W) Check for updates

Received: 26 April 2022 Revised: 22 December 2022

DOI: 10.1111/cfs.13003

Accepted: 6 January 2023

CHILD & FAMILY:
SOCIAL WORK WILEY

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Fostering educational prosperity: A randomized controlled trial
of home tutoring in foster care

Misja Eiberg | Christoffer Scavenius

VIVE - The Danish Center for Social Science
Research, Copenhagen, Denmark

Abstract

The educational gap between children in out-of-home care and their non-placed peers
Correspondence

VIVE - The Danish Center for Social Science
Research, Herluf Trolles gade 11, 1052
Copenhagen, Denmark.

Email: mei@vive.dk

is well-documented. However, tutoring stands out as a promising intervention to raise
children's educational attainment in out-of-home care. This study randomized 105 chil-
dren in foster care (62% girls, aged 7-15 years [M = 10.3, SD = 2.0]) to the home tutor-
ing program Foster Caregivers as Tutors (FCT) or regular public school services
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(treatment as usual [TAU]). In the FCT group, the foster caregivers tutored the children
for 2.5 h/week for 40 weeks. The program effect is measured in learning and develop-
mental outcomes, including reading and math ability, learning skills, 1Q, executive func-
tion, and psychosocial function. Follow-up was 17.5 months after baseline. The results
show a significant effect over time in both groups on 1Q (effect size [ES] = 0.40,
P < 0.001), verbal comprehension (ES=0.29 P =0.02) and perceptual reasoning
(ES = 0.60, P < 0.001) measured by WISC IV. Neither the FCT nor TAU provided any
significant academic recovery in reading and math nor progression in executive function,
learning skills or psychosocial function. These findings, implications for practice and
future efforts to support the schooling of children in out-of-home care are discussed.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

involvement in the scholastic success of children and youth in foster
care (Cheung et al., 2012; Flynn et al., 2013; Pears et al., 2010). In par-

Research consistently documents poor educational outcomes of chil-
dren in out-of-home care (OHC), including lower academic perfor-
mance, higher grade retention rates, more frequent referrals to special
education and poorer educational attainment in adulthood compared
to their peers (Berridge, 2012; Brady & Gilligan, 2019; Brannstrom
et al, 2017; Evans, 2001; Gypen et al, 2017, Okpych &
Courtney, 2014; Pecora et al, 2006; Scherr, 2007; Sinclair
et al,, 2019; Stone, 2007; Sullivan et al., 2010; Trout et al., 2008).
Thus, closing the educational gap is becoming an increasingly impor-
tant aim of the child protection system in many countries.

A growing number of studies document the impact of the foster
home environment and the importance of the foster caregiver

ticular, Cheung et al. (2012) demonstrated that though 85% of the
variance in educational outcomes was attributed to individual factors,
15% of the variance was attributable to differences between place-
ments. The results showed that foster homes characterized by high
academic support and a strong literacy environment were more likely
to foster children with better scholastic achievement. Other studies
also point to the positive influence of high educational expectations
by foster caregivers on academic performance (Eiberg & Olsen, 2022;
Tessier et al.,, 2018). In a study by Tessier et al. (2018), high aspirations
of the foster caregivers for how far the young person would progress in
the educational system were associated with better educational
performance. Moreover, Eiberg and Olsen (2022) demonstrated that
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foster mothers' judgement of their foster children's educational potential
directly affected reading and math achievement and significantly medi-
ated the association between individual characteristics such as age and
1Q and performance in reading and math. Furthermore, numerous retro-
spective accounts from care leavers, who succeed in the educational
system, have stressed the importance of educational support and
encouragement by their foster caregivers (Mannay et al., 2015; Martin &
Jackson, 2002; Neal, 2017). Still, only a limited number of school support
programs seek to strengthen the engagement of foster caregivers as
a resource in qualifying foster children and youth for educational
achievement (Evans et al., 2017; Forsman & Vinnerljung, 2012).

A contemporary meta-analysis of educational interventions target-
ing children and youth in OHC identified only three separate studies of
school support programs delivered by foster caregivers (Evans
et al., 2017). Only one of these studies was of a school support inter-
vention delivered in a regular foster care environment. This study eval-
uates the tutoring program ‘Teach Your Children Well’ (TYCW), in
which foster caregivers, on the basis of a 1-day seminar, provide 3 h of
tutoring for their foster child per week (Flynn et al., 2012;
Marquis, 2013). The study found significant progress in several math
and literacy outcomes (Flynn et al., 2012). Other high-quality studies
have also found support for the benefits of tutoring for children and
youth in OHC in other settings, for example delivered by college stu-
dent volunteers and in a small-group-based format (Harper &
Schmidt, 2012, 2016). Recently, a study of one-on-one home tutoring
by professional tutors has also yielded positive results in some aspects
of reading and math (Hickey & Flynn, 2019). Generally, tutoring has
shown positive results in numerous settings and for diverse partici-
pants. A meta-analysis of tutoring of children in K-8 by volunteers
(e.g. college students) showed an average ES of 0.3 for literacy, though
the results for math were not significant (Ritter et al., 2009). Also, a
recent meta-analysis of various tutoring programs for students pre-K-
12 found similar effect sizes for literacy and math with an overall similar
effect size of 0.37, although teacher and paraprofessional tutoring
yielded larger effect sizes than parent tutoring (Nickow et al., 2020).
However, another review of studies of parental tutoring of school-aged
children, primarily elementary school students (K-6), found an overall
ES of 0.55 for literacy and math (Erion, 2006). Moreover, studies of
tutoring of elementary school students at risk of reading failure suggest
that children with academic difficulties also can benefit from tutoring
(Elbaum et al., 2000). With tutoring standing out as a beneficial and
manageable intervention to support educational progress, more evi-

dence is needed to establish its potential in a foster care setting.

1.1 | The present study

Foster caregivers are a resource in closing the educational gap
between children in OHC and their peers, which could be better uti-
lized through interventions such as tutoring. The present study evalu-
ates the effectiveness of the Danish tutoring program ‘Foster
Caregivers as Tutors’ (FCT) in a randomized controlled trial (RCT),

comparing FCT to treatment as usual (TAU). FCT is a home-based
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tutoring intervention conducted by foster caregivers. Though tutoring
stands out as a favourable interventional approach, the current evi-
dence does not point to a particular preferable program or universal
method (Erion, 2006; Nickow et al., 2020; Ritter et al., 2009). Hence,
the FCT does not prescribe step-by-step tutor instructions, but rather
FCT provides some general techniques and materials focused on dif-
ferent aspects of math and literacy development for the foster care-
givers to choose from to individualize the tutoring to suit the child's
specific needs, difficulties and strengths. Moreover, although the ben-
efits of tutoring have been firmly documented regarding reading and
math skills (Erion, 2006; Flynn et al., 2012; Harper & Schmidt, 2016;
Hickey & Flynn, 2019; Nickow et al., 2020), its potential also to pro-
mote development in a broader sense by creating opportunities for
participation in structured activities that focus not only on academic
skill-building but also on aspects such as knowledge acquisition, lan-
guage development and impulse control has not been strategically tar-
geted nor evaluated. Studies of adoptees and early deprived children
in long-term OHC have found a naturalistic effect of the improved
care environment on developmental outcomes, such as IQ
(Humphreys et al., 2022; van ljzendoorn & Juffer, 2006). Providing
foster caregivers with tools to support their foster children contribute
to improving the quality of the foster care environment and may also
enhance aspects of general development. Recent studies of tutoring
of children in OHC have investigated potential spillover effects from
the tutoring of tasks with strictly academic content on other aspects
of development, for example executive function (EF) and mental
health, which has not proven to be effective (Hickey & Flynn, 2019;
Marquis, 2013). This study hypothesizes that the FCT intervention
will a) improve school performance in reading and math and b)
enhance aspects of general development through structured activities
aimed at enhancing learning skills and behavioural adaptation
(e.g. training of impulse control via tasks involving, e.g. stop-go and
taking turns and following a sequence). The individualized content of
the tutoring may target many different aspects of development, and
therefore, we include several developmental outcomes for exploratory
purposes, including measures of cognitive abilities (1Q), EF, acquisition
of learning skills and psychosocial function.

This study is part of a larger three-armed RCT investigating two
different approaches to school support for children in OHC (Eiberg &
Scavenius, in press). The present paper focuses solely on the FCT pro-
gram compared with TAU to elaborate on the intervention content,
the implementation study and suitable research literature related to
this approach.

2 | METHODS

2.1 | Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the study

The inclusion criteria for the study included placement in foster care
and attendance in grades 1-7 in a regular school. The study excluded
children for whom reunification was planned before enrollment and

was to take place during the study, as well as children with pre-
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diagnosed pervasive developmental disorders (defined by code F84 in
ICD-10) or intellectual disability (documented IQ < 70), as children
with such diagnoses probably would benefit more from tutoring or

other interventions aimed at children with these particular disabilities.

2.2 | The intervention: Foster caregivers as tutors

The FCT is a home-based, highly individualized tutoring and training
program suitable for children in grades 1-9. The program consisted of
a full-day, small-group seminar for foster caregivers taught by the pro-
gram developers, all of whom had a background in education and spe-
cial education. The seminar consisted of three modules on how to
work with general skill-building and tutoring in the foster home.
Included were a module in literacy (predominantly reading), a module
in math and a module that focused on how to increase motivation,
incite positive behaviour and tutor according to individual difficulties
and strengths. The program included a comprehensive e-book with
instructions for games, role plays, apps, print-out board games, tradi-
tional academic paper-pencil tasks and structured activities suited for

grade levels 1-9 that targeted a range of different subjects at

different skill levels. For the following 40 weeks, for at least 2.5 h/
week, the foster caregivers were to work with the general tutoring
techniques in homework tutoring and employ the e-book materials to
cover knowledge gaps and basic training. The program developers
were available for individual counselling by e-mail and weekly by
phone throughout the intervention. At midterm, a noncompulsory

brush-up, full-day seminar was delivered by the developers.

221 | Treatment as usual

In this study, the TAU condition comprises regular schooling
practices in Denmark, excluding special education. Due to practical
limitations, no records have been kept of different practices, but
collectively, FCT and TAU represent a broad spectrum of Danish

public school practice.

2.3 | Procedure

A flow diagram of the study is shown in Figure 1.

[ Enrollment ]

Screening (n=130)

Excluded (n=25)
Simple random sampling of eligible

d participants within the same house
hold.

Baseline and randomization (n=105)

.

v (

L Allocation

) v

Allocated to TAU (n = 52)
[ Received allocated intervention (n = 52)

JAllocated to FCT (n = 53)
Received allocated intervention and were
included in the implementation study (n = 51)
Did not receive allocated intervention (dropped
out immediately after the randomization) (n = 2)

Follow-Up 1

J

Lost to follow-up (n = 4)

Discontinued intervention (did no longer fulfill
inclusion criteria or refusal to participate) (n = 11)

Lost to follow-up (2 = 5)

Discontinued intervention (did no longer fulfill
inclusion criteria or refusal to participate) (n = 13)

[ Analysis ]

Analysed (n = 48)

FIGURE 1 Flow diagram of the RCT study.

J
Analysed (n = 48)
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2.3.1 | Random sampling

Only one eligible foster child in each of the enrolled foster families was
initially selected to participate in the study through simple random sam-
pling to avoid random sampling of family clusters. We anticipated that
the risk of sampling school clusters would be low since Danish public

schools generally have few eligible students for the study enrolled.

2.3.2 | Research design and randomization of
participants

A baseline measurement was collected before randomization and
again at follow-up. The research team allocated participants in the
study by computerized random allocation to FCT or TAU immediately
after the baseline assessment. The research team was blind to alloca-
tion, and allocation was done in an unstratified 1:1 ratio with a vari-
able block design to mask the sequence of allocation.

24 | Assessment

The foster families were recruited by their local schools. A trained psy-
chologist and teachers from the child's school conducted the baseline
and follow-up testing. The study recruited participants throughout a full
semester, after which the FCT seminar was held. Due to practical con-
siderations of the collective trial, comprising not only the FCT but
another intervention of approximately 18 months' duration with imme-
diate onset, all children were post-tested 17.5 months + 1 week after
their baseline assessment regardless of group allocation. In that way, the
workload for the limited number of psychologists administrating the
pre- and post-testing was steady, and the assessment cycle was suitable
for either experimental intervention. For the FCT intervention, that
meant that the first child randomized to FCT waited approximately
6 months for the intervention to begin, and the last child randomized to
FCT waited only a few weeks for the intervention. Concluding the inter-
vention period, the first allocated child was then post-tested immedi-
ately after the intervention (17.5 months), and the last allocated child
was post-tested approximately 6 months after the FCT ended
(17.5 months). Data were collected in 2014 and 2016.> At the time of
baseline assessment, the most recent version of selected instruments
was chosen and applied for both assessments. All academic tests were
developed for Danish students and based on Danish norm populations.
All other instruments were administered in validated Danish translations,

and—when possible—published Danish norm populations were applied.

2.5 | Primary outcomes

2.5.1 | Reading ability

Given the wide age span of the participants, reading ability was assessed

on different ability levels with three standardized, norm-referenced
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tests, including the Word Reading Test (WRT; Mgller & Juul, 2012a), the
Sentence Reading Test (SRT; Mgller & Juul, 2012b) and three subtests
from the comprehensive Text Reading Tests battery (TRT; Nielsen
et al, 1998). The WRT and the SRT were administered to all partici-
pants, and the three TRT subtests were administered only to partici-
pants in grades 25. As too few participants completed the TRT, the test
is not included in the analyses presented here.

The WRT and the SRT generate a measure of ‘reading accuracy’
measured in the percentage of correctly answered items out of the
total of items responded to and a measure of ‘reading speed’ mea-
sured as an average of seconds used per item. In the analysis, we use
grade-level adjusted scores showing the average deviation from the
norm score. No published Danish reading test holds norm data for all
the included grade levels. Norms for the WRT and the SRT exist only
for grades 1-5, and we estimated norms for the remaining grade
levels (grades 6, 7 and 8) using a Tobit regression. To our knowledge,

no reliability values are available for the WRT and SRT.

2.5.2 | Math skills

Math skills were assessed with the MG test, a standardized, norm-
referenced comprehensive test of grade-level adjusted math ability
covering the curriculum of K-10. The Cronbach's alphas range
between 0.71 (grade level 4 version) to 0.94 (grade level 7 version),
with two grade-level versions obtaining Cronbach's alphas under 0.80,
namely grade level 1 and grade level 4. The MG test uses standardized
C-scores with values ranging from O to 10. The manual describes
scores of 0-2 as indicating serious disability in math and between
7 and 10 as indicating mastery of the curriculum (Hansen, 2007).
Since the pre- and post-tests took place during the school year, all
participants were tested with the version of MG suitable for a grade

level below the child's actual grade.

2.6 | Secondary outcomes

2.6.1 | Intellectual ability (1Q)

The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children IV (WISC IV) was used to
measure intellectual ability. WISC IV is a comprehensive, standardized
and norm-referenced measure to estimate IQ. The test includes four
indexes of specific cognitive abilities, including the Verbal Comprehen-
sion Index (VCI), the Perceptual Reasoning Index (PRI), the Working
Memory Index (WMI) and the Processing Speed Index (PSI). Reliability
coefficients range from 0.88 (PSI) to 0.97 (FSIQ). WISC IV uses stan-
dardized scores with a mean of 100 and an SD of 15. (Wechsler, 2003).

2.6.2 | Executive function

Two instruments were employed to measure EF. The Behavioural

Rating Inventory of Executive Function (BRIEF) is a standardized,
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norm-referenced questionnaire with 86 items covering a range of
behaviours related to EF (e.g. self-monitoring, goal-directed behaviour
and impulse control). The BRIEF's main outcome is a full-scale score
of the General Executive Composite (GEC). The reliability coefficients
for the GEC are 0.97 (parent version) and 0.98 (teacher version). The
BRIEF uses T-scores with a mean of 50 and an SD of 10 and has a
clinical cut-off score of 1.5 SD above average (t-score of 265). (Gioia
et al., 2000). The BRIEF was administered to foster mothers, foster
fathers and teachers.

Also, the Contingency Naming Test (CNT) was administered to all
children. CNT is a standardized, norm-referenced test that resembles
the classic Stroop test but entails two shifting conditions (Anderson
et al., 2000). The CNT requires visual attention, cognitive flexibility,
impulse control and working memory, and its primary outcome is an
efficiency score, which is a combined measure of time use and accu-
racy. We report individually for the trial entailing one shifting condi-
tion and the trial entailing two shifting conditions. To our knowledge,
no reliability values are available for the CNT. The present study con-
verts efficiency scores into z-scores to allow for cross-age and gender

comparisons.

2.6.3 | Acquisition of learning skills

We used the domain ‘Learning skills’ (consisting of 29 items) from the
comprehensive, norm-referenced questionnaire on general develop-
ment, Five-to-Fifteen (FTF), to measure attitudes, strategies and
behaviour displayed in formal and informal learning situations. The
Cronbach's alphas for the domain ‘Learning skills’ are 0.96 and 0.97
for the parent and teacher versions, respectively. Items are scored 0-
2, with higher scores indicating a higher degree of developmental and
behavioural problems. The domain score is the average score of the
items included in the domain (Kadesj6 et al, 2004; Korkman
et al, 2005; Lambek & Trillingsgaard, 2015). According to the FTF
manual, this particular domain is suitable only for children aged 9 years
and above. Therefore, the test was administered only to foster
mothers, foster fathers and teachers of children aged 9 years and
above.

2.6.4 | Psychosocial function

The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) was completed by
foster mothers, foster fathers and teachers to measure the children's
psychosocial function. SDQ is a standardized, norm-referenced ques-
tionnaire with 30 items in the extended version covering emotional
symptoms, conduct problems, hyperactivity/inattention, peer relation-
ship problems and prosocial behaviour. The SDQ also includes a total
difficulties score consisting of 20 items, not including the scale of pro-
social behaviour. The extended version includes an impact score of
chronicity, distress, social impairment and burden to others. The reli-
ability coefficients for the total difficulties score are 0.82 and 0.87 for
parent and teacher ratings, respectively. The reliability coefficient for

the impact score is 0.85 for both teacher and parent ratings. The SDQ
items are answered on a scale of 0-2, and scale scores are the sum
scores of relevant items, with higher scores indicating more problems
(Goodman, 2001; Niclasen et al., 2012). Only the total difficulties
score and impact score are reported.

Furthermore, all children filled out the norm-referenced ques-
tionnaire, This is Me (TM), which is a measure of self-perception
and social function for school-aged children (grades 1-10). It con-
sists of 32 items for grade levels 1-3 and 72 items for grade levels
4-10. The latter includes five subscales, but only the total score is
reported. For the full scale, Cronbach's alpha was 0.86 for grades
1-3 and 0.91 for grades 4-10. TM uses standardized stanine
scores of 1-9 with a mean of 5 and an SD of 2. The manual
describes scores of 4-6 as the normal range (Ouvinen-Birgerstam &
Hartmann, 2006).

2.7 | Implementation study

To monitor the implementation and compliance with the instructions
of the FCT, all foster caregivers received a journal in a standardized
format for weekly reports (four journals each covering 10 weeks of
the program) of what and how they were using the e-book materials,
their time use for the preparation of the tutoring, weekly duration of
tutoring and obstacles to tutoring. With the last journal, the foster
caregivers also received an evaluation survey containing questions

about their overall experiences with the program.

2.8 | Statistical analyses
The statistical analysis applies intention-to-treat (ITT), controlling for
non-independence of baseline and follow-up observations. In particu-

lar, we estimated the following fixed-effects (FE) regression:

Yit = o + ATime; + 6 (Time; x Treatment;t) + e,

where Yj; is the outcome (e.g. WRT, WISC or BRIEF scores) for child
i at time t. Time; is an indicator variable equal to O for baseline out-
comes and 1 for follow-up outcomes. Similarly, Treatment;; is equal to
0 for the TAU group and 1 for the FCT group. The crux of FE regres-
sion is the i =1, ..., N intercepts, o;, which model the dependence
between baseline and follow-up observations from the same child.
That is, the individual intercepts account for time-invariant predictors
of the outcome (e.g. gender, history of maltreatment or other stable
characteristics of child i, affecting both Yo and Yj;). Because o;
accounts for all child-level variance, the errors, ¢, are independent,
and the FE-regression produces valid parameter estimates. See Wool-
dridge (2013) and StataCorp (2021) for an introduction to FE and
McNeish and Kelley (2019) for a recent review of FE and similar esti-
mation models for clustered data.

The analysis proceeds in two steps. We first calculate the unad-

justed means and standard deviations by time x group. Second, we
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estimate within-group changes and between-group treatment effects
using the FE regression with robust standard errors. In particular, the
regression parameter A estimates the average change from baseline
to follow-up within the TAU group, and A + & estimates the average
change from baseline to follow-up within the FCT group, so & esti-
mates the between-group treatment effect. For both A and &, we
report Cohen's d to determine the relative magnitude of each change,
dividing the change by the baseline SD of the entire sample. Values
around 0.2 suggest a relatively small effect, values around 0.5 suggest
a medium effect, and values around 0.8 suggest a relatively large
effect (Cohen, 1988).

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Participants and allocation

One hundred and five children and their foster families participated in
the study. Foster families from 23 municipalities (almost a quarter of
all Danish municipalities), including both urban and rural areas,
enrolled in the study, and collectively, the included children attended
78 different regular public schools.

Due to random sampling, only 105 out of 130 eligible foster chil-
dren residing in the 105 participating foster families were enrolled in
the study, baseline assessed and randomized to a treatment group.
Fifty-three children were randomly allocated to the FCT group, and
52 children were allocated to the TAU condition.

CHILD & FAMILY: 779
SOCIAL WORK WILEY

3.1.1 | Foster children

The children (61.9% female) aged 6-15 years (M = 10.3, SD = 2.0)
and were all living in foster care (88.6% were in non-relative foster
care, 8.6% in kinship or network care and 2.9% in an intensive support
foster care family). The children had been in their current placement
for an average of 5.5 years (SD = 3.2, range 2 months to 14 years).
No children were excluded based on the exclusion criteria of the

study.

3.1.2 | Foster caregivers
Table 1 summarizes the foster caregiver and foster home characteris-
tics in the treatment groups. Overall, the foster caregivers and foster

homes have similar characteristics in the FCT group and the TAU

group.
3.2 | Implementation of FCT
3.21 | Seminar attendance

Forty-five (88.2%) of the 51 foster families participated in the seminar,
and in 69.9% of the families, both foster caregivers attended. For the
six nonparticipating families, the developers mailed all the material

and a short manual and provided some key instructions on how to use

TABLE 1 The foster caregiver and foster home characteristics in the treatment groups.
Foster mothers Foster fathers
TAU FCT TAU FCT
n % n % n % n %
Years of education 50 100 48 100 42 100 44 100
9-10 4 8.0 4 8.3 6 14.3 5 114
11-12 19 38.0 21 43.8 24 57.1 29 65.9
13-15 27 54.0 22 458 10 23.8 10 22.7
16-17 0 0 1 21 2 4.8 0 0
Employment 44 100 49 100 39 100 42 100
No other employment 28 63.6 35 71.4 13 33.3 14 33.3
Learning environment 50 100 53 100
A foster parent reads to or with the foster child > 5 days a 19 38.5 22 415
week
A foster parent reads to or with the foster child < once a 15 30 8 15.1
week
A foster parent assists the child with homework or other 15 30 14 30.2
school activities = 5 days a week
A foster parent assists the child with homework or other 12 24 7 13.2
school activities < once a week
n M (SD) n M (SD)
Household number of children 50 2.5(1.1) 53 2.1(1.0)
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the materials by phone. For the midterm noncompulsory brush-up

seminar, 27 (52.9%) of the 51 foster families participated.

3.22 | Implementation data

Throughout the intervention period, the number of journals submitted
declined. In the initial 10 weeks, 38 (74.5%) out of a total of 51 partici-
pating foster families filled out the journal, but only 25 (49.0%) jour-
nals were submitted for the last 10 weeks of the study. Likewise, only
24 foster families filled out the evaluation questionnaire at week
40, corresponding to 47.1% of the 51 participating families.

3.2.3 | Implementation of tutoring

As registered by the families, the average weekly time spent on tutor-
ing amounts to 2 h 8 m. Almost half (46.1%) of the families registered
at least 2.5 h of tutoring a week. On average, the families spent 2 h
53 m on tutoring the first week, and after that, the average time use
steadily decreased to an average of 1 h 38 m in week 40. Overall, the
variation in the time spent tutoring is very large, ranging from some
families spending no time tutoring in some weeks to families spending
10 h or more tutoring in some weeks.

The extent to which the foster families used the provided educa-
tional materials for the tutoring also declined during the intervention.
In the first week, approximately one-third (32.4%) of the tutoring was
primarily based on the e-book. Although the use of e-book materials
was rather steady during the first 10 weeks, it thereafter gradually
declined. In the last weeks of the program, none of the families regis-
tered any use of the e-books or supplementary materials and based all
tutoring on homework assignments. Accordingly, the average time the
foster caregivers registered for preparing the tutoring (e.g. choosing
materials, reading instructions, printing materials and preparing dem-
onstrations) dropped during the intervention, especially in the first
few weeks. In the first week, the foster caregivers registered an aver-
age of 1 h 4 m of preparation time ranging from O to 6 h. Already in
week 2, the average weekly preparation time dropped to 45 min, and
in week 40, the average preparation time had dropped to 1 min.

In the evaluation survey, many families list the low motivation of
the child (42.1%) and lack of time (26.3%) as the main barriers to
tutoring. In comparison, only 5% list their personal motivation as a
barrier, and 10% list difficulties in choosing and applying the educa-
tional materials as an obstacle.

3.3 | Attrition

Table 2 shows the treatment groups' percentage of dropouts and the
reasons. During the study, the dropout rate was 22.9%. Reasons for
dropout included changes in school enrollment or placement, reunifi-
cation and refusal to participate. The dropout rate and the reasons

given were reasonably similar in the FCT and TAU groups except for

TABLE 2 Drop-out rate according to reasons given in the
treatment groups.

TAU (n = 52) FCT (n = 53)

n % n %
Private school 3 5.8 1 1.9
Special education 5 9.6 4 7.5
Reunification 0 0 1 1.9
Residential care 1 1.9 1 1.9
Refusal to participate 2 3.8 6 11.3
Total 11 211 13 245

the rate of participants refusing participation, which was higher for
the FCT group.

3.4 | Baseline assessment

Table 3 shows a summary of participant characteristics (age and gender)
and baseline scores for each treatment group in reading and math.
Table 4 shows baseline scores for outcome measures of learning skills,
cognition and psychosocial function in the FCT and the TAU group.
Overall, the FCT group tends to have less favourable average scores on
most outcomes compared to the TAU group. However, both groups

have average scores below the norm score on all outcomes.

3.5 | Primary outcomes

Table 3 summarizes the key differences within and between the
groups in reading and math. No significant progress in reading out-
comes was found for the FCT group or the TAU group. Similarly, we
found no significant effect on math achievement for either the FCT

group or the TAU group.

3.6 | Secondary outcomes

Table 4 summarizes the groups' within and between differences in
cognitive and psychosocial outcomes. Over time, both groups showed
cognitive improvements on FSIQ, the VRI and the PSI (WISC IV) from
baseline to follow-up. Children in the TAU group showed an average
gain in the FSIQ score (A = 5.52, ES = 0.40, P < 0.001), as well as a
significant improvement in the cognitive domains of verbal compre-
hension, measured by the VCI (A = 4.00, ES = 0.29, P = 0.02), and in
perceptual reasoning, measured by the PSI (A =8.78, ES = 0.60,
P < 0.001). No additional effect was found in the FCT group, com-
pared to TAU (P = 0.08). Moreover, we found no other significant
changes over time in any other outcome measures of executive func-
tion, acquisition of learning skills or psychosocial functioning for either
group. Average scores on most outcome measures show only very

marginal differences over time.
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4 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

One hundred and five children in grades 1-7 participated in an RCT
comparing the FCT program with TAU. We found no effect of FCT in
this study on performance in reading and math nor on other develop-
mental outcomes, including 1Q, EF, learning skills and psychosocial
functioning, compared to TAU. The analysis suggests that TAU seems
to stimulate some aspects of the children's cognitive development sig-
nificantly over time, including 1Q, verbal comprehension and percep-
tual reasoning measured by WISC IV. This may be related to the
cumulated time spent in foster care, where the environment is likely
to be more stimulating and accommodating to cognitive needs by, for
example strengthened language stimulation and more steady school-
ing. We find no evidence that the FCT program has an additional
effect on intellectual abilities compared to TAU. Neither the FCT nor
TAU seem to benefit other aspects of development and functioning
measured in this study. Many factors may have influenced the results.
One compelling reason for the poor outcome of the FCT is the low
compliance with the program content. On average, more than half of
the families in the implementation study spent less than 2.5 h a week
on the intervention, and this proportion was rather steady during the
intervention. Furthermore, the way foster families worked with the
intervention changed over time: The use of the training materials
declined, as did the time the foster caregivers spent preparing and
planning the tutoring. These declines may indicate that caregivers, to
some extent, became familiarized with the techniques and materials,
but it may also indicate that their effort to tutor declined, and as time
passed, the foster caregivers merely provided supervision of home-
work completion without much tutoring. The results of the implemen-
tation study suggest that, for some families, the self-reliant
unstructured framework of the intervention may not be suitable.
Declining compliance and attrition are common problems in educa-
tional intervention studies in the field of OHC, and as in this study,
motivation and time are often barriers to compliance (see e.g. Flynn
et al,, 2012). However, some studies do have lower attrition rates than
the present study (e.g. Forsman, 2019; Hickey & Flynn, 2020;
Vinnerljung et al., 2014), which could be related to differences in
demands, delivery and structure of the educational programs and/or
the inclusion criteria of the studies.

Another potential reason for the poor results of FCT could be
that, for some children, the program's content and format may not
have been sufficient educational support, considering the highly
unfavourable baseline scores. The baseline scores indicate that some
of the children had disabilities, intellectually or otherwise. In previous
research, placed and maltreated children have persistently demon-
strated poorer cognitive outcomes, including lower IQ and poorer EF,
than their peers (Evans, 2001; Kavanaugh et al., 2017; Kirke-Smith
et al, 2012; Malarbi et al, 2017; Masson et al, 2015; Pears
et al., 2010; Tordon et al., 2020; Vinnerljung & Hjern, 2011). Cogni-
tive dysfunction puts a considerable strain on a child's learning
potential and hence likely decreases the effect of tutoring. For
instance, Hickey and Flynn (2019) demonstrated in a study of one-

on-one tutoring of foster children that several factors, including EF,

moderated the effect of tutoring. In the present study, the children
were, on average, rated in the clinical range (>65) on EF when
measured by the BRIEF (Table 4) and obtained average scores of
0.34-0.95 SD below the norm scores in the CNT (Table 4). Future
interventions of individually tailored tutoring might produce better
results if the foster caregivers receive more initial training on how to
work with their child's specific special educational needs, besides
being offered more ongoing supervision and support to plan, execute
and adjust the tutoring over time. On the other hand, many studies
of parent tutoring show no moderation of the tutoring effect by fac-
tors such as monitoring, supervision of practice and consultation
(Erion, 2006). However, we would argue that those results usually
stem from structured programs most likely delivered to samples of
children with a lower prevalence of cognitive delays and learning dif-
ficulties, and where these initiatives are practiced in relation to the
implementation of the specific program content, not in the service of
individualizing the intervention to suit the children's unique needs.
Thus, it is possible that increased monitoring, supervision and consul-
tation would benefit unstructured programs such as the FCT. How-
ever, for parent tutoring, only the length of the training of the tutor
was found to be a potential moderator (Erion, 2006). Similarly,
Nickow et al. (2020) found that professional and paraprofessional
tutors yielded better tutoring results than volunteers, which like the
amount of initial training, also reflects the positive effect of a highly
skilled tutor. The findings by Erion (2006) and Nickow et al. (2020)
point to a potential improvement of the FCT by extending the initial
training of foster caregivers. Nevertheless, though some adjustments
to the structure of FCT may improve the results, the referenced
meta-studies of tutoring programs generally show that very few
factors seem to moderate the effect of tutoring (Erion, 2006; Ritter
et al., 2009). In addition, a recent study of tutoring of children in
OHC showed that program length did not moderate the effect
(Hickey & Flynn, 2020). The modest number of potential moderators
of the tutoring effect indicates that perhaps the most influential
factor is how well the tutor can tutor any program type. Hence, it is
an obvious limitation of the present study that no data about the
practice and quality of the tutoring was obtained.

Besides the absence of any academic progression, the children's
psychosocial function (measured by SDQ and TM) did not significantly
improve over time. How that affected their academic achievement
during the study or vice versa, we cannot say. The interplay
between psychosocial function, well-being and academic performance
is generally an understudied topic in the research literature
(Romano et al., 2015).

41 | Limitations

We cannot exclude that baseline differences between the TAU and
FCT groups can have influenced the estimated treatment effects, for
example via regression to the mean. The fixed-effects regression
model, however, does control for baseline differences (via the

fixed-effects term) and may, therefore, reduce any bias in the
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estimated treatment effect caused by spurious associations between
the treatment effect and baseline differences between TAU and FCT.

Moreover, the study would have benefited from having collected
data about the specific homework practices in both the FCT and TAU
groups to analyse potential mediation or fidelity. We decided not to
collect such data to limit the foster caregivers' workload and reduce
the risk of dropout. Furthermore, collecting data throughout the inter-
ventions about their homework practices may also directly affect their
behaviour; for example the monitoring could incite an increase in the
amount of homework support provided by the foster caregivers in the
TAU group, and thus bias the effect of FCT compared to TAU.

4.2 | Conclusions and recommendations

In conclusion, it is difficult to determine the potential of the FCT pro-
gram. With a dropout rate of 24.5% and poor compliance combined
with the remaining participants' low response rates during the imple-
mentation study, it is impossible to determine whether the program
was insufficient or whether the children would have benefited if com-
pliance with the program had been better. We recommend future
studies of tutoring to work more preventatively with attrition and low
compliance, for example through systematic supervision and consulta-
tion on the initiative of the program delivered throughout the imple-
mentation. This study employed an ITT analysis design as opposed to
including only complying participants in the analysis. Such differences
in analysis design might also help to explain some of the differences in
the results of this trial and other trials of tutoring programs for chil-
dren in OHC (e.g. Flynn et al., 2012).

It is possible that some children significantly benefited from the
tutoring, but unfortunately, we have too few participants to examine
differences in outcomes according to individual and interventional
factors possibly relating to the treatment effect. We suggest that
future studies of tutoring examine potential mediating and moderating
effects of baseline characteristics and differences in the treatment,
such as time spent in OHC, age, 1Q, and treatment dosage.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Due to the nature of this research, participants of this study did not
agree for their data to be shared publicly, so supporting data is not

available.

ENDNOTE

1 Due to the first authors leave from work, the article was submitted for
publication 6 years after finishing the data collection.

REFERENCES

Anderson, P. J., Anderson, V., Northam, E., & Taylor, H. G. (2000). Stan-
dardization of the contingency naming test (CNT) for school-aged chil-
dren: A measure of reactive flexibility. Clinical Neuropsychological
Assessment, 1, 247-273. PMID: https://research.monash.edu/en/
publications/standardization-of-the-contingency-naming-test-cnt-for-
school-age

785

W1 LE Y-

Berridge, D. (2012). Educating young people in care: What have we
learned? Children and Youth Services Review, 34(6), 1171-1175.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.032

Brady, E., & Gilligan, R. (2019). The role of agency in shaping the educa-
tional journeys of care-experienced adults: Insights from a life course
study of education and care. Children & Society, 34(2), 121-135.
https://doi.org/10.1111/chso0.12361

Brannstrom, L., Vinnerljung, B., Forsman, H., & Almquist, Y. B. (2017). Chil-
dren placed in out-of-home care as midlife adults: Are they still disad-
vantaged or have they caught up with their peers? Child Maltreatment,
22(3), 205-214. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559517701855

Cheung, C., Lwin, K., & Jenkins, J. M. (2012). Helping youth in care suc-
ceed: Influence of caregiver involvement on academic achievement.
Children and Youth Services Review, 34(6), 1092-1100. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.033

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power for the behavioral sciences. Erlbaum.

Eiberg, M., & Scavenius, C. (in press). Striving to thrive: A randomized con-
trolled trial of educational support interventions for children in out-of-
home care. European Journal of Psychology of Education.

Eiberg, M., & Olsen, R. F. (2022). Too high or too low? The role of educa-
tional expectations for children in out-of-home care. Children and
Youth Services Review, 135, 106376. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
CHILDYOUTH.2022.106376

Elbaum, B., Vaughn, S., Hughes, M. T., & Moody, S. W. (2000). How effec-
tive are one-to-one tutoring programs in reading for elementary stu-
dents at risk for reading failure? A meta-analysis of the intervention
research. Journal of Educational Psychology, 92(4), 605-619. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.92.4.605

Erion, J. (2006). Parent tutoring: A meta-analysis. Education and Treatment
of Children, 29(1), 79-106.

Evans, L. D. (2001). Interactional models of learning disabilities: Evidence
from students entering foster care. Psychology in the Schools, 38(4),
381-390. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.1026

Evans, R., Brown, R., Rees, G., & Smith, P. (2017). Systematic review of
educational interventions for looked-after children and young people:
Recommendations for intervention development and evaluation. Brit-
ish Educational Research Journal, 43(1), 68-94. https://doi.org/10.
1002/berj.3252

Flynn, R. J., Marquis, R. A., Paquet, M. P., Peeke, L. M., & Aubry, T. D.
(2012). Effects of individual direct-instruction tutoring on foster chil-
dren's academic skills: A randomized trial. Children and Youth Services
Review, 34(6), 1183-1189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.
01.036

Flynn, R. J., Tessier, N. G., & Coulombe, D. (2013). Placement, protective
and risk factors in the educational success of young people in care:
Cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses. European Journal of Social
Work, 16(1), 70-87. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2012.722985

Forsman, H. (2019). Exploring the letterbox Club programme's impact on
foster children's literacy: Potent intervention or general support?
Oxford Review of Education, 45(4), 502-518. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03054985.2019.1595559

Forsman, H., & Vinnerljung, B. (2012). Interventions aiming to improve
school achievements of children in out-of-home care: A scoping
review. Children and Youth Services Review, 34(6), 1084-1091. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.037

Gioia, G. A,, Isquith, P. K., Guy, S. C., & Kenworthy, L. (2000). Behavior rat-
ing inventory of executive function. Psychological Assessment
Resources.

Goodman, R. (2001). Psychometric properties of the strengths and difficul-
ties questionnaire. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Ado-
lescent  Psychiatry, 40(11), 1337-1345. https://doi.org/10.1097/
00004583-200111000-00015

Gypen, L., Vanderfaeillie, J., De Maeyer, S., Belenger, L., & Van Holen, F.
(2017). Outcomes of children who grew up in foster care: Systematic-

85U8017 SUOWILLOD 3A 1810 3|qedtdde 8Ly Aq peusenob are sejoe VO ‘88N JO S8INJ 0 Akeid1T 8UI|UO /8|1 UO (SUOIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBY WO A8 | 1M AlRIq 1 BUI|UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWwiB | 3U} 89S *[GZ02/ZT/c0] Uo ARiqiTauliuO AB|IM ‘4osesssy 80UBIOS [100S 10} BILSD UsIed 8y L — IAIA A E00ET SPO/TTTT 0T/I0p/W0 A8 | imAeiq1puUl|uo//Sdiy Wolj papeoumoq ' ‘€202 ‘9022S9ET


https://research.monash.edu/en/publications/standardization-of-the-contingency-naming-test-cnt-for-school-age
https://research.monash.edu/en/publications/standardization-of-the-contingency-naming-test-cnt-for-school-age
https://research.monash.edu/en/publications/standardization-of-the-contingency-naming-test-cnt-for-school-age
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.032
https://doi.org/10.1111/chso.12361
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559517701855
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.033
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.CHILDYOUTH.2022.106376
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.CHILDYOUTH.2022.106376
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.92.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.92.4.605
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.1026
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3252
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3252
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.036
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691457.2012.722985
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2019.1595559
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2019.1595559
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.037
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200111000-00015
https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200111000-00015

EIBERG and SCAVENIUS

2 LwiLey- IR
SOCIAL WORK
review. Children and Youth Services Review, 76, 74-83. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.02.035

Hansen, K. F. (2007). MG/FG 3: matematik grundleggende, ferdigheder
grundleggende: vejledning [MG/FG 3: Basic Mathematics: Manual].
Hogrefe Psykologisk Forlag.

Harper, J., & Schmidt, F. (2012). Preliminary effects of a group-based
tutoring program for children in long-term foster care. Children and
Youth Services Review, 34(6), 1176-1182. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
childyouth.2012.01.040

Harper, J., & Schmidt, F. (2016). Effectiveness of a group-based academic
tutoring program for children in foster care: A randomized controlled
trial. Children and Youth Services Review, 67, 238-246. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.06.009

Hickey, A. J., & Flynn, R. J. (2020). A randomized evaluation of 15 versus
25 weeks of individual tutoring for children in care. Children and Youth
Services Review, 109(August 2019), 104697. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.childyouth.2019.104697

Hickey, A. J., & Flynn, R. J. (2019). Effects of the TutorBright tutoring pro-
gramme on the reading and mathematics skills of children in foster
care: A randomised controlled trial. Oxford Review of Education, 45(4),
519-537. https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2019.1607724

Humphreys, K. L., King, L. S., Guyon-Harris, K. L., Sheridan, M. A,
McLaughlin, K. A., Radulescu, A. Nelson, C. A, Fox, N. A, &
Zeanah, C. H. (2022). Foster care leads to sustained cognitive gains
following severe early deprivation. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 119(38),
€2119318119. https://doi.org/10.1073/PNAS.2119318119/SUPPL_
FILE/PNAS.2119318119.SAPP.PDF

Kadesjo, B., Gillberg, C., Janols, L., Korkman, M., & Mickelsson ADHD-
center Stenbacksgatan, K., & Trillingsgaard, A. (2004). The FTF (Five to
Fifteen): The development of a parent questionnaire for the assess-
ment of ADHD and comorbid conditions. European Child & Adolescent
Psychiatry, 13(3), 3-13. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-004-3002-2

Kavanaugh, B., Jerskey, B. A., & Holler, K. (2017). Neurocognitive deficits
in children and adolescents following maltreatment: Neurodevelop-
mental consequences and neuropsychological implications of trau-
matic stress. Applied Neuropsychology: Child, 6(1), 64-78. https://doi.
org/10.1080/21622965.2015.1079712

Kirke-Smith, M., Henry, L., & Messer, D. (2012). Research review: Child-
hood maltreatment and executive functioning during adolescence.
Adolescent  Psychiatry, 2(3), 211-220. https://doi.org/10.2174/
2210676611202030211

Korkman, M., Kadesjo, B., Trillingsgaard, A., Mickelsson, K., Janols, L.-O.,
Strand, G., & Gillberg, C. (2005). Dansk Manual 5-15 (FTF). Nordisk
skema til vurdering af bgrns udvikling og adfaerd [Danish Manual 5-15
(FTF). Nordic Rating Scale for Assessment of Child Development and
Behavior].  https://www.dp.dk/decentrale-enheder/dansk-psykolog-
forenings-selskab-for-borneneuropsykologi/wp-content/uploads/
sites/29/2016/04/5-15-DANSK-MANUAL.pdf

Lambek, R., & Trillingsgaard, A. (2015). Elaboration, validation and
standardization of the five to fifteen (FTF) questionnaire in a Danish
population sample. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 38,
161-170. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2014.12.018

Malarbi, S., Abu-Rayya, H. M., Muscara, F., & Stargatt, R. (2017). Neuro-
psychological functioning of childhood trauma and post-traumatic
stress disorder: A meta-analysis. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral
Reviews, 72, 68-86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.11.004

Mannay, D., Staples, E., Hallett, S., Roberts, L., Rees, A. Evans, R,
Andrews, D., & Anderson, L. (2015). Understanding the educational
experiences and opinions, attainment, achievement and aspirations of
looked after children in Wales. https://doi.org/10.1161/STROKEAHA.
116.015936

Marquis, R. (2013). The gender effects of a foster parent-delivered tutoring
program on foster children's academic skills and mental health: A random-
ized field trial. University of Ottawa.

Martin, P. Y., & Jackson, S. (2002). Educational success for children in pub-
lic care: Advice from a group of high achievers. Child & Family Social
Work, 7(2), 121-130. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2206.2002.
00240.x

Masson, M., Bussiéres, E. L., East-Richard, C., R-Mercier, A., & Cellard, C.
(2015). Neuropsychological profile of children, adolescents and adults
experiencing maltreatment: A meta-analysis. The Clinical Neuropsychol-
ogist, 29(5), 573-594. https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2015.
1061057

McNeish, D., & Kelley, K. (2019). Fixed effects models versus mixed
effects models for clustered data: Reviewing the approaches, disen-
tangling the differences, and making recommendations. Psychological
Methods, 24(1), 20-35. https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000182

Mgller, L., & Juul, H. (2012a). Vejledning til ordleseprave 1-2 [Manual for
word reading test 1-2]. Hogrefe Psykologisk Forlag.

Mgiller, L., & Juul, H. (2012b). Vejledning til seetningsleseprave 1-2 [Manual
for sentence reading test 1-2]. Hogrefe Psykologisk Forlag.

Neal, D. (2017). Academic resilience and caring adults: The experiences of
former foster youth. Children and Youth Services Review, 79, 242-248.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.06.005

Nickow, A., Oreopoulos, P., Quan, V., & Latif, A. (2020). The impressive
effects of tutoring on PreK-12 learning: A systematic review and
meta-analysis of the experimental evidence (No. 27476; NBER Work-
ing Paper Series). http://www.nber.org/papers/w27476

Niclasen, J., Teasdale, T. W., Andersen, A.-M. N., Skovgaard, A. M,
Elberling, H., & Obel, C. (2012). Psychometric properties of the Danish
strength and difficulties questionnaire: The SDQ assessed for more
than 70,000 raters in four different cohorts. PLoS ONE, 7(2), e32025.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0032025

Nielsen, J. C., Mgller, L., & Gamby, G. (1998). Tekstlesepraverne TL 1-5 -
et provemateriale til beskrivelse og vurdering af sterre barns og unges
leesning [The text reading tests TL 1-5 - A test material for reading assess-
ment of older children and youth]. Hogrefe Psykologisk Forlag.

Okpych, N. J., & Courtney, M. E. (2014). Does education pay for youth for-
merly in foster care? Comparison of employment outcomes with a
national sample. Children and Youth Services Review, 43, 18-28.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.04.013

Ouvinen-Birgerstam, P., & Hartmann, P. (2006). Sddan er jeg: Vejledning
[This is Me: Manual]. Hogrefe Psykologisk Forlag.

Pears, K. C., Fisher, P. A,, Bruce, J., Kim, H. K., & Yoerger, K. (2010). Early
elementary school adjustment of maltreated children in foster care:
The roles of inhibitory control and caregiver involvement. Child
Development, 81(5), 1550-1564. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2010.01491.x

Pecora, P. J,, Kessler, R. C., O'Brien, K., White, C. R., Williams, J., Hiripi, E.,
English, D., White, J., & Herrick, M. A. (2006). Educational and employ-
ment outcomes of adults formerly placed in foster care: Results from
the Northwest Foster Care Alumni Study. Children and Youth Services
Review, 28(12), 1459-1481. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.
2006.04.003

Ritter, G. W., Barnett, J. H., Denny, G. S., & Albin, G. R. (2009). The effec-
tiveness of volunteer tutoring programs for elementary and middle
school students: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research,
79(1), 3-38. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325690

Romano, E., Babchishin, L., Marquis, R., & Fréchette, S. (2015). Childhood
maltreatment and educational outcomes. Trauma, Violence & Abuse,
16(4), 418-437. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014537908

Scherr, T. G. (2007). Educational experiences of children in foster care:
Meta-analyses of special education, retention and discipline rates.
School Psychology International, 28(4), 419-436. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0143034307084133

Sinclair, I., Luke, N., & Berridge, D. (2019). Children in care or in need:
Educational progress at home and in care. Oxford Review of Education,
45, 443-460. https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2019.1600488

StataCorp. (2021). Stata statistical software: Release 17. StataCorp LLC.

85U8017 SUOWILLOD 3A 1810 3|qedtdde 8Ly Aq peusenob are sejoe VO ‘88N JO S8INJ 0 Akeid1T 8UI|UO /8|1 UO (SUOIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBY WO A8 | 1M AlRIq 1 BUI|UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWwiB | 3U} 89S *[GZ02/ZT/c0] Uo ARiqiTauliuO AB|IM ‘4osesssy 80UBIOS [100S 10} BILSD UsIed 8y L — IAIA A E00ET SPO/TTTT 0T/I0p/W0 A8 | imAeiq1puUl|uo//Sdiy Wolj papeoumoq ' ‘€202 ‘9022S9ET


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.02.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.02.035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.01.040
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2016.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104697
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104697
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2019.1607724
https://doi.org/10.1073/PNAS.2119318119/SUPPL_FILE/PNAS.2119318119.SAPP.PDF
https://doi.org/10.1073/PNAS.2119318119/SUPPL_FILE/PNAS.2119318119.SAPP.PDF
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-004-3002-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622965.2015.1079712
https://doi.org/10.1080/21622965.2015.1079712
https://doi.org/10.2174/2210676611202030211
https://doi.org/10.2174/2210676611202030211
https://www.dp.dk/decentrale-enheder/dansk-psykolog-forenings-selskab-for-borneneuropsykologi/wp-content/uploads/sites/29/2016/04/5-15-DANSK-MANUAL.pdf
https://www.dp.dk/decentrale-enheder/dansk-psykolog-forenings-selskab-for-borneneuropsykologi/wp-content/uploads/sites/29/2016/04/5-15-DANSK-MANUAL.pdf
https://www.dp.dk/decentrale-enheder/dansk-psykolog-forenings-selskab-for-borneneuropsykologi/wp-content/uploads/sites/29/2016/04/5-15-DANSK-MANUAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2014.12.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1161/STROKEAHA.116.015936
https://doi.org/10.1161/STROKEAHA.116.015936
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2206.2002.00240.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2206.2002.00240.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2015.1061057
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2015.1061057
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000182
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2017.06.005
http://www.nber.org/papers/w27476
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0032025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2014.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01491.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01491.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2006.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2006.04.003
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325690
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014537908
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034307084133
https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034307084133
https://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2019.1600488

EIBERG and SCAVENIUS

Stone, S. (2007). Child maltreatment, out-of-home placement and aca-
demic vulnerability: A fifteen-year review of evidence and future
directions. Children and Youth Services Review, 29(2), 139-161. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2006.05.001

Sullivan, M. J,, Jones, L., & Mathiesen, S. (2010). School change, academic
progress, and behavior problems in a sample of foster youth. Children
and Youth Services Review, 32(2), 164-170. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.
CHILDYOUTH.2009.08.009

Tessier, N. G., O'Higgins, A., & Flynn, R. J. (2018). Neglect, educational suc-
cess, and young people in out-of-home care: Cross-sectional and lon-
gitudinal analyses. Child Abuse and Neglect, 75, 115-129. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.06.005

Tordén, R., Bladh, M., Svedin, C. G., & Sydsjo, G. (2020). Challenging intel-
lectual, behavioral and educational prerequisites for interventions
aimed at school aged children in foster care. A compilation of Swedish
test results. Children and Youth Services Review, 108, 104598. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104598

Trout, A. L., Hagaman, J., Casey, K., Reid, R., & Epstein, M. H. (2008). The
academic status of children and youth in out-of-home care: A review
of the literature. Children and Youth Services Review, 30(9), 979-994.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2007.11.019

van ljizendoorn, M. H., & Juffer, F. (2006). The Emanuel Miller Memorial
Lecture 2006: Adoption as intervention. Meta-analytic evidence for
massive catch-up and plasticity in physical, socio-emotional, and

787

W1 LEY-
cognitive development. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, and
Allied Disciplines, 47(12), 1228-1245. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-
7610.2006.01675.x

Vinnerljung, B., & Hjern, A. (2011). Cognitive, educational and self-support
outcomes of long-term foster care versus adoption. A Swedish
national cohort study. Children and Youth Services Review, 33(10),
1902-1910. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.05.016

Vinnerljung, B., Tideman, E., Sallnds, M., & Forsman, H. (2014). Paired read-
ing for foster children: Results from a Swedish replication of an English
literacy intervention. Adoption and Fostering, 38(4), 361-373. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0308575914553543

Wechsler, D. (2003). WISC-IV: Technical and interpretive manual. NCS Pear-
son, Incorporated.

Wooldridge, J. M. (2013). Introductory econometrics: A modern approach
(5th ed.). Mason OH.

How to cite this article: Eiberg, M., & Scavenius, C. (2023).
Fostering educational prosperity: A randomized controlled trial
of home tutoring in foster care. Child & Family Social Work,
28(3), 774-787. https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13003

85U8017 SUOWILLOD 3A 1810 3|qedtdde 8Ly Aq peusenob are sejoe VO ‘88N JO S8INJ 0 Akeid1T 8UI|UO /8|1 UO (SUOIPUOD-PUR-SLLIBY WO A8 | 1M AlRIq 1 BUI|UO//SANY) SUORIPUOD pUe SWwiB | 3U} 89S *[GZ02/ZT/c0] Uo ARiqiTauliuO AB|IM ‘4osesssy 80UBIOS [100S 10} BILSD UsIed 8y L — IAIA A E00ET SPO/TTTT 0T/I0p/W0 A8 | imAeiq1puUl|uo//Sdiy Wolj papeoumoq ' ‘€202 ‘9022S9ET


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2006.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2006.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.CHILDYOUTH.2009.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.CHILDYOUTH.2009.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104598
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2019.104598
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2007.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01675.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01675.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.05.016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308575914553543
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308575914553543
https://doi.org/10.1111/cfs.13003

	Fostering educational prosperity: A randomized controlled trial of home tutoring in foster care
	1  INTRODUCTION
	1.1  The present study

	2  METHODS
	2.1  Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the study
	2.2  The intervention: Foster caregivers as tutors
	2.2.1  Treatment as usual

	2.3  Procedure
	2.3.1  Random sampling
	2.3.2  Research design and randomization of participants

	2.4  Assessment
	2.5  Primary outcomes
	2.5.1  Reading ability
	2.5.2  Math skills

	2.6  Secondary outcomes
	2.6.1  Intellectual ability (IQ)
	2.6.2  Executive function
	2.6.3  Acquisition of learning skills
	2.6.4  Psychosocial function

	2.7  Implementation study
	2.8  Statistical analyses

	3  RESULTS
	3.1  Participants and allocation
	3.1.1  Foster children
	3.1.2  Foster caregivers

	3.2  Implementation of FCT
	3.2.1  Seminar attendance
	3.2.2  Implementation data
	3.2.3  Implementation of tutoring

	3.3  Attrition
	3.4  Baseline assessment
	3.5  Primary outcomes
	3.6  Secondary outcomes

	4  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
	4.1  Limitations
	4.2  Conclusions and recommendations
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	ENDNOTE
	REFERENCES


