practice 1-3 phrases that were read less fluently.  
 If the student practiced words that were read correctly but less fluently (see above reminder), be sure to explain  

to the student that he/she read the words correctly, but he/she will practice them because they are difficult. 
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Modeling Procedure  
 Read aloud at a pace just a little faster than the student’s reading ability.  
 Read with good expression. Remember that you are modeling the type of expression you want the student to  

develop when reading aloud.  
 Read at a volume the student can clearly hear.  
 Pause 5-7 times to have student read the next word in the passage. Not only does this procedure ensure the  

student is on-task and paying attention, but it also helps to ensure you are not reading aloud too quickly.  
 
Performance Feedback (Graphing) Procedure  
 While graphing, give verbal feedback and praise regarding the student’s WCPM and WIPM scores.  
 Graph WCPM and WIPM on 2 or 3 readings (3 if the Goal was met; 2 if the Goal was not met). 
 Circle the data point and session number when the student begins a new passage. 
 Connect lines between WCPM (and WIPM) scores only for scores of the same passage.  
 
Motivational (Reward) Procedure  
  When awarding stars on the Star Chart, remember to accurately tell the student why he/she earned each star (e.g., 

�you earned one star for meeting your reading goal, and when practicing the new story, you earned another star for imp
roving the number of words you read correctly�).  

 With enthusiasm, praise specific reading behaviors (e.g., nice job reading accurately and with good expression; I like 
how you corrected words you missed previously) and praise the student for specific reading behaviors or 
improvements at the end of the session.  

 Provide a minimum of five different praise statements regarding the student’s reading behavior. A primary goal of the 
HELPS Program is for students to experience a lot of positive feedback about their reading.  

 If the student landed on OR passed a shaded square on Star Chart, allow the student to select a ticket from the bonus 
bag and correctly record the bonus stars written on the ticket.  

 Convey to the student that improved reading skills, rather than the opportunity to earn stars/prizes, is the primary 
reason that he/she should put forth effort during each HELPS session. It is okay if the student likes earning rewards as 
part of his/her performance with the HELPS Program, but you should always emphasize for the student the importance 
of learning reading skills. You should not highlight a student’s success with HELPS only because he/she earns stars or 
prizes.  

 
Using the Progress Tracking Form  
 After finishing the session, complete the Progress Tracking Form before erasing data from the examiner passage.  
 Record 2 or 3 sets of WCPM/WIPM scores on the Progress Tracking Form, as determined by whether the student met 

his/her Reading Goal on passage A (3 sets of scores are recorded if Goal was met; 2 sets of scores are recorded if 
Goal was not met).  

 As needed, remember to record relevant information in the Notes column of the Progress Tracking Form (e.g., student 
difficulties with Retell Check, behavior problems, attention difficulties, etc.).  

 Review the procedural protocol at the end of the session and correctly record the number of procedural steps 
implemented incorrectly (or forgotten completely) in the “# of Steps Forgotten” column.  
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Appendix!F!

HELPS!OnefonfOne!Program!!
Implementation!Flow!Chart 

!

!
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Appendix G 

Student!Progress!Tracking!Form!
!

STUDENT!:!_____________________________PARENT!:!__________________________________!
!
 
 
Sess. 
#  

 
 
Date 

 
First 
Story 
Read 

100 
WCPM  

on 1st rdg 
of Pass 
A? (Y/N) 

100 
WCPM  

on 1st rdg 
of Pass 
A? (Y/N) 

Pass. A 
 

WCPM/ 
WIPM 

Reading 1 

Pass A 
 

WCPM/ 
WIPM 

Reading 3 

Pass. B 
 

WCPM/ 
WIPM 

Reading 1 

Pass. B 
 

WCPM/ 
WIPM 

Reading 3 

 
Last 
Story 
Read 

 
Notes 

1! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
2! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
3! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
4! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
5! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
6! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
7! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
8! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
9! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
10! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
11! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
12! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
13! ! ! ! !       
14! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
15! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
16! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
17! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
18! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
19! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
20! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
21! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
22! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
23! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
24! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
25! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
26! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
27! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
28! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
29! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
30! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
!
!
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Appendix H 

HELPS!Student!Graph!
 

125                                          
120                                          
115                                          
110                                          
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6                                          
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2                                          
0                                          
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17 

 
18 

 
19  20 21   22 

 
Timed Readings 

Notes: Circle session # when beginning new story. Indicate date for each session by 
connecting a line to the retrospective session number. Mark WCPM with dot and WIPM 

with X. Only connect dots & Xs for readings of the same story. 
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Appendix I 

HELPS Program Star Chart 
Student Name: ________________________________  
 
 

   
 

           

 
 

              

 
 

              

 
 

              

 
 

              

 
 

              

 
 

              

 
 

              

 
 

              

 
 

              

 
 

  
 

            

 
Star Chart Rules:  
-When the student earns a star in the last square of each row (a total of 15 stars), he/she earns one 
prize from the special prize box.  
-When student earns a star in a shaded square, he/she gets to select a ticket from the Bonus Bag. The 
number of stars written on the selected ticket should be immediately added to the Star Chart.  
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Appendix J 

Timeline of Procedures  

Procedure Administration of  
Procedures 

Dates 

AIMSweb ORF Screening  Teachers at Elem. Sch. 5/2/11- 5/6/11  
Parent Information Session Principal Investigator  5/24/11  
Student Pre-testing Principal Investigator  6/16/11- 6/30/11 
Parent Training Workshops 
HELPS Participants 

Principal Investigator & 
RAs 

6/23/11, 7/5/11 (Part A)  
6/28/11, 7/7/11 (Part B) 

Observation/Feedback Sessions Principal Investigator  7/6/11-10/7/11 
Student Post-testing Principal Investigator  9/30/11-10/14/11  
Final Meetings with Parents Principal Investigator  11/10/11-11/11/11 
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Appendix!K!

HELPS!Program!Implementation!Quiz!

Name:!__________________________________! ! ! ! ! ! Date:!_____________!!!!!
! !
True/False!
Indicate)whether)the)sentence)or)statement)is)true)or)false.)
)
_____! 1.!!During!the!Phrase!Drill!portion!of!the!intervention,!it!is!okay!to!say,!“Repeat!after!me”!

instead!!of,!“Read!after!me”.!!)
!
_____! 2.!!If!a!child!reaches!his!goal!on!the!first!reading,!you!immediately!chart!his!performance.!
!
_____! 3.!!When!graphing,!you!should!circle!the!point!that!signifies!the!beginning!of!each!

session.!
!
_____! 4.!!When!graphing,!you!should!connect!the!points!of!different!passage!numbers!(e.g.!

passages!6,!7,!and!8).!
!
_____! 5.!!During!the!comprehension!portion!of!a!session,!you!should!let!the!child!continue!to!

view!the!story.!
!
_____! 6.!!You!should!be!genuine!when!giving!praise!and!try!to!avoid!using!the!same!praise!

statements!repeatedly.!
!
_____! 7.!!If!a!child!does!not!meet!his!goal,!the!next!step!is!for!you!to!do!model!reading!for!the!

student.!
!
_____! 8.!!You!should!let!the!child!read!to!the!end!of!the!story!each!time!1!he!reads.!
!
_____! 9.!!“Tell!me!what!happened!in!the!story”!is!a!sufficient!example!of!what!to!say!for!the!

instructions!to!begin!the!comprehension!component.!
!
_____! 10.!!For!the!first!reading!of!the!day,!the!child’s!oneXminute!score!should!be!recorded,!but!

depending!on!the!child’s!performance,!he!may!be!allowed!to!read!for!up!to!90!seconds.!
!
_____! 11.!!A!child!can!meet!a!“goal”!twice!per!session.!
!
_____! 12.!!As!you!give!directions!for!the!child!to!begin!reading!the!first!story!of!the!day,!he!or!

she!should!not!be!able!to!view!the!beginning!of!the!story.!!!
!
!
!
!
!
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Multiple!Choice!
!
_____! 13.!!If!child!does!not!meet!her!goal!at!the!beginning!of!the!session,!but!puts!forth!good!

effort!during!the!rest!of!the!session,!the!child!earns!
a.!!two!stars! ! c.!!an!automatic!drawing!from!the!prize!bag!

! b.!!one!star! ! ! ! d.!!no!stars!
!
_____! 14.!!Up!to!how!many!errors!can!a!child!make!in!order!to!still!meet!her!goal?!
! a.!!0! ! ! ! ! c.!!2!
! b.!1! ! ! ! ! d.!3!
!
_____! 15.!!If!a!child!does!not!reach!the!100!WCPM!criterion!on!the!first!passage!you!
! a.!!don’t!have!to!do!the!retell!portion.! ! c.!!still!complete!the!retell!portion.!
! b.!!ask!her!to!immediately!reread!the!passage! d.!!go!directly!to!the!phrase!drill!phase.!
!
_____! 16.!!If!a!child!reads!the!entire!passage!in!less!than!one!minute,!you!
! a.!pretend!that!she!read!the!passage!in!exactly!one!minute.!!!

b.!!write!down!the!time!that!it!took!her!to!complete!the!passage!and!record!the!number!
of!!WCPM!and!WIPM!during!the!reading!on!the!tracking!form.!

c.!!write!down!the!time!on!the!tracking!form.!
d.!!give!her!two!stars!for!her!performance.!!

! !
_____! 17.!!To!keep!track!of!what!the!oneXminute!bracket!represents,!you!should!
! a.!!record!a!1,!2,!or!3!with!each!bracket.!

b.!!not!do!anything;!it!doesn’t!matter!what!order!the!scores!are!recorded.!
! c.!!circle!the!bracket!from!reading!3.!! ! ! !

d.!!only!put!a!bracket!after!the!last!word!of!the!first!reading.!
!
_____! 18.!!If!a!child!reads!the!passage!with!no!errors,!during!a!phrase!drill!

a.!!you!should!skip!the!phrase!drill!procedure.!!
b.!!you!should!spend!time!defining!word!that!the!child!may!not!know.!
c.!!you!should!select!at!least!2!difficult!portions!of!the!passage!to!review!using!phrase!
drill!procedures.!

d.!!randomly!select!words!to!practice!using!phrase!drill!procedures.!!
!
_____! 19.!!During!the!Model!Reading!phase,!when!reading!the!passage!to!the!child,!you!should!

a.!!read!just!a!little!slower!than!the!child!reads.!
b.!!read!at!a!pace!that!is!just!a!little!faster!than!the!child’s!reading!ability.!
c.!!read!the!story!with!proper!expression.! ! !
d.!!both!B!and!C.!

!
_____! 20.!!If!the!child!meets!her!goal,!the!first!thing!you!should!do!with!Passage!B!is!

a.!!phrase!drill.!! ! c.!!read!the!passage!to!the!student.!
b.!!have!the!child!read!it.! d.!!ask!the!child!what!he/she!knows!about!the!story!

!
!
_____! 21.!!If!the!child!lands!on!a!dark!square,!she!
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a.!!picks!a!prize!from!the!prize!box.!!! c.!!draws!a!ticket!from!the!bonus!bag.!
b.!!has!to!do!an!additional!reading.! d.!!answers!what!she!knows!about!the!story.!

!
_____! 22.!!When!graphing!performance,!you!should!graph!

a.!!the!first!reading.! ! ! ! c.!!the!third!reading.!
b.!!the!second!reading.! ! ! d.!!A!and!C!

!
_____! 23.!!If!a!child!meets!her!goal,!what!is!the!correct!order!of!the!protocol!for!Passage!B?!

a.!!reading!1,!phrase!drill,!reading!2,! ! c.!!reading!1,!phrase!drill,!reading!2,!
comprehension,!reading!3.!!! ! ! model!reading,!reading!3.!
b.!!phrase!drill,!reading!1,!model!reading,! d.!!reading!1,!reading!2,!phrase!drill,!!
reading!2.! ! ! ! ! model!reading,!reading!3.!

!
Short!Answer!
25.!!If!child!does!not!meet!her!goal!during!the!first!reading,!list!what!you!would!do!for!the!rest!of!
the!session!(include!all!steps!up!to!giving!the!student!stars!and!recording!data!on!the!tracking!
form):!
!
!
26.!!If!a!child!reads!78!words,!and!make!4!mistakes;!write!the!number!of!WCPM!and!WIPM.!
! WCPM:!___________!WIPM:!____________!
!
27.!!Please!sketch!a!graph!to!report!these!data.!
9/1/07!
Passage!16!
Reading!1:!!WCPM!=!78,!WIPM!=!3!
Reading!2:!!WCPM!=!84,!WIPM!=!2!
Reading!3:!!WCPM!=!95,!WIPM!=!1!
9/2/07!
Passage!16!
Reading!1:!!WCPM!=!95,!WIPM!=!2!
Reading!2:!!WCPM!=!100,!WIPM!=!4!
Reading!3:!!WCPM!=!115,!WIPM!=!2!
9/3/07!
Passage!16!
Reading!1:!!WCPM!=!105,!WIPM!=!1!
Passage!17!
Reading!1:!!WCPM!=!87,!WIPM!=!4!
Reading!2:!!WCPM!=!94,!WIPM!=!3!
Reading!3:!!WCPM!=!98,!WIPM!=!4!
9/4/07!
Passage!17!
Reading!1:!!WCPM!=!99,!WIPM!=!3!
Reading!2:!!WCPM!=!108,!WIPM!=!2!
Reading!3:!!WCPM!=!115,!WIPM!=!2 
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Appendix L 

Preparing for HELPS Observation Sessions 
In addition to this list of general preparation instructions, you should have access to each of the 
following materials related to learning how to complete HELPS observation sessions: (1) the Steps and 
Guidelines for Observing Parents; (2) the Observation Checklist for Implementing HELPS; (3) the 
Observation Summary Form; and (4) the Abbreviated Steps and Guidelines for Observing Parents. 
When reviewing these materials, note that you are considered the "Observer" and your observation of 
a HELPS implementer is considered an Observation (OBS) session.  
 
Suggested preparation strategies for HELPS observation sessions:  

1. Ensure you have hard copies of all of the aforementioned materials in front of you, and quickly 
review each page. You will eventually use each document during an OBS session.  

2. Review the “Steps and Guidelines for Observing Parents” document first, and while doing so 
look at (a) the OBS summary form (OSF) and (b) the Observation Checklist for Implementing 
the HELPS Program (henceforth called the Observation Checklist). This will allow you to better 
understand how the observation steps are associated with the OSF and Observation Checklist.  

3. Carefully review each step on the Observation Checklist. It is imperative that you thoroughly 
know (and can therefore observe for) all HELPS core procedures and Tips and Reminders.  

 
When observing new HELPS Implementers, you will always need to have the following materials. 
(Appendices refer to Appendices in the HELPS One-on-One Program Teacher’s Manual). 

1. HELPS One-on-One Program: Implementation Flow Chart  
2. HELPS One-on-One Program: Scripted Implementation Directions  
3. Your book of the HELPS Curriculum Teacher’s passages 
4. The list of Steps and Guidelines for Observing Parents 

a. Once you have conducted at least 3-5 OBS sessions and are sure that you are 
following the procedures with 100% accuracy, you may then begin to use the list of 
Abbreviated Steps and Guidelines for Observing Parents 

5. An Observation Summary Form (OSF) 
6. An Observation Checklist 
7. HELPS One-on-One Program: Implementation Integrity Recording Form  

a. This form can be used during an OBS session to quickly summarize implementation 
integrity data. When observing, this form should supplement (not replace) the OSF 
and Observation Checklist.  

 
Note: During the first 2-3 OBS sessions with a new HELPS implementer/parent, instruct the HELPS implementer 
to read through all the Scripted Directions even if the student/child is highly familiar with the directions. By doing 
this, the new implementer will have adequate practice using the Scripted Directions prior to using the 
Abbreviated Directions. If the student/child is familiar with the directions already, simply tell him/her that the 
parent wants to get practice with reading all of the directions and the student can help by listening to and 
following those directions. If necessary, you might also explain that the two of you are working with the student 
because you are helping the parent learn to use the reading program. 
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Appendix M 

Steps and Guidelines for Observing Parents During Their  
Implementation of the HELPS One-on-One Program 

 
 1. On the Observation Summary Form (OSF), record (a) your name, (b) the parent’s name, (c) the date, (d) the 

observation (OBS) session number (e.g., if the teacher has been observed 4 times previously, write “5” because 
this is the 5th OBS session), (e) the name of student receiving HELPS, and (f) the student’s HELPS session 
number.  

 
 2. Wait patiently until the parent is ready to begin implementing HELPS with the student and observe the parent’s 

organization and preparation for the session.  
 

 3. When the parent begins Step 1 of HELPS implementation, start your stopwatch to begin monitoring the total 
time it takes the parent to complete the session.  

 
 4. Throughout the HELPS implementation session, if the parent implements a step out of order, forgets to 

implement a step, or makes a major procedural error when implementing a particular step (and the parent does 
not self-correct the mistake within 7-10 seconds), use immediate corrective feedback regarding the error made. 
Be sure to correct the mistake in a respectful, clear, and concise way. The table at the end of this checklist 
specifies all major procedural errors. Steps missed on the Tips and Reminders checklist are considered minor 
errors and will be discussed with the parent after he/she completes the session (as described below). 
(Applicable?) 

 
 5. Throughout the HELPS implementation session, record all steps the parent completes correctly on the 

Observation Checklist for Implementing the HELPS Program. Steps should be recorded for implementation of 
both Core Procedures and Tips and Reminders. 

 
 6. For each Timed Reading the student completes during the HELPS session, follow along on your examiner copy 

and record student errors. You do not need to time the student, but make sure the parent accurately times the 
student for one minute. 

 
 7. At the end of the entire HELPS session (after the parent completes the Progress Tracking form), stop your 

stopwatch and record the following information on the OSF: (a) whether the student met his/her goal, (b) the 
duration of the HELPS session in minutes and seconds, (c) the number or % of steps the parent completed 
accurately from the Core Procedures checklist, (d) the Step #s (e.g., 3, 5a) not implemented from the Core 
Procedures (if applicable), (e) the number or % of steps the parent completed accurately from the Tips/Reminders 
checklist, (f) your evaluation of the parent’s enthusiasm during the session, and (g) your evaluation of the parent’s 
organization during the session.  
 

 8. On your Observation Checklist, record all Inter-Scorer Reliability Agreement (ISRA) data.  
 

 9. Reset and start your stopwatch again. Next, identify at least 2-3 steps that the parent carried out correctly. The 
praise that you provide should be genuine, enthusiastic, and specific (e.g., “Nice job accurately describing why 
the student earned the star on his chart by telling him he earned it for meeting his goal on the first reading”). When 
applicable, you should provide specific feedback about “targeted improvements” the parent made since an earlier 
OBS session (related to step 17 below).  

 
 10. Share the data you recorded in parts b, c, d, e, f, and g (from step 7 above) with the parent. 
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 11. If you provided immediate feedback during the HELPS session (i.e., major implementation steps were skipped 
or implemented incorrectly), briefly review those implementation errors and ask the parent if he/she has any 
questions about those steps. When appropriate, provide a rationale for why a step should be performed in a 
particular way. (If you are uncertain about this information, write down the question, consult the HELPS Teacher’s 
Manual, and later share that information with the parent). (Applicable?) 

 
 12. If there were steps from the Tips and Reminders checklist the parent did not implement, review those missed 

steps with the parent and, if needed, discuss any questions the teach has about those missed steps. 
(Applicable?)  
 

 13. If you did not rate the parent’s enthusiasm and/or organization as “outstanding,” provide a rationale of your 
evaluation to the parent and discuss the situation as needed. (Applicable?)  

 
 14. If applicable, provide additional feedback (i.e., feedback not related to the Implementation Protocol or Tips and 

Reminders Checklist) to the parent that will likely help him/her implement HELPS better in the future. For 
example, you may offer advice about how to organize HELPS materials in the most effective and time efficient 
way. (Applicable?) 

 
 15. Ask the parent if he/she has any questions about HELPS implementation procedures (or the program, in 

general) and answer/discuss those questions as needed.  
 

 16. Record the topics discussed in steps 14 and/or 15 on your OSF.  
 

 17. At the end of the OBS session, identify 1-3 things (as deemed appropriate/applicable) the parent should 
improve upon during subsequent HELPS sessions with students (these are considered “targeted steps” for the 
parent to improve). Make sure the parent has a final opportunity to ask questions about what to improve and how 
to do so. You should demonstrate the 1-3 step(s) as needed. Note: the 1-3 targeted steps for improvement should 
have already been discussed in Steps 11, 12, 13, and/or 14 above. (Applicable?)   

 
 18. Thank the parent for his/her time and effort and conclude the OBS session. Overall, the parent should finish 

each OBS session feeling positive and better prepared to implement the HELPS Program, rather than 
feeling judged or deemed inadequate.  

 
 19. Stop your stopwatch and record on your OSF: (a) the duration of the post-session OBS meeting, (b) whether 

all parent questions/concerns were addressed, (c) whether all missed steps and tips/reminders were reviewed, (d) 
all Core Procedures not implemented, and (e) any additional, meaningful notes about the meeting. Finally, based 
on the 1-3 targeted steps to improve (described in step 17 above), specify these targeted steps on your OSF or 
write “None” if no Core Procedures or Tips/Reminders were missed.  
 

 20. Review steps 1-19 above and: place a “ ” in the box for completed steps; place a circle “O” around the box 
for non-applicable (NA) steps; place a “X” in the box for skipped steps; and use arrows “ “ to specify if and 
how a step was implemented out of order. This self-feedback should help you to reduce or eliminate Xs or arrows 
in your next observation session with a parent. 

 
Percentage of steps completed = total steps completed / total steps applicable: ____/____  x 100 = _______%      
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Examples of Major (versus Minor) Procedural Errors for each Core HELPS Instructional 
Procedure 
 
Core Instructional Procedure Examples of Major Implementation Errors 
Verbal Cueing procedure (i.e., 
the introductory statement and 
expectations) 

• Parent does not provide any portion of the introductory 
statement to student before the student reads first 
passage of session 

Repeated Reading (Timed 
Reading) procedure 

• Parent does not provide any form of directions or 
provides inaccurate directions before starting procedure 

• Parent has student read the wrong passage 
• Parent records student’s words read aloud in less than or 

more than one minute 
Retell procedure • Parent does not provide any form of directions or 

provides inaccurate directions before starting procedure 
• Parent ends Retell check in less than 5 seconds 
• Parent continues Retell Check for more than 1.5 minutes 

Modeling procedure • Parent does not provide any form of directions or 
provides inaccurate directions before starting procedure 

• Parent never pauses to have student read next word in 
the passage after reading approximately ¾ of the 
passage 

Phrase-drill Error Correction 
procedure 

• Parent does not provide any form of directions or 
provides inaccurate directions before starting procedure 

• Parent does not have student practice WIPM (as 
recorded by parent in most previous Timed Reading)—
applicable only when student has WIPM 

Goal Setting procedure • Based on parent’s recording of student data, parent 
incorrectly determines whether student met the Reading 
Goal by assessing the WCPM, WIPM, and Retell Check 
criteria 

• Parent states that student met Reading Goal but does 
not start student on next passage in Step 5a 

Performance 
Feedback/Graphing procedure 

• While graphing the student’s performance, parent does 
not show student the graph at all before moving to the 
next step 

Motivational (Reward) Procedure • Parent provided no praise during entire session 
• Parent told students he/she earned no stars when stars 

should have been earned 
• Parent does not acknowledge that student earned a 

prize from prize box—applicable only when student 
receives a star in the last square of a shaded 
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Appendix N 

Observation Checklist for Implementing the HELPS One-on-One Program 
 
Parent observed: _______________  Student: ________________ 
Observer: _______________    Date: _______       
 
Implementation of Core Procedures 

(Place “  ” in the box for completed steps; Place “X” in the box for skipped steps or those implemented with 
major errors; use arrows “  “ to specify if and how a step was implemented out of order) 
 
List of Steps (if Goal is met): 1 □; 2 □; 3 □; 4a □; 5a □; 6a □; 7a □; 8a □; 9a □; 10a □; 11a □; 12a □; 13a □ 
 
List of Steps (if Goal is not met): 1 □; 2 □; 3 □; 4b □; 5b □; 6b □; 7b □; 8b □; 9b □; 10b □; 11b □; 12b □ 

!
Percentage of steps completed = total steps completed / total steps possible ____/____ x 100:  ______%    
 
Implementation of Tips and Reminders (steps missed below are considered minor errors) 

(Place “  ” in the box for completed steps, Place circle “O” around the box for non-applicable [NA] steps) 
General Implementation Procedure 
 Parent had the following materials available and organized before starting the session: stop watch, examiner 

passage, student passage, dry-erase marker, pencil, student graph, Progress Tracking Form, Star Chart, Bonus 
Bag, Implementation Flow Chart, and Scripted Directions. Also, the prize box was reasonably accessible. 

 Parent used Scripted Directions or Abbreviated Directions as advised at top of Abbreviated Directions.   
 
Repeated Reading (and Timed Reading) Procedure 
 After each student reading, parent indicated on examiner passage (w/a bracket) the # of words read in one min  
If parent recorded all student readings with dry-erase marker before transferring scores to Progress Tracking Form, he:!
 Put the appropriate number (i.e., 1, 2, or 3) next to the one-minute bracket. (Applicable?)!
 Marked student errors differently during each reading (e.g., first reading = slash, second reading = underline, third 

reading = circle). (Applicable?)!
 
Retell Check Procedure  
 Before prompting student to begin the Retell Check, parent made sure student could not review the passage 

during the Retell Check.  
 Parent used broad follow-up questions to solicit student’s retell only if student was unable to retell the passage for 

approximately 30 seconds. (Applicable?) 
 Parent implemented Retell Check for no more than 45 seconds unless he/she made a decision prior to the 

session to lengthen the Retell Check. (Applicable?) 
 
Goal Setting Procedure 
 Parent told student he/she met the Reading Goal. (Applicable?) 
 
Phrase-Drill Error Correction Procedure 
 Parent asked student to practice “logical” phrases. 
 Parent told student to “READ” the phrases, and did not ask the student to “SAY” or “REPEAT” phrases.  
 Parent had student practice all incorrectly read words (up to 5 or until time permits)  
 Parent pointed (or had the student point) to each word practiced. 
 If student practiced words that were read correctly but less fluently (see above step), parent explained to student 

that he/she read the words correctly, but will practice them because they are difficult. (Applicable?) 
 If student made 1 or fewer errors, the parent told the student to practice 1-3 words or phrases that were read less 

fluently. (Applicable?) 
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Modeling Procedure 
 Parent read aloud at a pace just a little faster than the student’s reading ability.  
 Parent read with good expression. 
 Parent read at a volume the student could clearly hear. 
 Parent paused 5-7 times to have student read the next word in the passage.  
 
Performance Feedback (Graphing) Procedure 
 While graphing, parent gave verbal feedback and praise regarding the student’s WCPM and WIPM scores. 
 Parent graphed WCPM and WIPM on 2 or 3 readings (3 if the Goal was met; 2 if the Goal was not met). 
 Parent connected lines between WCPM (and WIPM) scores only for scores of the same passage. 
 Parent circled the data point and session number when the student began a new passage. (Applicable?) 
 
Motivational (Reward) Procedure  
 Throughout the session, parent provided a minimum of three different praise statements regarding student’s 

reading behavior. 
 When awarding stars on Star Chart, parent accurately told student why he/she earned each star.  
 With enthusiasm, parent praised specific reading behaviors (e.g., nice job reading accurately and with good 

expression; I like how you corrected words you missed previously) and praised student for specific reading 
behaviors or improvements at the end of the session. 

 If the student landed on OR passed a shaded square on Star Chart, student was allowed to select a ticket from 
the bonus bag and parent correctly recorded the bonus stars written on the ticket. (Applicable?) 

 Parent conveyed that improved reading skills, rather than the opportunity to earn stars/prizes, is the primary 
reason the student should put forth effort during each HELPS session. (Applicable?) 

 
Using the Progress Tracking Form 
 After finishing session, parent completed Progress Tracking Form before erasing data from examiner passage. 
 Parent recorded 2 or 3 sets of WCPM/WIPM scores on the Progress Tracking Form, as determined by whether 

the student met his/her Reading Goal on passage A (3 sets of scores were recorded if Goal was met; 2 sets of 
scores were recorded if Goal was not met).!

 Parent correctly recorded the number of procedural steps implemented incorrectly in the “# of Steps Forgotten” 
column.  

 Parent recorded relevant information in the Notes column of the Progress Tracking Form (e.g., student difficulties 
with Retell Check, behavior problems, attention difficulties, etc.). (Applicable?) 

!
Total steps applicable = 32 total check boxes – number of boxes circled as NA ___ = _____ 

 
Total steps completed = number of boxes with a check mark = _____ 
 
Percentage of items completed = total items completed / total items applicable _____/_____  x 100       

 
Percentage of items completed: _______% 

 
Inter-scorer Reliability Agreement (ISRA) of the Student’s Timed Readings 
Discrepancies / Total words read:  

 
Reading 1:____/ ____  ISRA%:_____     Reading 2: ____/____  ISRA%:_____  

 
Reading 3:____/ ____  ISRA%:_____     Reading 4: ____/____  ISRA%:_____  

(When applicable) 
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Appendix!O!

Observation Summary Form (OSF) for HELPS One-on-One Program 
 
 

Parent’s Name: ____________________Observer’s Name ___________________________ 
 

Date: ____________ Observation (OBS) session #: ________ Student receiving HELPS: __________________  
 
Student’s session #: _____       [Student met goal:  Yes   No]     [Session Duration: ______] 

 
Teacher implemented ______ % of primary protocol, and ______ % of tips/reminders.  
 
 [Enthusiasm with student: ______]       [Organization: _______]  

(Rate Enthusiasm and Organization/preparation 1 – 5; 1=poor, 3=average, 5=outstanding)  
 

 
Core Procedures not implemented (List step numbers and write notes if needed): 
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Observer notes during OBS (e.g., notes of tips/reminders not implemented): 
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Questions or concerns raised by teacher (or additional notes or feedback provided by observer): 
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Targeted Steps: 
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Duration of OBS session: _______   
[All teacher questions/concerns were addressed:  Yes     No]     
[All missed steps & tips were reviewed:  Yes     No]  
 
 
 


