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Several studies (Della-Piana, et al., 1966; Karnes, 1967; Robinson
& Pettit, 1966) have reported parent dropout rates of 35 percent and"
higher over periods as short as-3 months. Since a continuing high level
of parent interest and involvement seems critical for progcram. success,
two conditions designed to insure maximum parent participation were manip-
ulated in this study: (1) school-to-home feedback (parents received
weekly teacher comments and/or pupil test scores), and (2) parent account-
ability (records of completed home instruction were returned to school ’
daily).

While pupil reading performance in the Communication Skills Program
constituted the primary dependent variable in the study, two other de- ..
pendent measures were obtained with respect to school-to-home feedback
and parent accountability. The amount of parent participation was mea-
sured by parent estimates of the number of compieted practice sessions,
and pupil attitude was measured by an activity preference form.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PAL PROGRAM

PAL was designed to enable school personnel .to establish a system:
whereby parents effectively instruct their primary grade children in
basic skills at home. PAL was formulated according to the.following
rationale: C ' e

1. Instructional outcomes must be specified in terms of Pupil ) ;’;
behaviors. o F

2. When the tasks to be learned are stimulus-response associations .
and multiple discriminations (such as_those required in 1earningf
“to read), then non-profess10nals (e g., parents) ‘in a- tutorial_”
" “'méode can- he1p maintain and’ atrengthen these responses by oni S
'toring practice responses. v :

“23, To insure successful instructional interaction between paren:_ :
"¢ . and“child, parents must be‘trained to perform important’ instruc-'
tional tasks such as confirming correct responses and adminis- .
~‘tering ‘positive reinforcement; - This- training must®include” .
*opportunities for practicing such skills. . ‘~ :

4;J’Instructiona1 materials to be used by parents with their chil-‘3
dren must be highly structured and tied directly to apecified
,pupil behaviors.“ .

*CS."There must be- an- efficient system of prescribing and packaging‘i-
e _instructional materials for use- by parents in the hom‘
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s, were: developed to
. ,.Each exercise provided
‘ob jectives ‘fe_f the. reading program-
8 nds,"_and“{blends. g (See Figure 1. fo

, ‘or construct a responée"' to.a
re ’given by 't ren '
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PRACTICE EXERCISE 4a
UNIT 6
DS

‘ran

e m e o

un_

.r

rat

_ mat

.Nell.-

-
3
e

Row I. ‘Sound out this word.
trrr-an) Reéad the:word.{7an)

> Row 3.
" tnnnel) Now. réad the ioa
o (nell) :

mo::; eE ==m ie&

3 Axo_c a meE& out this word .
- and .-.o: -au._ .__c .

o ‘Figure 1
- Page from a Practice Exercise




sions were: co _ducr.ed by the schooli'ptincipa_, the
_l_eachets,' : ‘ A
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= i;GﬁiléELiNEs FOR CONDUCTING PRACTICE SESSIONS

ive ' and natural ,Béﬁgve_asﬁifﬁit‘gérﬁl§§ﬁe5n§lélséf$1éhilﬁ;mf"k
vbiﬂ‘sq:bagm or c;}ticiﬂhf@t_a}l'co?ts, STy e

Select one-of the. four weekly Practice Exercises and ‘place it directly..
viﬁjfrpnt{qf your child. Allow him to hold it and turn the pages at
your direction, . N YU TR SL LN

ing 1ike,

"You've been doing verwaéZJ*ininuﬁVrédding;'thhﬁy."**“”’
‘,»Today.ue're going to practice aome new gounde." .

- DURING THE PRACTICE SESSION, WHAT DO I DO WHEN MY CHILD GIVES A RIGHT '~

Use clear phrases like;

R

four correct answers, do

. i ‘ e :
_simpl&};etﬁyéprﬁéﬁiidfknbﬁVhe iéfiigﬁtﬁﬁ7Pfé;§efh§ﬁ5éngﬁ:é11“him.Hé"
fis;ﬁo#ng?very;well. wSayiit.in different ways andshow-him.you ave -
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.‘5 -HW FREQUENT A.ND HOW, "IONG SHOULD THE PRACTICE SESSIONS BE"

. Sahedule a regular 15-minute session four times a week. :

. Use only one Practice Exercise at each session.

» Do not ,exceed ‘a.total . of M\m for the two trials. "

Ac\ti’vj‘.tie.s ma of course,-:go beyond this limit.)

(Fo llow-up




practice responses that he would not have made otherwise. Follow1ng
completlon of Unlt 8 in early May, . the. data were collected. .-

SUBJECTS

The SWRL Flrst-Year Commun1cat10n Skills Program was: tried out at

eight schools in a district adjacent to Los Angeles during 1968-69.

In December,: the district supervisor in charge of. the tryout was asked

to find a suitable school for the PAL experiment. Four schools were
eliminated immediately because they were a1ready using a student tutorial
program 1nvolving the same materials (Practice Exerc1ses) to be used by
- parents. Another school was eliminated because the teachers, on their
own initiative, had already been sending Practice Exercises home to
parents. (No procedural information, however, had been given to these
parents.) - B

The pr1ncipa1 of one of the remain1ng three schools agreed to
cooperate in the experiment. The other two schools served as comparison
populatzons. All three schools were located within 2 miles of each other
and served. lower middle class white families. = There were three kinder-
garten classes at each of the three schools.

COMPARISON ‘GROUPS -

Twovcomparison groups were available from the two other schools
1nit1a11y considered for the PAL program. Both schools contained three
classes using the ‘same SWRL reading program

, Comparlson Gro;p I. In one of the three kindergarten classes at
each of these two schools, a Parent Survey Form had been sent home in
. early January as part of SWRL's evaluation procedures for the First-Year
Communication Skills Program. One of the items on the questionnaire
asked parents to state whether they would attend a training session if
‘their school were. to have a parent-assisted learning program.. Question-
naires were returned by parents of 54 of the 62 children from .these
two classes. Parents of 8 of these 54 children indicated they would not
attend such a meeting.  The remaining 46. pup11s served as Comparison
Group. I.. Przor to the start of PAL in February an Initial Achievement
Test over: the flrst four units of instruction was given to these pupils
and. those 1n the PAL school. The scores on th1s test then served as a
concomltant ‘variable- when: comparing the reading posttest performance of
Comparlson Group I with that of the PAL pupils. Analysis of covariance
was. used since’ random ass1gnment to parent and non-parent condltlons was
imposs1b1e.-_~ .

| Comparison Group II. ‘In each of the six classes at the two com-
parison schools, initial: ach1evement ‘test scores were available for 8
randomly selected pupils. These 48: pup11s (8 pupils x 6 classes) served



as Comparison Group II with the initial achievement test scores again
serving as a concomitant variabie when comparing this group with the
PAL group. '

_ While Comparison Group I was designed to provide a fairer comparison
by eliminating those parents who probably ‘'would not have participated in
a PAL program, Comparison Group II was’ designed to sample a wider range
of comparable classrooms (6 vs. 2) ~ .

v

’DESCl.lIPTI.ON OF FEEDBACK AND ACCOUNTABILITY TREATMEI;ITS

‘The  following paragraphs describe the school to-home feedback and
parent accountability treatments designed to, insure a constant, high
level of participation from PAL parents.

, School to-Home Feedback. . Parents under school to-home feedback
conditions received weekly 7 information on the effect the work at home
_was having on their child"s perforrmance at school. This feedback con-
sisted of test information and/or comments from the teacher. Feedback
was de51gned to be a systematic reinforcer for the participating parent.

_ Parent Accountability. All participating parents received Record
. Cards (Figure 3) with which to“keep track of pupil’ responses/ﬁnd estab-
" 1lish contingent follow-up activities during a home practice ession.

. Parents under the accountability condition, however, received Special

. Record Cards which carried-directions to the parent to signify completion :
--of -the Exercise’ (by signing his name) and to send the card back to the
: teacher via the child. (Figure 4) Gold stars were iawarded for. each

- signed record card returned by’ accountability ‘pupils. Special. "Good
Work! badges were given every three weeks to those accountability pupils
who had returned alil. lZ cards for a un1t. .

DESIGN FOR TESTING EFFEP*S OF FEEDBACK AND ACCOUNTABILITY

. To test the effects of . parent accountability and school to-home
: feedback on kindergarten reading- performance, ‘maintaining parent par-
8 ticipation, ‘and ‘pupil attitude, a posttest-only experimental design.. . .
(Campbell & Stanley, 1963) was employed with treatment. groups controlling
for: each. other. ‘Feedback and accountability were crossed to form four
- treatments: - Feedback Only (FO), Accountability Only- (A0), Feedback and
- Accountability (F&A), and Neither Feedback Nor Accountability (NFNA)
A blocking factor, initial student achievement level [high (HA) and o
low (LA) ‘as- measured by a ‘test on pre-Christmas reading 1nstruction]
was added to form a 2 x 2 x 2 (treatment x treatment X blocks) factorial
_ design ‘with eight cells. " Each parent-child pair comprised one unit for »,'
" data’ analysis of the dependent measures. ‘ T

: Treatment a531ggent.' After parent training, 72 subjects were
. divided at the median score on the initial achievement test (59%),




 PRACTICE EXERCISE: -

MARKING KBYs: -
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RECORD CARD
; PRACTICE !KERCISEI

IJNIT t

MARKING KEY3

o = rignt O = not right

Daar Parent,

When your child has compieted
the Practice Exercise indicsted _

T TRIAL ONE

& woN --'p

CI I S lu'nj

on the front of this card,
. please sign below snd have
_. 'Your chlld return the card to
lehool. thank you. ‘

S H PR -—Iu

ane Signature or Initials)

(Date lxir;;no ;mlotodj

Figure 4

Record Card for Accountability Parents ‘ |
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thus formlng the HA and LA groups.z To-: control for classroom d1fferences,

the. blocklng was performed within classes. Thus, when assigning to

treatment ‘groups within each of. the two achlevement levels ‘in-each- of

‘the’ three classrooms, approx1mate1y one-fourth of the pupils were ran-
v-domly a531gned to each of the four treatment condltlons '

. pEfENpEN'T" HEASURES

A 50 1tem constructed cesponse posttest

isampllng words, beglnnlng sounds, ending

: g 3 the program content. The test was. administered.

: 1nd1v1dua1]y ‘at th exper1menta1 ‘school ‘and at the comparlson schools»

ZUbyal keam of: three .SWRL staff members who had no "knowledge of ‘treatment

‘*group a331gnments at -the. exper1menta1 school. Testing took. place w1th-
“'eeks after each teacher had completed 1nstructlon on Un1t 8

Pupili-reading performance. -
‘was generate by:randomly

2 mount of parent part1c1patlon. About ‘one. week after the readlng
est o ' ParenttQuestlonnalre was: sent home (v1a the pupils)

onnaire.) “ While the: questlonnalre conta1ned many items’ related
to rev131on~of the.bas;c‘parent part1c1pation program, one of the 1tems

v CTo determlne whether the varlous treatment cond1-
fresulted in d1fferences An pup11 att1tudes toward home 1nstructlon,

: parent ‘This. and ‘the other p1ctures are contained in Appendlx
.-For each -of the 10 p1cture palrs .comprising the APF, the student,
X : : "b dkto h1m, was requ1red to mark

It was - scored by count1ng the number of
.-f4) each student selected the parent-Practice
‘;31t was: pa1red w1th each of the remaining four
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RESULTS

Pupil reading performance

Table I contains the mean reading scores on both tests of all 68
PAL pupils, Comparison Group I, Comparison Group II, and 14 nonpartici-
pating pupils in the PAL school. 1It. can be seen that the posttest
average for the PAL pupils was 83%, whereas the posttest averages for
Comparison Groups I and II were 557% and 50%, respectively. The results
of the analysis of covariance, as presented in Table II, indicated a
significant treatment effect (F=39 61, p-< 01) :

It is also useful to compare these groups in terms of an 80% crite-
rion level as shown in Table III from a criterion-referenced viewpoint.
It can be seen that 667% of the PAL pupils scored at or above this cri-
terion on the reading posttest. In Comparison Groups I and II only 15%
and 19%, respectively, scored at or above the 80% criterion on the post-
test.

The mean scores of all school to-home feedback and parent account-
ability treatment groups with the: PAL program are shown in Table IV. -
- Pupils in a11 treatment groups ‘displayed high levels of mastery on the
posttest. The combined average for all” groups on the post*est was 83%. -

From Tab1e IV it can: a1so be ‘seen that posttest averages increased
- when accountab111ty and feedback conditions were present. HA and LA .

~ groups not ander accountability and feedback conditions (NANF) averaged
89% and 72%, respectively, while HA and LA groups under both account-
ability and:feedback conditions (A&F) averaged 96% and 75%, respectively.
‘These differences, however, are small. As shown in Table V, the analysis.
of variance. found no significant main effects or interactions for feed-
back and accountability treatments in the reading performsncz data.:
Only the blocking factor, initial reading achlevement level, had a
significant F value. . :

Amount of‘pgrent particigation

"To 1earn how much parcnt particinaticn took place. 1n the homes,
parents were asked. to.estimate how many of ‘the 48 Practice Exercises
received over. ‘the 12-week perlod had actua11y been completed. “The
means of these estimates for each parent treatment group, as shown in
~Table VI, ‘ranged . from a low of 41.29 (86% of the total of 48 Practice
Exercises) to a high of 48.00 (100%). “The total average estimate of
completed Practice Exercises for all parents was 'a surprisingly high
44.52 (92%). Since even control group parents (NFNA) approached maxi-
mum participation, the analysis of variance for these data, as shown
in Table VII, failed to find significant differences among the means.




f Reading Posttest for

R ¢
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TABLE II

PAL Pupils, Comparison Group I, and
' ComparisonfGroup II, Using Initial Reading

“*'‘Tegt Ssores as the Concomitant Variable

" 'Analysis of Covariance of Reading- Posttest Scores for

Variation

SS (adj.)

df

MS

Between groups

i

,/‘

Llwithin .groups i | .

5,197.76

14,646.19 .

9,448,431 |

164

146,

2,598.88

... 65,61 . .. _

39.61"

Tk
- p<.01




| TABLE IIT

" .Number of Pupils in PAL, Comparison Group I, and Comparison Group II - -~ =

.. Scoring ‘Above ‘and Below 80% Crit on Initial Test and Posttest
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. TABLE IV -

50 Item Reading Posttest for PAL

Treatment Groups

"*ﬁéan'Séores'dn theujdiftem Initial Reading Test and the

36”3b;IEém:iﬁfEia1§Test

50-Item Posttest o

i Meanﬂ

:8.D.

Mean

&S D, .

R . (41%) ”

;Q;ZZ 07 (76%)?V'
i
22.65 151
= 13, oo'f’ (437)
2233 )

2., __(_.7“"5"7;;-‘_.,_*?1::. i
: f1é;44»(41Z)1
| 17.79 (s9%)

2,11

4,36
3,25

3,97

4,17
3.2t
3,46
3,95 .0

6.15

48.12
37.25

47,78
35,11
46,44

35.43

Rvire
36,11

41.47

(96%) 

(75%)

(95%)
075
o)
o |
(89%) -
(72%) -

(83%)

1.88

9,€5

'2.33
11.16

3.97
8.83

T

9.68
8.87
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TABLE V

Ana1y31s of Varlance of Reading Posttest Scores for -

o PAL Treatment Varlables

}Souree.of‘Variatieh qu41} ﬁﬁwssmffi df- MS

'(schooe-to~home_feedback) ] L
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TABLE VI
Mean Estxmates of Number of Completed Practice

ol EXEICLSES (out of 48) ty Parents in PAL

IS T,.r;ea,';@en.s.ﬁr?qu_.,., o

| '45 22 (94%)’“
| 7._1?43 oo (89%)
. TN 57 (92/}
"7‘:41 57, (86’/)'
1f3'5f¢ﬁ;”§41 29 (86%)_,

4155f(bz%),9

SR

7.24
12.43
5.16

8.58

11.25
6.17

7.61
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Analysis of Variancéfé%wPh;;;hé?fﬁétiﬁgteé'df the

Number of‘ComplétédVPractice Exercises for -

Wﬁxiﬂfreatﬁéafhvgélablgs‘

e ke
PR AN

(Q&jﬁéte@tfo:éf-
unequal means).
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po parent estimates of participation revealed
R effect for the parent accountability treatment. After a criterion

- ofl completion for- assigned Practice Exercises was. established at 90%,
i imates above . and below this" criterion forxr accountability and
ountability parents formed a2'x 2 contingency takie as shown in
1 "It can be’ seen that 'whereas 32 out of 34 (94%) of the
| ccountability parents participated above the 907 criterion, only 21 out

: 0%)50f the" non-accountability parents participated above. this

; i sguare test .of independence was ‘applied to these data..

X% was.6.50 " (df=1), - and was significant at the .02 level
_This_difference in the: ‘amount of participation between
,yzparents may have been enough to account for the slight. ‘
[lng accountability treatments (see -

sible; of course, that parents grossly overestimated their o
Two tors, ' however,~indicate sthat.this . did.not happen. . -

co: 01 e re posttest suggest ‘that the: parent

34lparents" nder}accountability condi-

v,signe Record' Cards to school  for each com-

‘ untab: lity; arents.estimated an. -average

5 clse: It was found that this o

e i8] swcani’e 1ﬁ
”ignificant main effects or interactions
'tability treatments. :

first and a’ pa“ent-storybook
upils ranked’ reading withﬁ e
d’ engaging in school instru ional;j[z Rt

of pupil preferences to all
interesting interaction: between A
i structional activities with the TS

watc ing television was strongly preferred.
,:ontrasted withﬂreading at’ home, however
ata‘ome lway: preferred., On - the other
' icher: was contrasted with =
‘and: 9), reading with the_"-
enly:divided) o o
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TABLE VIII
Contingency Table Showing Relation Between Parent
Accountability Treatment and Amount of Parent

Participation Fa111ng Above and Below a

: 90% Criterion

Accountabiiity Nonaccountability' Total
Numberrof Parents . - i oo el :
‘above -90% Participa-*'.”tg .32

. tion Level- o

Number of Parents _ ‘ _ _
~'below . '90%: Participa-"7o~ RSt B R B o S b o
tion Level i & 1B R LA EETIOR TR L PP RN B Y0 SEEEa
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o TABLE IX -3"_

‘;‘;éaﬁméij!:_,f.cfoup i




- Activity Preferehcé;qums;Sgcrqufor Parent

‘”i: 'fPALiTreéEmént_Variables»

|Fi(school ;pthméfféé

dback),

<1
<1
<1

<1

<1

All F

Tl

ReSe”




Ketivity-Sketch

- 56%

Parent-Practice Exercise";
;Parent-storybook R N [0 R R . 55% |

= b'ffe"_a'f»c"tiéf-.s"'équbodk . 3 51’7,1.




26

TABLE X1

Pupil Preferences on Each of the 10 Possible Contrasts of

the Five Activity Sketches in the Activity Preference Form

Preferences

~Page in Activity Activity Pictures for

?”Prefergnce Form Pupil Preference Chqlcg_ Boys Girls Both

1. . ii'Vatching Television = = 28 - 19 47
. Teacher-Number Flashcard = 9 9 18

2, . Teacher-Storybook .~ 23 14 37
: Parent-Practice Exercise 14 14 28

3. Teacher-Number Flashcard . 12 9 21
cemeoo o PaventsStorybook ... oo 25 o c19ioe 44

“Teacher-Number Flashcard o150 15" 30
| Teacher-Storybook ~ 22 13 35

5. .. Watching Television 28 o0 - 14 42
Teacher-Storybook _ 9 14 23

6. “"" " parent-Practice Exercise . 22 - 20 42
; »+z - Watching Television 15 . S8 23

7. i Parent-Storybook: ' 24 16 v 4O
o - Watching Television 13 - 12 25

8. S Parent-Stofybéék ' » 18 ' ' 12 o 3d
. .. Parent-Practice Exercise = 19 16 35

.‘-Teéchef-Stdfbeok ‘ 23 14 .37
- - Parent=Storybook _ 14 14 28

 Teacher-Number Flashcard 10 15 25
‘Parent-Practice Exercise 27 13 40
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 DISCUSSTON,

ThatAwubstantial 1earning can result from parent
ipation is onsistent.with severa1 other studies sims which the i

' These same 11dren had averaged. 1y 59% on' the initial reading achieve;f

ment test*covering c1assroom instruction ‘that  took .place prior to ‘the .
' X arent particapation., Two.comparison :groups. from otherﬁschools~
b . Be ‘

1 ,groups precluded the identification of differenc
articipation 1eve1 of control parents not under feedback and
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Parent accountability. As indicated previously, ‘a post hoc analysis
revealed an effect for the parent accountability treatment on the amount
of parent participation. Parents under accountability conditions sur-
passed the.  90% criterion of participation in significantly larger numbers
than parents not-under parent accountability ‘conditions.  Thus, it would
seem that parent- ‘accountability may be a treatment variable worth testing
in other: parent -assisted learning situations. Perhaps over an entire
school -year the parent participation and pupil learning trends favoring
the accountability condition in this study would have continued. At
other"grade levels; ‘in-other subject areas, with other socioeconomic
and/or ‘ethnic: populations, and over longer periods of time, parent
accountability may prove to be a valuable treatment condition for 1nsuring
high parent participation and pupil 1earning.

School to-home feedback. Contrary to the parent accountability
treatment, ‘no-post hoc effects, or even slight ‘trends, were evident in
the data for school-to-home feedback. Even in the open-ended items on
the Parent Questionnaire (Appendix B), not one feedback parent mentioned
receiving pupil performance data and/or comments from-school each week.
One’ possible ‘explanation for ‘the apparent ineffectiveness: of this treat-
ment ‘is 'that ‘parents’ received performance feedback of a much more immedi-
ate™ and powerful ‘nature every ‘day during the sessions with the children.

"By using ‘the Record: Cards to record correct and incorrect responses dur-"
ing ‘a- practice ‘session, the parent could easily see at what level the
pupil was- performing/and whether he was making improvement. On the -
Parent Questionnaire, ‘62 out of 64. parents (97%) indicated that they
used the Record Card at every session. Analysis of the Record Cards
turned in by accountability parents (half of whom were also under feed-
back conditions) showed that the children improved during a session or
"else performed above the 80% criterion level more :-than 97% of the: time. .

- Thus, parents were almost always seeing their children improve or per-
form well) and-this 'may have been iricentive enough to insure a high’
1evel ‘of- participation. The weekly feedback from the teacher perhaps
was unnecessary. , e

i SPECIFIC PRDGRAM FEATURES

Since the PAL program was effective even without the presence of
feedback and accountability treatments,what features of the basic”
program’ may ‘account “for -the ‘high' levels of learning and’ participation?
-~ The following paragraphs ‘describe’ ‘various aspects of the" program and
T ;its i 'lementation which seem relevant to: the question. T

"T-Ob]ectives-based instruction. The reading program was developed
" to promote very:specific reading:skills:" reading sight 'words;" reading
'beginning and’ ending sounds, ‘and blending ‘sounds ‘in ‘order to sound out ~
new: words., Parents ‘were: ‘made” cognizant of these obJectives ‘both during’
the “training* session and through the" training materials they received. -
Thus, parents may have been prevented from attempting to elicit irrelevant
.~ or overly difficult responses.




Progra d Materials. f& P cticeﬁExercisessused by parents'with
'vtheir children provided t practice’ he

.f'sessions.‘ ‘Parents - a1so practiced instructional ‘procedures in a ‘struc- "
gntured role- p1aying situation in which’ they received 1mmediate feedback .
.. as to. the adequacy of their behaviors..f: ‘

e Cont__gency Ma agement Procedures., During training, parents were.' 5
‘told’ ‘how to.-establish'and manage positive ‘consequences contingent upon .
:criterion performance by their children during home practice sessions.. . . .
vThey were given several examples of appropriate consequences ("Follow-*»ﬂ..iuf

When parents

C1assr om_ P ogram Generati g Positive Parent Attitude.

,'fthe kindergarten 1eve1l”TDuring this ‘same survey, 81% of the”_“
'tated that they would participate in a home program even if it



:he~PAL contains certain featuresfwhich may account
objectives '

_ . :: at-gene:ated poaitive hen
echoo telate _parent-instructio al: programs include'these features,u;,'
treatment variables designed to maintain highjlevels of parent partici-

:pation'and pupil 1earning‘
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Wade, S. Parent participation as.an aid to: the child's learning.
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'RESPONSES' FROM: 64' OF THE, 72 PARENTS * -
_INTHE- PARTICIPATION PROGRAM ~

T LN . May 8, 1969

 PARENT QUESTIONNATRE o

,nflhﬁppé}égidhLéiﬁcﬁ”Féﬁfﬁéff?E,'

- Program'has-been in operati n roary 5 . L
St important that we now gath Anformation that will help us to S
‘5 1ﬁP?§ﬁ_;tﬁ@[brogrﬁﬁﬁforffutu:eﬁ!BéA Would you please complete this . -
e b%iéﬁfqunétionﬁg;:g{gnd}thQ,yﬁu;ﬁchildfre;urn_it‘to{the kinde?gar;en;

* “/teacher ‘as soon s possible;

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.



'Ti0ve; the past 12 s-
‘Practice Exerelses

ool weeks\(through May 2 :you have recelved 48
fou each-week).. Pleage estimate, by drawing a

“circle on the scalé bel w, How many of these 48 Practlce Exerc1ses

;Vhave actually been completed witn”y ur. ch11d

L\?\

llll

' tarted comlnglhome'1

DY

oud to ,n'older>perso‘
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- -How f:equently do. you: establish -a Follow-up Activity which is de-

o Epeudent -upon.-good. or: imptoved petformance dutlng Ttial 2 of a Practice
L,Exercise -sesslom. .., oo oo g T , . i

,,lQ £;9Z © a. every time

‘"13’12221 b. most of the time
ézjxgézi 'c;.:aome:of'the time
AT

: '?lease 113£ any Follow~-up Activities which you found effective:

Ybu have been patticipating Ln Lhis program for over 12 weeks now.

Please: indicate the extent to which you think you could maintain
participat;on ovet ‘an’ entire school yeat (30 36 weeks)

vety negative =
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11. Your ‘experiences can be helpful in revising the: Parent Participation
-.Program for future use.. What changes should be'made in the program?
Which aspects, if any, of the program seem especially valuabletand
should be left unchanged?

7‘12f
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