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Abstract

Family environment strongly influences
many aspects of education. A proportion of
the school population that requires special
attention are those students with a learning
disability, especially those with reading
problems, which make up the largest group
of students with special educational needs.
Through the familyliteracy program “Would
you read me a story, please?”, this study aims
to ascertain whether the commitment of
parents in the education of their children
in reading is an effective means to impro-
ve their learning. For this, a quasi-experi-
mental design with pretest-posttest control
group was performed. There were 206 par-
ticipants, students from 1st of Primary and
their families enrolled in five schools. Family
Involvement variable was assessed through
a record of weekly monitoring completed
by each family. The reading performance
was assessed before and after program im-
plementation. The results show significant
differences on all subscales of reading per-
formance between the group of students
who participated in the program and those
who did not follow, whether showing normal
performance at the beginning of the inves-
tigation as if they had a possible reading
disability. The number of students at risk
of reading disability in the pretest is more
reduced in the experimental group.

Resumen

El entorno familiar influye notablemen-
te en numerosos aspectos educativos. Una
parte de la poblacién escolar que requiere
atencién especial son los alumnos que pre-
sentan Dificultades de Aprendizaje enla Lec-
tura (DAL). A partir del programa de lectura
en familia “;Me lees un cuento, por favor?”,
se busca comprobar si la implicacién de los
padres en la lectura de sus hijos mejora su
aprendizaje. Para ello se realiz6 un disefio
cuasi-experimental pretest-postest con gru-
po de control. Los participantes fueron 206
alumnos de 1° de Educacién Primaria esco-
larizados en cinco colegios y sus familias.
La variable Implicacién Familiar se valoré a
través de las hojas de registro semanal que
rellenaban las familias para documentar
cémo era su seguimiento del programa. El
Rendimiento Lector (RL) se evalud antes y
después del programa mediante la bateria de
lectura PROLEC-R. Los resultados de todas
las escalas del RL muestran diferencias sig-
nificativas entre los grupos que participaron
en el programa ylos que no lo hicieron, tanto
si mostraban un RL normal al inicio de la in-
vestigacién como si presentaban una posible
Dificultad de Aprendizaje en la Lectura. El
numero de alumnos en riesgo de sufrir una
DAL al finalizar el programa se reduce mas
en el grupo experimental
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Introduction

The presence of students with learning
problems has a great impact on the educational
system. Some recent data show that this popu-
lation requires special attention. For example,
a few years ago, the number of students with
some kind of Learning Difficulty (LD) amounted
to 2.5 million in the US (Cortiella, 2011). On the
other hand, these students represent 41% of the
individuals benefiting from special attention
by the educational system (IDEA, 2010).

The American Psychiatric Association
recently published a new version of its manual
to diagnose and classify mental disorders.
DSM-V (American Psychiatric Association,
2013) takes the traditional notion of LD within
the framework of Specific Learning Disabilities
(SLD) and introduces it into a new category
called Neurodevelopmental Disorders. Other
disorders such as Intellectual Disability (the
new designation of Mental Retardation),
Communication Disorder, Autism Spectrum
Disorders (which includes all Pervasive
Developmental Disorder) and Motor Disorders
are included in that category together with the
SLDs.

Most students with a SLD are linked to
problems when learning to read (Spencer et
al., 2014). More specifically, recent research
shows that the prevalence of specific difficul-
ties in reading comprehension amounts to
6.7% (Garcia, Jiménez, Gonzadlez, & Jiménez-
Sudrez, 2015). The terms “Reading Difficulty”
(RD), “Reading disability” or “Dyslexia” can be
used interchangeably to refer to this kind of
disorders. According to DSM-V, disorders occur
when students have one of these symptoms for
six months upon receiving proper instruction:
errors when reading words or reading slowly
with effort; difficulties to understand the
texts they read; difficulties to spell (American
Psychiatric Association, 2013). This classifica-
tion has been criticised because it is believed
that this disorder is related to a great extent to
many aspects of language that are categorised
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in a different group: communication disorders
(Snowling & Hulme, 2012).

Despite the fact that part of the administra-
tions has officially recognised the existence
of these disorders, no agreement has still
been reached to clearly define the concept of
learning difficulties (Fletcher, Stuebing, Morris
& Lyon, 2013). More specifically, alternative
definitions have appeared in the field of RDs
aiming at making the classification more ope-
rational. They can be divided into four major
groups: discrepancy models between IQ (inte-
lligence quotient) and performance; cognitive
discrepancy models; models of response to
instruction or intervention (RI); and hybrid
models.

The need to identify any possible risk situa-
tions at an early stage is a key factor in the
process of detection, evaluation and referral
to special education. The objective is clear:
working on the possible difficulty before it gets
worse and generates more learning gaps or
problems affecting the student’s development.
Delays in the development of a specific capacity
canbetemporary to some students and they can
possibly be fixed through earlyefficient actions
inthe classroom, but thatisnotalwaysthe case.
When a difficulty arises, the suitability of the
kind of instruction in the student’s everyday
environment must be analysed and modified, if
necessary. Upon verifying that all appropriate
means have been provided in the school and
upon failure to have the expected result, the
need to refer the student to the special edu-
cation services can be envisaged. This is the
main objective of RI models: verifying that the
educational support received by the student
through the appropriate channels is suitable
and, if not, providing the means to reverse the
situation and being ready to address it to a more
intensively if the student does not respond to
the instruction changes in the classroom either
(Compton et al., 2012; Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012).

When assessing LDs focusing on the RI
models, the support and cooperation of the
student’s family is required. In first instance,
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the parents may be the first to suspect an
existing difficulty, sometimes when they
notice a certain delay in the development of
any skill orinlearning when compared to other
students his/her same age. Regarding educa-
tional interventions with those students with
special educational needs (SEN), it is essential
to promote educational services in the stu-
dent’s natural environment to involve his/her
family and professionals in the decision-ma-
king process more efficiently. It is also needed
to makethe student’s transition from one kind
of educational intervention to another easier
according to the intensity that is considered
necessary (IDEA, 2004). Several educational
policiesarebeingaddressedinthissense (IDEA,
2010), and research is being carried out by the
major researchers and organisations in the field
of LDs (NJCLD, 2006).

If we focus on the role that families can play
in their children’s education process, it has
been found that they have an influence in diffe-
rent areas of development (Azpillaga, Intxausti
& Joaristi, 2014; Redding, 2000). Some studies
show that the parents’ dedication through an
appropriate educational strategy has a positive
effect, among others, on motivation and
academic performance of their children, as
well as when they are learning to read (Blanch,
Duran, Valdebenito & Flores, 2013; Fuentes,
Garcia, Gracia & Alarcén, 2015; Goikoetxea &
Martinez, 2015; Sheldon, 2002). The families’
involvement (FI) has been related to indicators
of academic success that include very diffe-
rent aspects of school life. Among others, the
following aspects should be emphasised: lower
dropout rate among teenagers, lower number
of students who repeat grade, competency
perceptions by the teacher or better grades
and scores in performance tests (Henderson &
Mapp, 2002; Hill & Taylor, 2004; Sukhram &
Hsu, 2012). On the other hand, the level of edu-
cational involvement by the families is related
to other psychological process (adaptation to
the school, social relations or communicative
competency). It also promotes greater develo-
pment through motivational, cognitive, social
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and behavioural aspects (Etxeberria, Intxausti
& Joaristi, 2013; Hoover-Dempsey, Walker,
Sandler, Whetsel, Green, Wilkins & Closson,
2005).

In the last few years, there has been a remar-
kable increase in the number of studies that try
to approach in greater depth the learning stra-
tegies used by students to face their educational
tasks in a self-regulated way. This topic has
become especially important in interventions
designed and put into practice to work on some
students with LDs. Families that are committed
to their children’s education have proventobea
great source of self-regulating learning strate-
gies (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005; Zimmerman
& Schunk, 2001) that can make up for the shor-
tfall that students with LDs have (Mautone,
Marshall & Sharman, 2012; Reyero & Tourdn,
2003).

One common aspect to all students is con-
sidering motivation in reading as one of the
variables that can condition reading habits
to a greater extent and Reading achievement
consequently (Dezcallar, Clariana, Cladelles,
Badia, & Gotzens, 2014). Some studies have
found these motivation attitudes as a result of
the families’ involvement (Beltran Llera, Lopez
Escribano & Rodriguez Quintana, 2006), the
households’ literacy atmosphere (Sénéchal,
2006; Blanch et al., 2013) and the specific
actions taken by the families to encourage their
children to read (Sonnenschein, 2002; Baker,
2003; Topping, Dekhinet & Zeedyk, 2011).

This study aims at analysing the relation
between family involvement and Reading
achievement, both in houses with children who
arelearning to read normally and with children
atrisk ofhaving some sort oflearning difficulty.
There are family reading programmes applied
practically and easily that can be a good way for
parents to help their children, especially when
they have learning problems. Nowadays, most
parents have serious difficulties to find time
to help their children. Although it is impor-
tant that families spend effective time on the
children’s education in an informal way, it is
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advisable that they know and apply proved
programmes that can be put into practice easily
and practically.

Method

It is a quasi-experimental research where a
pretest-postest design with control group has
been used.

Objective and Hypothesis

This work’s objective is testing if the family
reading programme “Would you please read me
a story?” improves the Reading achievement
of Year 1 students. Another aim is testing if
this impact takes place regardless of whether
students learn to read normally or are at risk of
having any RD.

Therefore, the following substantive hypo-
theses rise:

- The involvement of parents through the
“Would you please read me a story?” pro-
gramme improved their children’s Reading
achievement (RP).

- The positive effects of the programme are
obtained in all students, irrespective of
their reading level at the beginning of the
programme.

- During the initial assessment, the portion of
students of the experimental group at risk of
having reading disability is reduced at the
end of the programme to a greater extent
than those students from the control group
in the same situation.

Process

Two groups were created to prove the pro-
gramme’s effects: the experimental group is
composed of students whose families applied
the programme and documented it in the
weekly record sheets. The control group is
composed of students whose families have
allowed the collection of data of their children
on the variables that are being analysed, but
declined to participate in the programme. In
last place, there is a third group that was not
present at theinitial design phase, called “expe-

10

rimental group without follow-up”, composed
by families who initially decided to participate
in the programme but dropped out during the
same.

During the first quarter, visits to schools
that might potentially participate in the pro-
gramme were conducted, in order to hold any
relevant meetings with the management and
the Guidance Department thereof. At those
meetings, the characteristics and particulari-
ties of the programme were set forth, as well as
a potential application schedule.

After having obtained an affirmative answer
from the management body of each school,
the programme was thus presented. In first
place, the teaching staff received training so
that it could answer the parents’ questions and
later introduced itself to all the families with
children in Year 1. Communication was con-
ducted by writing and e-mail or by letter signed
by the school's management and the person in
charge of the study. An explanatory leaflet des-
cribing the programme’s characteristics was
provided together with that letter. From the
beginning, they were given the opportunity to
consult any doubt through an e-mail address
created specifically for the programme. In the
following days, the registration forms signed
by the families were collected with the collabo-
ration of the teaching staff. It was established
that at least 25% of the families participated
in the programme and were included in the
experimental group, so that it was sufficiently
representative.

The programme is called “Would you please
read me astory?” Atthe beginning, the families
were invited to get involved in their children'’s
reading learning for twelve weeks. More spe-
cifically, they were encouraged to hold two
reading meetings with their children everyday
and spend some time reading together but
following a series of recommendations. The
minimum recommended participation period
was four reading days a week; this way, the
problems to perform the programme everyday
were taken into account through flexibility so
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that the families could organise their schedu-
les depending on each household’s features.
The two times of the day for family reading
proposed have different characteristics:

1. Intheafternoon, afamily member asked the
child to read for a while (in a low voice prefe-
rably), 10-15 minutes approximately. While
the child is reading, it is recommended that
the family member is in the same room and
focused on the child as much as possible. In
addition, the families were advised to alter-
nate different types of actions after reading
in order toimprove reading comprehension,
promote awareness of shared activity and
avoid drudgery, demotivating the children.
Here are some of the examples proposed:

« Asking the child to tell something about
what he/she just read.

« Telling if he/she knows any similar story.

» Making up what goes next.

« When the child finishes reading, asking
him/her questions to see how well he/she
understood.

« Imagining a new character appearsin the
story.

« Trying to guess what may happen next in
the story as a game.

2.In second place, around dinner time or just
before going to bed, a family member would
read a story to the child for a while. If he/she
is not tired and at the child’s request, they
both could talk about what they just read.

Regarding the ethical aspects of the
study, the families had one week from the
Programme’s presentation to decide whether
they were participating or not, and whether
they agreed that data on their children were
collected even if they did not participate in the
programme. During those days, the families
made queries on different topics: the time
necessary to complete the programme, the
confidentiality of the data received, what kind
of texts were recommended, the programme’s
follow-up, etc.

The next step was to perform the initial
reading assessment and, upon completing
thereof, the programme started for two weeks.
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In order to implement the programme more
easily, during this period certain customised
consultation and follow-up mechanisms by
e-mail or phone were available to the families.

The programme was followed-up in different
ways:

- There were visits to each school to consult
the Management, the Guidance Department
and the tutors especially, and what the
comments from the families were. This way,
when necessary, the measures to solve the
problems that emerged in each school were
established.

- On the other hand, the researchers contac-
ted the families twice during the process,
either by phone or e-mail, to verify the
programme’s implementation, collect infor-
mation from the weekly record sheets and
offer some advice.

- At this stage of the process, it was noted
that some families had dropped out the
programme and other families in need of
guidance were offered it.

- The families filled in a weekly record sheet
that included several close-ended ques-
tions on the way they implemented the
programme and an open-ended question
to address the suggestions and difficulties
they faced in their personal circumstances,
which also allowed to assess their follow-up
of the programme and their opinion better.

In last place, the final assessment of all
students was performed. In this assessment,
RP was reassessed, and motivation and the
students’ attitude towards reading were also
taken into account.

Participants

The children of those families participating
in this study are students who may have a RD or
not, who acquire and strengthen a key part of
learning to read when they are enrolled in Year
1 of Primary Education. Since thisis a quasi-ex-
perimental study that works on an incidental
sample, the highest representativeness was an
objective when selecting the schools, taking
the different population differences in certain

11
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variables into account, such as the socio-econo-
mic level and the type of school.

The sample is made up of 206 students, 53%
of which were girls (N=110) and 47% were boys
(N=96) and their families. The students are
enrolled in two public schools (N=87: 47 girls
and 40 boys), two private schools (N=79: 45
girls and 34 boys) and a subsided school (N=40:
18 girls and 22 boys) located in different areas
of the Autonomous Community of Madrid:
Alcobendas, Las Rozas and Vallecas.

The families were distributed depending
on their participation in the programme as
follows: 24.3% (N=50) of the sample was the
control group; 35.9% (N=74) was the experi-
mental group without follow-up; and 39.8%
(N=82) was the experimental group.

As far as any possible learning difficulties
at the beginning of the programme are concer-
ned, the number of students having a reading
skill below each subscale’s rate is shown in
Table 4. The proportion of students in this
situation and that of students having normal
reading depending on the groups participating
in the programme are similar and very close
to the sample’s total average. The proportion
of students of the experimental group in the
subscale Oral Comprehension is the only excep-
tion, since it is 5% below the average.

The families of these schools belong to
diverse socio-economic groups. The following
distribution is based on the annual family
income: 23% below EUR 30,000; 29% between
30,000 and EUR 50,000; and 48% above EUR
50,000. The cultural levels are diverse too. If we
take the relatives’ level of education, 20% does
not have a Secondary Education Diploma and
56% have a Bachelor's Degree.

12
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Instruments

Reading achievement

To assess the reading learning process,
several subscales of the PROLEC-R (Cuetos,
Rodriguez & Ruano, 2007) standardised test
were applied, which evaluate the different pro-
cesses engaged inreading. PROLEC-R providesa
regulatory category for each of these processes
(if it is between one or two standard deviations
below the average, it is classified as “Mild disa-
bility” and, if it is further than two deviations,
it is classified as “Severe disability”) and has a
total internal consistency of 0.79.

Two of the subscales are related to the lexical
process -Reading of words (RW) and Reading
of pseudowords (RS)- and two are related to
the semantic process -Text comprehension
(TC) and Oral Comprehension (OC)-. The data
shown in the tables correspond to the direct
scores obtained. The subscales of the lexical
process measure the number of hits and the
time used to read the words. In the subscales of
the semantic process, the Text Comprehension
score has a measurement scale ranging from 0
to 16, whilst that of Oral Comprehension ranges
from O to 8.

Programme assessment. Weekly record sheet
and follow-up of the Programme’s application

In order to perform a follow-up of the pro-
gramme, the families had to fill in a record
every week. This record showed how the daily
sessions developed. Upon filling in the sheets,
the experimental groups -with or without
follow-up- were established. The template is
composed of a first part with five close-ended
questions and one where comments on any
suggestions or difficulties that may emerge
during the week can be included. This kind of
open-ended questions provide information to
identify the weaknesses and establish those
parts of the programme that can be improved
(Patton, 2011).
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Data analysis

In first place, descrip-
tive analysis of the variables Groups
measures was performed, RP

depending on
Scales programme
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Table 1. Differences and ANOVA between the initial and the final test
depending on groups participating in the programme

Standard Difference
deviation inaverages F N. n?
G  Average

both in the initial and final Toitial CG
assessment. The effects on the RW  EGwf

46 49.91 26.69
62 44.93 20.08
80 51.39 31.65
188 48.90 27.10

1.037 .357 .01f

47 5755 26.14 +7.64

70 56.73 22.04 +11.80

82 69.59 35.21 +18.20 4496 012 .04f
199 62.22 29.55 +13.32

variables studied have been "lla"c?tal
analysgd through varlat.mn sl CG
analysis and post hoc, multiple = Rw  EGwf
comparison tests (Scheffé). The ?gtal
significance level used was ¢

.05. The effect size values were RW  EGwf

46 34.93 14.20
61 31.58 10.39
80 35.64 16.85
187 34.14 14.40

1476 .231 .02t

47  38.57 14.12 +3.63

70 38.48 11.56 +6.90

82 4518 20.76 +9.54 3.940 .021 041
199 41.26 16.73 +7.11

EG
calculated. Total
The analyses were perfor- ;I:Nitial gg .
. W
med using the Program SPSS, EG
version 19.0. Total
Initial CG
RW  EGwf
Results EG
Total

46 8.78 3.05
62 8.82 3.00
80 9.44 3.44
188 9.07 3.21

894 411 .01t

The follow-up of the family  Final cG

involvement programme per- RW ngf

formed by each family had Total

47 985  2.88 1,07
70 1064 276 182
82 1155  2.53 +2.11 6.174 003 .06ft
199 1083 277 .75

specific characteristics. There  Initial CG

46 2.93 1.67

. . RW  EGwf 62 2.76 1.51
were differences 1n' aspects FC 80 321 Lo 1496 227 .02t
such as the parents’ percep- Total 188 2.99 1.58
tion of the attitude of their  Final CG 47 275 1.54 -19
. . RW  EGwf 70 343 1.85 +.67
children towards readlpg, EG 8 420  1cl + o8 12.121 .000 .11t
the way they support reading Total 199 3.58 173 +.58

comprehension as a family, the
reading time or the frequency
and the way they read to their
children. These differences
depend both on certain family perceptions
(motivation to help their children or the feeling
of self-efficiency as educators) and on certain
objective conditioning factors (working hours
or number of siblings, among others). Indeed,
it was considered that the families followed the
programme if they documented they had read
with their children at least 3 days a week on the
weekly record sheet.

Three out of four families stated that their
children had a positive attitude towards
reading, a proportion that was very similar to
that of families that stated they read to their
children at the end of the day. On the other
hand, 81% of the families that participated in

Note: RW = Reading of words. RS = Reading of pseudowords. TC = Text Comprehension.
OC = Oral Comprehension. CG = Control Group. EGwf = Experimental group without
follow-up. EG = Experimental group n? = .01- .06 (small effectt), > .06 - .14 (medium
effecttt), >.14 (big effectt1t)

the programme carried out some additional
work with their children in terms of reading
comprehension, half of them by asking direct
questions, whilst only 4% used inferences.
Most families and children read together for
10-15 minutes; 59% of the families recorded
that time, whilst 20% affirmed that they read
for more than 15 minutes and 20% affirmed
that they read for less than 10 minutes.

The arithmetic means of Reading achieve-
mentofallgroupsexperiencedagrowthbetween
the initial and the final assessment, excepting
the control group’s Oral Comprehension. The
differences between the initial and the final test

13
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of the control group, Table 2. Multiple comparisons through Scheffé of the Groups depending on
the experimental group their participation in the programme and LDR risk at the initial RP
without follow-up and

the experimental group Initial RP Final RP
. (I) Groups (J) Groups

are showninTable 1. As depending depending Difference Difference
far as the four scales are on the on the in in
concerned, the greater (7)o BRSREIC PeERE L I o, W o
growth always takes “py ™ cgipr EGLDR 424 960 999 -73 10.92 1.000
place in the experimen- CGNP CGLDR 32.44 8.65 .018 26.04 9.84 226
tal group and the lower EGLDR 36.68 6.82 .000 2531 776 .064
growth takes place in EGNP CGLDR 36.16 830 .003 41.67 9.44 .002
the control group. CGNP 3.72 482 .988 15.63 548 156

Table 1 also shows EGLDR 40.40 636 .000 40.94 724 .000
the comparison of RS CGLDR EGLDR 4.24 3.88 .999 -3.21 526 .996
averages through an CGNP CGLDR 32.44 363 .000 15.42 492 086
ANOVA of the initial EGLDR 36.68 3.05 .000 12.21 414 127
and the final assess- EGNP CGLDR 36.16 340 .000 22.96 461  .000
ment depending on the CGNP 3.72 242 997 7.54 3.28 385
groups participating in EGLDR 40.40 2.78 .000 19.76 376 .000
the programme. Data 1€ CGLDR EGLDR 4.24 112 1.000 -1.61 118  .868
on initial RP show that CGNP CGLDR 32.44 95 .000 2.73 100 197
there are no statistically EGLDR 36.68 79 000 112 83  .875
significant  differences EGNP CGLDR 36.16 92 .000 4.44 97 .00l
between the averages, CGNP 3.72 46 855 171 49 033
which reflects the equi- EGLDR 40.40 75  .000 2.83 79 .030
valence in the initial  ©°C CGLDR EGLDR 4.24 50 .998  -2.00 68 130
conditions of the expe- CGNP CGLDR 32.44 41 000 114 55 525
rimental and the control EGLDR 36.68 39  .000 -.86 53 758
group before the pro- EGNP CGLDR 36.16 38  .000 228 53 .003
gramme was applied. CGNP 3.72 23 999 114 32 .028

EGLDR 40.40 37  .000 .28 51 .998

On the contrary, signi-

: : Note: RW = Reading of words. RS = Reading of pseudowords. TC = Text Comprehension. OC = Oral
ficant differences in the Comprehension. CGLDR = Control croup at risk of LDR. CGNP = Control group with a normal initial
averages ofall four final RrpP EGLDR= Experimental group at risk of LDR. EGNP = Experimental group with a normal initial RP.

RP dimensions can be
noted.

In the multiple comparisons through post
hoctests (Scheffé), statistically significant diffe-
rences between the experimental group and the
other two groups in favour of the former can be
noted. More specifically, there are significant
differences in performance when Reading
words and Reading Pseudowords between the
experimental group and the experimental
group without follow-up (p = .026 and .046,
respectively). On the other hand, as far as Text
Comprehension and Oral Comprehension are
concerned, differences are significant between

The eta squared values related to the effect
size for the subscales of the semantic processes
(Text Comprehension and Oral Comprehension)
areintermediate: n?=.06yp*=.11, respectively.
On the other hand, the scales on lexical proces-
sing (Reading Words and Reading Pseudowords)
show a small impact: n?=.04 in both cases. The
programme’s efficiency is relevant and has a
greater impact on the Reading achievement
related to reading and oral comprehension.
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the experimental group and the control group
(p =.003 and <.000).

When studying these results in depth, all
the groups were analysed depending on their
participation in the programme, with special
emphasis being placed on the control group and
the experimental group. This decision is based
on the assumption that the families from the
experimental group without follow-up started
the programme but did not complete it, and
they cannotthusbe considered either part ofthe
control group, since they started a special invol-
vement at the beginning of the programme, nor
part of the experimental group since they did
not complete the scheduled period.

Table 2 shows the multiple comparisons
(Scheffé) depending on the participation in the
programme and the RPin the pretest. The resul-
ting groups are the “Control group at risk of RD”
(CGRD), the “Control group with and initial
normal RP” (CGNP), the “Experimental group

Juan Mora-Figueroa, Arturo Galan y Marta Lopez-Jurado

Effects of family involvement with students at risk for reading disability

at risk of RD” (EGRD) and the “Experimental
group with an initial normal RP” (EGNP). The
differences in the initial test between the two
groups with a normal RP (CGNP and EGNP)
and the two groups at risk of RD (CGRD and
EGRD) are -obviously- significant irrespective
of their participation in the programme since
the pretest’'s RP was considered one grouping
criterion. On the contrary, the absence of diffe-
rences between the groups with a similar initial
RP, irrespective of whether they belong to the
experimental or the control group (.999 and
.988 in RW, .999 and 997 in RS; 1.000 and .855
inTC; .998 and .999 in OC) confirms the equiva-
lence of the groups before the programme was
applied.

The relevant data from Table 2 require atten-
tion on the significance of the differences in
the averages of the final test. The significant
differences noted in the initial test between the
CGNP and the CGRD and the y EGRD remain

Table 3. Descriptive elements of the initial and final Reading Performance (RP) depending
on the presence of Learning Difficulties with Reading (LDRs) in the Programme’s Groups.

Difference in the averages and in the effect size

Initial test Final test
Groups
depending
onthe Difference Growth Growth.
RP programme Standard Standard in FT-IT diff.
Scales andinitialRP N Average deviation Average deviation averages (%) EG-CG d
RW CGLDR 9 23.82 6.17 37.01 15.35 13.19 55% .86ttt
EGLDR 17 19.57 6.29 37.74 11.10 18.16 93% 37% 1.641t
CGNP 37 56.26 25.89 63.05 25.97 6.79 12% .261
EGNP 63 59.98 30.23 78.68 34.85 18.70 31% 19% .54tt
RS CGLDR 13 20.14 5.10 27.86 7.92 7.72 38% 98ttt
EGLDR 22 18.45 5.69 31.07 10.60 12.61 68% 30% 1.19tt
CGNP 33 40.76 12.23 43.28 13.61 2.52 6% .18%
EGNP 58 42.16 14.97 50.82 21.42 8.66 21% 14% 401t
TC CGLDR 7 3.29 1.50 7.57 4.47 4.29 130% .96ttt
EGLDR 11 345 1.63 9.18 2.56 5.73 166% 35% 2.2411
CGNP 40 9.75 2.01 10.30 2.39 .55 6% .23t
EGNP 69 10.39 2.58 12.01 2.21 1.62 16% 10% 731t
ocC CGLDR 10 .90 .57 2.00 1.49 1.10 122% 7411
EGLDR 11 .64 .50 4.00 .89 3.36 529% 406% 3.761t
CGNP 37 3.51 1.39 3.14 1.57 -.38 -11% -.24
EGNP 69 3.62 1.26 4.25 1.56 .65 18% 29% 42t

Note: RW = Reading of words

= .8 (big effectttt)

.RS =Reading of pseudowords. TC = Text Comprehension. OC = Oral Comprehension.
CGLDR = Control croup at risk of LDR. CGNP = Control group with a normal initial RP. EGLDR = Experimental group
atrisk of LDR. EGNP = Experimental group with a normal initial RP. d = .2 (small effectt), d = .5 (medium effecttt), d
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Table 4. Number of students at risk of LDR and proportion that leave said situation between the

initial and the final assessment

RW1 RW2 RS1 RS2 TC1 TC2 0C1 0cC2
LDRr LDRr LDRr LDRr LDRr LDRr LDRr LDRr

N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
CGLDR 9 20% 3 7% 13 28% 7 15% 7 15% 4 9% 10 21% 9 20%
CGNP 37 43 33 39 40 42 37 37
EGLDRwf 14 23% 4 7% 15 25% 6 10% 8 13% 2 3% 14 23% 9 15%
EGNPwf 47 56 46 54 52 58 46 51
EGLDR 17 21% 5 6% 22 28% 8 10% 11 14% 1 1% 11 14% 2 3%
EGNP 63 75 58 72 69 79 69 78
TotalLDR 40 21% 12 6% 50 27% 21 11% 26 14% 7 4% 35 19% 20 1%

147 174 137 165 161 179 152 166

Note: RW = Reading of words. RS = Reading of pseudowords. TC = Text Comprehension. OC = Oral Comprehension.
CGLDR = Control croup at risk of LDR. CGNP = Control group with a normal initial RP. EGLDR = Experimental group at
risk of LDR. EGNP = Experimental group with a normal initial RP.

the same in the final test; nevertheless, the
significant differences between the EGNP and
the CGRD and EGRD do not exist in the final
test. On the other hand, it is interesting to see
the significant differences in the final test of TC
and OC between the EGNP and the CGNP, with
avalue of .03 in both cases, which did not exist
in the beginning.

Table 3 below shows the differences in the
averages between the initial and the final test
within each group and for all four subscales,
with the average’s growth rate, the difference
between the growth rate of the experimental
group compared to the control group and the
effect size. The results show that the evolution
is always more favourable in the experimental
group than in the control group, regardless
of the scale and starting point regarding the
reading skill. In other words, those students
whose families participated in the programme
obtain better results to a greater extent, both
those who potentiallyhad aRD atthe beginning
and those with an initial normal RP. Thisis also
reflected in the fact that the sizes of the impact
of the experimental group are bigger than its
pair from the control group. The greatest effect
sizes correspond to the EGRD, whose values in
all scalesared > .80.

In last place, it is interesting to note how
the number of students who could potentially
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have a RD (Table 3) at the beginning of the pro-
gramme changes. This comparison should be
performed in each one of the scales indepen-
dently since these are different aspects related
to the reading skill and the students may have
problems in only one or more of those areas. In
first place, it should be underlined that in the
pretest (RW1, RS1, TC1 and OC1) the propor-
tion of students at risk of having difficulties
is almost the same in each one of the groups,
excepting in the initial OC test where only 14%
of the students from the experimental group
are in this situation compared to 21% and
23% from the control group and the experi-
mental group without follow-up, respectively.
A greater decrease is experienced in all the
scalesregarding the number of students at risk
of having a RD within the experimental group
compared to other groups. When analysing
the variations between the control group and
the experimental group, it can be noted that
the difference in the proportions is small in
the case of RW, just 1% in favour of the expe-
rimental group. Nevertheless, the difference
in the proportion of students who are removed
from the category of potential learning diffi-
culties is far higher for the other subscales:
5% in RS; 7% in TC; and 10% in OC. This data
show a remarkable advantage when preven-
ting RDs in the experimental group compared
to the control group.
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Discussion and conclusions

Thiswork aims at confirming the hypothesis
on the impact of family involvement through
the “Would you please read me a story?” pro-
gramme on the Reading achievement of Year 1
students. The programme aims at improving
reading of those students who learn to read
normally or are at risk of having any difficulty
to read.

When studying in depth the differences that
emerge between the groups without taking
the variable LD into account and analysing the
RP’s evolution between the initial and the final
test, a greater growth in all four subscales of
the experimental group compared to the scores
of the control group can be noted. This way,
the first hypothesis on the efficiency of family
involvement in the learning to read through
the “Would you please read me a story?” pro-
gramme is confirmed. Therefore, the results
are in line with those obtained in other similar
studies (Miller, Topping y Thurston, 2010;
Sukhram & Hsu, 2012).

Van Steensel, McElvany, Kurvers & Herppich
(2011) performed a meta-analysis to study the
effects of family involvement programmes that
provided them with a weighted average of the
effect size in programmes aimed at promoting
reading comprehension, on the one hand, and
decoding, on the other. This fact resulted in
average weighted effect sizes of d = .22 and d
= .17, respectively. The study by Blanch et al.
(2013) also show significant differences in the
reading comprehension of the experimental
group compared to the control group with an
effect size ? = .11. In our study, the effect size
for the scales of semantic processing is medium
and the greatest effect size obtained in the post-
test is also consistent with the data obtained in
other similar studies (Blanch et al., 2013).

In the multiple comparisons through post
hoc tests, the evolution of the significant diffe-
rence in RPbetween the “Control group atrisk of
RD”, the “Control group with and initial normal
RP”, the “Experimental group at risk of RD” and
the “Experimental group with an initial normal
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RP". Obviously, the differences are significant
at the beginning between the groups with a
normal performance and those with potential
difficulties because the same criterion was
used to group them, but the behaviour between
the groups varies at the end of the programme
depending on the participation in same.

The significant differences noted at the
beginning within the control group for the
groups who learn normally and at risk of having
a RD disappear for all RP scales during the
programme’s implementation. On one hand,
this behaviour might be due to the fact that
the growth in the reading development of the
students from the control group with a normal
performance stagnates. On the other hand, it
might be due to the fact that the students with
difficulties have more scope for improvement
since they are below the average level. The
behaviour behaves very differently, because
a greater number of students with difficulties
make a quantum leap in their final competency.
The second hypothesis endorsing the view that
these FIprogrammes are efficient both for those
students who learn to read properly and those
exposed to risk situations that might result in
reading disabilities that should therefore be
prevented (Mautone, Marshall and Sharman,
2012) is confirmed by the fact that the signi-
ficant post-test differences remain the same
between the experimental group with an initial
normal performance and those groups with
potential difficulties.

The evolution of the subscales of the
semantic field, reading comprehension and
oral comprehension, where a remarkably
greater increase in the final RP in the experi-
mental group is identified, is one aspect that
is especially relevant. This way, in view of the
data collected, it can be stated that semantic
processing is more influenced by the family
reading programme.

The effect size for those groups of students
with potential difficulties at the beginning of
the programme is far higher than that of those
students with an initial performance appro-
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priate to their age. Although this situation is
repeated both in the control group and the expe-
rimental group, the values are notably higher
in the experimental group for all the scales.
The reason for such high effect size values in
the control group might be -as stated before-
the greater scope for improvement from very
low levels of initial RP and, on the other hand,
the fact that those students did not really have a
RD but were probably lacking enough maturity
to develop those reading skills instead. In any
case, in analysing the differences in the pretest
and postest differences within the groups par-
ticipating in the programme and taking into
account the starting point of their reading
learning process, in both initial situations (at
risk of RD or learning appropriately to their
age), the effect size of the experimental group
is always high and also notably higher to that of
the control group. This way, the second hypo-
thesis that was supposed to verify the positive
effect of family involvement through the pro-
gramme -irrespective of whether the students
had a normal RP at the beginning of the study-
can also be confirmed.

The proportion of students who improved
their RP and leave the standardised category
of learning disability is larger in the experi-
mental group compared to the control group
of all the scales of RP. According to the gui-
delines of the last issue of the DSM-5 manual
(American Psychiatric Association, 2013) to
diagnose a specific learning disability, one of
the symptoms has to emerge during six months
at least. Educational recommendations aim at
promoting early assessment and intervention
to prevent deterioration of problem situations
because any means to improve instructions are
implemented too late (Compton et al., 2012).
Therefore, shouldastudenthaveanyreasonable
indication of any potential learning problem,
a confirmed diagnoses should not be waited
for before taking any necessary action. In this
sense, this study shows the key role played by
families -when their children are enrolled in
Year 1 of Primary Education- is essential to get
the most out of such an important stage of their

18

reading learning process, especially when they
are at risk of having any disability. This situa-
tion must not lead to confuse parents with just
another therapist, something that has many
times proved to be a source of conflict in the
parent-child relationship.

The complications faced by the families
when supporting their children requires the
implementation of educational programmes
executed at home to provide parents with
educational guidance aimed at achieving the
necessary balance between family involve-
ment and children’s autonomy (Van Voorhis,
Maier, Epstein, Lloyd & Leung, 2013). The
programme prepared and presented in this
article aims at promoting certain family com-
mitment strategies in the educational process
of their children, as well as at creating environ-
ments that generate positive attitudes towards
reading as a competency of great interest both
from the training and academic point of view.

One limitation in this study refers to the
sample size because the number of children at
risk of RDL is small both in the control group
and the experimental group, although it is
in line with other studies of an experimental
nature. Likewise, the number of families that
started the programme dropped notably during
itsimplementation. Despite the fact that several
follow-up actions aimed at preventing families
from drawing back were taken through diffe-
rent means (e-mails and phone calls), they seem
insufficiently effective. It would be advisable to
take steps to bond families in the programme’s
implementation, paying special attention to
festive seasons when the household routines
are disrupted and which constitute a serious
risk to the programme’s continuity.

One line of work that is becoming increa-
singly interesting given the existing situation
stands up on the basis of studying in depth
how excessive family involvement affects the
children’s education process. It is becoming
increasingly usual to find families who support
their children’s educational attention in excess
instead of lacking said attention, which under-
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mine their children’s personal autonomy
and their ability to face problems confidently
(Cerezo, Sanchez, Ruiz & Arense, 2015; Martin
& Gairin, 2007; Pifiero, Arense & Cerezo, 2013).
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