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ABSTRACT 

This field study is concerned with the development and 

implementation of a formative evaluation of an inriovat ive 

aspect of program development in the Language/Reading 

Centre at the Canberra College of Advanced Education. In 

1983 a parent training dimension was added as part of a 

developing concern to school who are 

exper1enc1ng difficulties in language and reading. The 

Language/Reading Centre programs are designed to provide 

this assistance within an 'integrated systems' approach. 

The group of people who participated 1n one of these 

parent training programs within the Language/Reading Centre 

in semester 2, 1983, were the focus for this evaluation. 

The program is called the Parent Training Evening Group 

Seminar Program in the evaluation. This study was s e t up 

1n response to a request from th e Director of the 

Language/Reading Centre for an extern a l evaluation of this 

parent tra~ning component. 

The evaluation developed ~vithin the framework ,: O, 

naturalistic 1nqu1ry and the design has been ba s ed on the 

work of Robert Stake. The evaluator undertook a responsive 

evaluation plan with an adapt ion of the b r iefing panel 

component, to gather and organise the perceptions and 

judgments of the people concerned with the program. The 

information collected in this proces s was focused on a 
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number of Issue5 For consideration. This case study format 

wa5 intended to gain some measure of program effectiveness 

formative information for the client to use 1n the on-

going development of the program. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PROPOSAL 

The Language/Reading Centre within the School of 

Education at the Canberra College of Advanced Education 

operates three programs which focus on providing assistance 

to school pupils with learning difficulties. These 

programs include: 

1. The Assistance Program In Literacy for school pupils. 

2. ·The Day Training Tutoring Program for Parents with 

their children. 

3. The Parent Training Evening Group Seminar Program. 

r propose 

evaluation of 

Program. 

to develop and carry out 

the Parent Training Evening 

1 

an 

Group 

ex t e r nal 

Seminar 



CHAPTER II 

A REUIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

2.1 An overview of trends and developments 1n Educational 

Evaluation 

The process of evaluating programs has been accepted in 

education where it has come to be seen as part of decision 

making and policy development. However there lS 

considerable debate about ways to evaluate and the 

effectiveness of the process. The different definitions of 

evaluation presented in the literature reflect different 

different positions on the philosophy of education and 

purposes for program evaluation. 

As a baseline definition Guba (1978 p41) provides this 

assessment of evaluation. 

Despite their differences, most scholars working in the 
field agree that evaluation ha5 two particular t hrusts 
or elements: Description and Judgment. Evaluation is 
certainly not complete without a description of t he 
entity being evaluated} its setting, the way in which 
it is viewed by various participants} its processes, 
its outcomes. But evaluation is similarly incomplete 
if it does not comment on the worth , utility, or merit 
of the evaluated entity as well. Indeed, the root term 
of the word, 'evaluate' , indicates the premium placed 
on this valuing process. 

The two elements of description and judgment are the 

basis for det e rmining the me rit or worth of the program 

being evaluated, difficulti e s arise when evaluators come to 
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make decisions about of describing 

judging. 

different 

Such decisions are made within the context 

and 

of 

frames of reference that have developed during 

the past fifty years. 

Evaluation is an emerging field in the social sciences; 

in its development, researchers confront theoretical and 

methodological problems. The strategy by which program 

evaluation 

described 

theorists, 

is carried out in education can best be 

as part of educational research. Evaluation 

1..iho have come to be seen as leaders 1n the 

field, have constructed methodologies in keeping wit'h the 

research framework they consider has legitimacy. As there 

lS no universally agreed frame of reference, we find 

developing models as evaluation prototypes theori.sts 

according to different philosophical traditions and based 

on different paradigms. Patton (1975), House (1977) and 

Bogdan and Taylor (1975) and Smith (1982) from different 

perspectives trace the development of different 

to evaluation. 

approaches 

During the 

natural .science 

initial growth stage of evaluation, the 

model, the product of the 19th century 

tradition and the logical-positivist view of society, came 

to dominate the field. Evaluations of thi5 type took on 

certain characteristics of identity, 

methodology. 

standards, ethics and 
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Ralph T~,Jler '5 1,.;ork 1n the early 1930:s the USA 

established a prototype of this scientifically based model 

which exerted considerable influence in the f i e l d . What 

has became known as the objectives model presented a set of 

procedures to assess the effectiveness of a program 

particular terms of pre-specified criteriaJ standards and 

types of data. This 15 seen as the conventional or 

classical ap~roach. A number of other models have evolved 

1n this tradition though these have been chal l enged by 

quite 

(Smith 

different alternatives during the past fifteen years 
1/ 

(1982) Fraser (1982)). These alternative models 

represent a real upheaval as they rePlect a di f ferent 

philosophical tradition and paradigmJ and in many cases 

they have been a deliberate attempt to counter the 

conventional or dominant approach. 

In 

Bank 

his short introduct i on to Guba's monograph 

from the Center for the Study of Evaluation 

Adrian 

at UCLA 

describes evaluation as a growth field. It is growing 1n 

size as the number o f people calling themselves evaluators 

increases, projects get bigger, expenditure grows and the 

field itself puts away 'childish things'. 

Evaluation may be regarded as in its adolescence, with 
one physical and intellectual growth spurt behind it 
~nd more perhaps still to come. This ad6lescence 1s 
characterized by concern with identit y : What are the 
purposes and who are the audiences that evaluators 
serve? Sy concern with standards: What is a 'good' 
evaluation? Sy concern with ethics: How do evaluators 
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resolve the tension between client responsiveness and 
profees1onal objectivity? And with ways of knowing: 
What are the methodologies available to evaluators, and 
under what circumstances are they appropriate? 

This description 

development analogy. 

Guba ( 1978 pvi i) 

of evaluation presents a stage of 

Currently s t i 1 1 a maturing 

identity, 

field, evaluation is 

concerned with its own standards, ethics and 

methodology. Alongside this pre-occupation 

issues, eval1.Jation 15 characterized by considerable 

dive rs it y. Fol lowing Tyler's pioneering work, the f ield 

now encompasses many different approaches. 

In An Introduction to Evaluation , W i l l i a ms ( 19 7 7 ) 

identifies twenty two different names each 

with 

claiming to 

reflect a style of e ,.,a l u at ion different 

characteristics. Guba (1977) has de,.,e 1 oped a set of 

categories to set about twenty different evaluation types 

s chools 1n perspective. He outlines five maJor 

differentiated on the basis of the 'advance organizer' used 

by the practitioner. 

1. Objectives exemplified by Tyler 

2 • Decisions examplified by Stufflebeam CCIPP) and Alkin 

(CSE) 

3. Effects exempljfied by Scriven 

4. Concerns and issued of audiences exemplified by Stake, 

Wolfe and other 'responsive' evaluators 



Critical guideposts 

describes each of these 

ex e mp 1 i f i e d 

schools 

by Eisner. Gub,,i 

as having its 01,,m 

definitions, guiding paradigm} methodologies and 

modes. 

reporting 

Stake (1974) provided a diagramatic summary to show the 

range of evaluation types. (Figure 1) 

Stake 

describe 

provides 

aspects 

a 

of 

grid which uses eight headings 

the different approaches 

to 

to 

evaluations. Stake acknowledges the limitations inherent 

1n such a broad perspective. He offers this as an overview 

to illust r ate element5 that characterize t he d i f f'e rent 

approaches. The underlying assumptions and categories are 

simplified to set the approaches apart from 

Scriven writing for The Open University (1976 

each other. 

units 19J 

20, 21) acknowledges Stake's clas5ification grid as a 

useful 'tool k i t ' from which the evaluator can s elec t 

appropriate 'tools' for beginning a particular evaluation. 

It can be seen that there is a diversity of approaches 

to educational e ~;a 1 u a t i o n s • This is 1n some measure a 

reflection of the stage of development of the field but it 

1s also the result of different underlying philosophical 

traditions and the different purposes for which evaluations 

are designed. 
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2.2 Conclusions 

The field of e .._,a l u at ion at present appears to be 

divided into supporters of the conventionally accepted 

approach and the challengers who advance different forms. 

The mainstream view of evaluation is still dominant. Most 

evaluations are conducted according to traditionally 

acceptable social science methodology. Use is made of 

pre-specified objectives, pre and post program testing for 

measurable outcomes, survey questionnaires and experimental 

or quasi-experimental 

evaluation places a 

designs. Typically this view 

premium on the objectivity of 

of 

the 

researcher and the generation of statistically significant 

measures. 

Evaluation theor i sts who have advanced different mode ls 

and methodology criticise this conventional stance on 

because the y say it 1s inadequate to dea 1 l \l i th 

Every the range of evaluation questions and answers. 

evaluator does have a value pos it ion, this must be 

considered as much in objective, quantitative approaches as 

1n the avowedly subjective, qualitative type de s cript i ons 

and judgments. · It is often difficult to isolate the 

variables 

Traditional 

which are needed for critical information. 

ways of asking questions, of collecting 

and of presenting information do 

description and judgment which are 

8 

not necessarily 

fruitful. 

data 

yield 



The changes 1n the development of evaluation approaches 

has been well documented in 'The !'lumbers Game' edited by 

Hamilton. 

includes 

D. et al (1977). The collection of articles 

reference to traditional styles including Tyler, 

Glaser and Popham but it goes on to present the 'new wave' 

of alternatives. Evaluators working within the natural 

inquiry type methodology and/or 

philosophy like Parlett and Hamilton, 

a phenomonologist 

Stake, Stenhouse and 

Eisner are represented. The two trends, the mainstream and 

the alternative approaches, 

controversy. Writings on 

generated considerable 

evaluation emphasise 

characteristics which are not perceived to be compatible. 

Quantitative or qualitative, conventional or naturalistic, 

goal directed or goal free, objective or 

component or holistic, formative or summative: 

are used to emphasise differences in approach. 

subjective, 

such terms 

These labels of contrast have become entrenched and 

l i nes have been drawn dividing up the field of evaluation 

into different camps. The range of evaluations carried out 

show considerable diversity. Many, especially in the USA 

have been large scale, expensive undertakings from which 

clients expect reports for accountability, planning and 

policy. At the other end of the spectrum, small scale 

evaluations of experime~tal programs yield descriptions and 

judgments according to quite different frames of reference. 

As a result these evaluations look different, and they are 

meant to, as their designers seek different legitimacy. 
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Hami 1 ton 

developed 

technology 1 

different 

1n 

(1977 p25) contends that the debate that 

evaluation is about 'ideology disguised 

has 

as 

Evaluators from different value positions see 

and seek different answers so their 

research typically demands differ e nt me thodologies. As 

there is no methodology uniquely suited to all evaluations, 

the conflict about the best way to evaluate seems to be 

about methods. In fact, it 1s inextricably bound up with 

the social perspective of the evaluator. 

In the early 1980s, the North West Regional Educa t ional 

Laboratory in Portland, Oregon, produced a series ent.itled 

'New Perspectives in Evaluation 1
• Under the editorship of 

Nick Smith the series has been concerned with describing 

different t y pes of e valuations , alternative me thodologies 

from a 

formats. 

range 

This 

of disciplines 

ernpha.sis on 

and different reporting 

metaphor , technique s and 

c ommunication strat e gies provide s information about a broa d 

r a nge of research current in evaluation studies. 

This review of the literature has b ee n concerne d to 

focus on the growth of writings 1n th e fieid of e v aluation 

aver the pas t twent y years. I t 15 recognised that 

evaluation is a c omparati vely yo1.mg research dime nsion with 

a dominant emphasis 

reporting based 

developments in 

alternatives as 

on 

the 

a 

on a particular 

a natural science 

me th o dol o gy 

mode 1 . 

and 

Recent 

field indicat e a radical quest for 

different number of evaluators pose 

questions about the va l u e of evaluations and seek to report 
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their work diFferently. 

To read the writings of Tyler, Popham, St1..Jff lebeam, 

Parlett and Hamilton, Scriven, Stake and Eisner, is to be 

provided with an int~oduction to different approaches to 

evaluation. These professionals writing about evaluation 

serve to orient the evaluator Faced with the prospect of 

designing and implementing a particular evaluation. Their 

research and the i r ins i g h ts may not ·be st r i c t 1 y a pp 1 i cab 1 e 

to a given project bu t through them, the evaluator can 

establish a repertoire of learnings and experiences of 

value. The decision to use a particular methodology and 

model, has its roots in this theory plus a recognition of a 

value position which develops from underlying assumptions 

and goals that have been infl u enced by this knowledge. It 

is not possible to say that there is such a thing as a 

right evaluation package , any decision about a g i ven 

evaluation involves certain deliberate choices. What type 

of evaluation, what methodology , ~vh at form of reporting_, 

these are all real de c isions for the evaluator. At the 

same time as this framework is cons i dered, the evaluator is 

cognisant of the fact that the program to be evaluated a l so 

e stablishes cert a in boundaries and choices. 

2.3 The relationship 
Proposal 

of the evaluation model s to the 

Given the array of e v aluation prototypes, th e choice of 

an appropriate approach can in v olve a positive decision in 

favour of that chosen, a re j ecti o n o f alternative s or an 
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eclectic selection of elements. Most approaches to 

to evaluation 

facilitate 

are concerned with description and judgment 

understanding and to aid decision making. 

Deciding on the most apt way to evaluate involves both 

theoretical and practical concerns. 

Criteria need to be established on which decisions can 

be made about a particular program. Glaser and 

(1967 pp3-12) in their discussion of "grounded 

provide three terms which are helpful in this 

Inquiry which is generated from theory must use 

Strauss 

the □ ry 11 

context. 

criteria 

which fit, work and communicate. Th e term fit, they u5e to 

describ e theories and interpretations which mus t be 

applicable in the situation and with the data without 

needed to be forced together. Criteri a must work, they 

must be relevant and informative in explaining what is 

They must communicate so that the peop l e observed. 

concerned with the program can understand and make use oF 

the information derived in the study. Concern with 

criteria 

described 

to f i t ' work and communicate what lS to be 

and judged in a given evaluation provides a 

practical, initial focus. 

A number of other factors need to be considered. The 

strong, current interest of rese a rchers in evaluation using 

alternative approaches ha5 a number of consequences. An y 

decision to set up an evaluation in a particular way 1s, 1n 

Gu b a I s t e r ms ( 1 9 78 p 8 0 ) an ' a r t i c l e o f f a i t h ' . I t 1 s up to 

the e va l u at or to provide a just i F i cat ion for t he part i cu 1 a r 

12 



mode of enquiry adopted. If such an evaluation is to be 

credible, all aspects, especially the methodology, must be 

discussed in terms of problems as well as utility. 

At the outset, this field study proposal had a number 

of characteristics. The evaluation was to be external 

the program and p r,9pa red for Director of 

Language/Reading Centre, Max 

the 

Kemp. I t was to 

to 

the 

be 

formative as the program had begun operation in the first 

semester of 1983 so it was st i 11 in its early stages. I t 

was also envisaged as a ca5e :study or single program 

eYaluation concerned with a relatively sma 11 numbe,r of 

participants. 

Thu5 the program to be evaluated establishes a number 

of constraints on 

evaluation design. 

the selec t ion 

The underlying 

of an 

prototype 

appropr i ate 

evaluat i on 

selected as the basis for consideration needs to fit. The 

theoretical framework cannot 

the real program situation. 

be 

I f 

scale, different from others 

forced into alignment with 

the program is new, small 

and without comparative 

alternatives, and if the client has requested a formative 

and external eyaluation , a number of models a re unsuitable. 

13 



The methodology must work, the information described and 

and gathered far value judgment must be relevant 

informative. The means selected to provide the information 

in the evaluation process must communicate. The necessary 

sensitivity to audience needs, involves the evaluator in a 

concern with the most appropriate forms of reporting. 

A number of different types of evaluation are judged 

these unsuitable for this study because they do not meet 

criteria to fit, work and communicate the purposes of this 

program evaluation. Mainstream forms of evaluation within 

the natural science paradigm which are pre-ordinate a,c-e i n 

this category. The concern with specified objectives _, 

measurement for progress with testing, pre and 

treatment of subjects, providing instruments to detect the 

discrepancy 

unsuitable. 

between intended and observed 

It would be difficult to devise 

outcomes is 

appropriate 

measures to describe and judge the program 1n the 

statistical terms used in these approaches. Other forms of 

evaluation generally described as self evaluations, widely 

used by action researchers have a different orientation to 

that required in this situation. Such self evaluations are 

generally internal and as this evaluator is 

program staff, the model is inappropriate. 

Forms 

tradition 

Models of 

of evaluation developing within the 

have more potential for use in 

the past two decades have emerged 

14 
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this 

based 

study. 
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socio-anthropological paradigm. Writers including Stake) 

Parlett and Hamilton, Rippey and McDonald emphasise the 

need for any evaluation to perform a service. Though they 

write from different perspectives they advocate similar 

concerns with the learning setting, naturalistic inquiry_, 

fullness of description, the gathering of value judgments 

and holistic reporting. The:; cont end that evaluations 

which are directed to these concerns offer alternative ways 

to ask questions and provide different answers which are 

usefu 1. 

concepts 

These evaluation designs require new suppositions, 

and terminology as we 11 as different 

methodologies. 

As part of this review of the different evaluation 

traditions have considered the writings of Robert Stake 

both some detai 1. Stake has written extensively on 

theoretical and practical aspects of evaluation. He has 

provided a number of over•.,ie~vs of the fie 1 d as we 1 1 as 

de~->e 1 oping his own particular approach. He advocates a 

responsive orientation to an e 1.,a 1 u a t ion and I consider a 

number of features of his work suitable far the 

requirements of this study. 

Over the past fifteen years Robert Stake's writing on 

evaluation has moved through several phases as he has taken 

up issues which have become recurrent themes. In the 
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process of mo n i t 1:::, ring and describing developments 1n 

program evaluation he has compared the relative merits of 

the diff e rent approaches. His own vi e w 1s offered as a 

challenge to those already established. 

In my own writing on evaluation I have been influenced 
by Eisner and Scriven and others who have been 
dissatisifed with contemporary testing of complex 
achievements and development of personal styles and 
sensitivities. [ have argued that few, if any, 
specific learning steps are truly essential for 
subsequent success in life's endeavours. I have argued 
that students, teachers, and other purposively selected 
observers exercise the most relevant critical 
judgments, whether or not their criteria are in any way 
explicit. I have argued also that the alleviation of 
instructional problems is mar e likely to be 
accomplished by people mast directly e xp e riencing · the 
problem, with the aid and comfort from without, but 
seldom with specific solutions or replacement programs 
conceived by external authorities. I use these 
arguments as assumptions for what I call the responsive 
evaluation approach. 

Stake Cl973b p19) 

Stake offers this responsive evaluation as a design 

alternative based on what he describes as the natural way a 

person evaluates something, by observation and reaction. 

In his writing he sets out the technical details of the 

ways 1n which this process can be developed to make i t 

relevant for serious consideration of a program. 

Reference is made here to three stages of the 

development of his work. 

1. The Countenance of Educational Evaluation (1967) 
2. The Responsi"-,e Evaluation Approach (1973) 
3. Briefing Panel Presentations (1982) 
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In his early writings, Stake expressed dissatisfaction 

with the range of current approaches and 

develop the potential of evaluation to 

he sought 

contribute 

to 

to 

educational programs. He described a situation in which he 

sa.w the face of evaluation changing, and he offered a 

different perspective. In his Countenance paper (1967) 

Stake developed a plan for evaluations based on a data 

matrix. A grid of antecedents, transactions and outcomes 

form the basis for description and judgment. He contended 

that this frameworf for analysis would overcome a number of 

prev1ous limitations evident 1n evaluations. It would for 

instance extend the collection of descriptive data beyond 

charting the 

At 

congruence between intended and observed 

outcomes. the same time a process like this would 

provide a matrix of judgment data from which the evaluator 

could establish the value judgments of participants. In 

this development of his view of the role of educationa l 

evaluation, Stake emphasised the need for full description. 

This concern for description, to portray adequately 

variety and interaction of elements in a program, led 

the 

him 

to an emphasis or, 'portrayal'. Through such a portrayal 

the evaluator offers the client a comprehensive description 

of the program. Hamilton (1976 p161-162) 

In the early seventies, Stake's work on the Responsive 

model 

his 

of evaluation became an update and an extension 

Countenance paper. There i s no one right way 

evaluate he suggests: 

17 
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Samet imes it wit 1 be important for the evaluator to do 
hi~ best to measure student outcomes, other times not. 
I believe there are fe1..i 11 critical" data in any study} 
just as there are fe1..i "critical" components 1n any 
l ea rning experience. The learner is capabl e of u5ing 
many pathways, many t a 5ks, to gain his measure of skill 
and aesthetic "benefit"... The proper amount of 
5tructure for re5pons1ve evaluation depends on the 
program and persons involved. 

Stake (1973b pp4-5) 

He offers the responsive model a5 a procedure that 

concentrates on key Issues as the basis of an evaluation 

for a given program. 5take de:,cribes the process as 

f o l lows: 

To do a responsive evalu a tion, the evaluator conceives 
a plan of observations and negoti a tion5. He a rr~nges 
for various persons to ob5erve the program. With their 
help he prepares brief narratives, portrayals, product 
displays, graphs, etc. He finds out what is of value 
to his audiences. He gathers expressions of worth from 
various individuals whos e points of view differ. Of 
course, he checks the quality of his record5. He gets 
program personnel to react to the accuracy of hi5 
portrayals. He gets authority figures to react to the 
importance of various findings. He gets audience 
members to react to the relevance of his findings. He 
does much of this informally - iterating, keeping a 
record of action and reaction. He chooses media 
accessible to his audiences to increase the likelihood 
and fidelity of communication. He might prepare a 
final written report 1 he might not - depending on what 
he and his clients have agreed on. 

Stake (1973b p2) 

An evaluation can be described as responsive in Stake's 

t e rm5 if 

It is directed primarily to program activiti e s rather 

than intents. 

It lS responsive to the audience requirements for 

information. 
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I t presents the different value perspectives of the 

people concerned and then reports both t h e successes 

and failures of the program. 

Stake (1973a p6) emphasises that different styles of 

eva l ua t ion serve different purposes and that people have 

different expectations about a given evaluation. 

evaluator's task to decide what the purposes will 

It is the 

include. 

He advises 

reasons why 

that the evaluator attends especially 

the evaluation was commissioned and 

to 

what 

the 

is 

happening 

questions 

developed. 

in the program. On 

the 

this basis the value 

and criteria for evaluation should be 

He out 1 ined in diagramatic form the plan of 

observations and negotiations involved in a respons 1 ~Je 

evaluation (Figure 2). This plan is a flexible outl i ne 

within which an evaluator can structure a particular study . 

When used during the formative stages of 

enables evaluator to monitor where 

a 

the 

program 

program 

it 

is 

going. 

'mu 1 t i pl e 

the 

In Stake's terms J (1973a p13 ) by portraying the 

r e alit y ' of the experience) the evaluator can 

give those involved some knowledge of the complexit y of 

interaction s . 

Stake's recent ,writing on e valuation has taken up one 

of recurrent themes) his concern ~..iith t a iloring the 

evalu a tion to th e requ ir eme nts of the a udience. 

written with David Bal k i s in c luded in a 

His pa per 

s e lecti o n 
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Assemble 
forma 1 reoorts, 

if any 

Winnow, format 
for audience use 

Validate, 
confirm, attempt 
to disconfirm 

Tnemati ze; 
prepare portrayals, 

case studies 

Observe 
designated 

antecendents 
transactions 

and outcomes 

Talk 
111ith clients, 

program staff, 
audiences 

Select 
observers, 
judges; 

instruments 
i f any 

Identify 
program 
scope 

Overvi ew 
program 

activities 

Discover 
purposes, 
concerns 

Conceptualize 
issues, 

problems 

Identify 
data needs, 
re. issues 

Figure Z. Prominent events in a respons i ve evaluation. 
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concerned with alternative ways of communicating evaluation 

findings. 

provide 

They a sk 

information 

the question "How can evaluators 

that will be of use, not ignored or 

misunderstood?" Stake and Salk (1982 p260) 

Stake and Salk contend that approaches which explore 

different ways of evaluating, brought their own 

complications. Any methodology developed within the scope 

of naturalistic inquiry generates a great deal of 

information which cannot be treated in traditional ways. 

Program evaluators) particularly those who make 
natur a listic obs e rvations and use unstructured 
interviews, find it difficult to encapsulate t heir 
descriptions and confine their reports to a suitable 
size for readers. One remedial ploy 1s to use a 
"bri e fing panel". 

Stake and Balk (1982 p259) 

They advocat e the adoption of briefing panel 

presentations as a useful way to analyse data 1n priority 

to assist the evaluator to determine what needs to be 

reported. An effective formative evaluation requires that 

the evaluator devise ways 

with 

to provide informative and 

critical communication the audience. By calling 

together a specialist panel, the evaluator can have them 

r e act to present a tions of program activities and findings. 

In this process, perspective 1s gained, the data is subject 

to triangul ation and issues are highlighted that need to be 

honed for presentation. Stake and Balk describe different 

types of panels 

models 

whi c h the >-' have de•.; e 1 oped from formal 

briefing used in a v ariety of contexts. The y 

21 



contend that such investigative and advisory panels can 

produce b r i e f in gs 1 i ken e d to a ' prospect 1 n g endeavor ' from 

which the 'lode of meaning' 1n data can be mined. Stake 

and Balk (1982 p265). They conclude that briefing panels 

can help in decisions about information priority so that 

the reduction of data 1s a real simplification not merely 

an encapsulation or a loss of meaning. 

purposes of this evaluation an adaption For 

briefing panel presentation idea has been included 1n 

t h e 

the 

responsive evaluation plan. Certain modificat i ons of the 

panel idea but with similar purposes to that 

Stake and Balk, have been considered, 

A number 

germane to 

of 

the 

aspects of Robert Stake's 

conceptualization of this 

proposed 

writings are 

evaluation. 

Initially the grid drawn from his outline 'Nine approaches 

t 0 Educ at i ona 1 Evaluation' (Figure 1) describing the 

In d i ff ere n t types of evaluations, provided an overview. 

terms 

using 

of this particular study a structure began to emerge 

his ideas about a data matrix, a responsive 

evaluation 

realities 1
, 

evaluation, 

p 1 an, 

the 

strategies to tap the 'mu l t i p 1 e 

development of Issues as the focus for an 

the presentation of portrayals and the use of 

briefing panels for investigative and analytical purposes. 

An evaluation based on this responsive approach with a 

number of adaptionsJ has bee n considered suitable for use 

with this Parent Training Evening Group Seminar Program. 
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As evaluator, I am concerned with providing understandings 

and documenting the 'multiple realities' people have of the 

program. In this process it 1s important to examine 

the program works, its background, organisation} practises, 

problems and outcomes. At the same ti me as this 

perspective 1s developing, am concerned to be of most use 

to the client to help him decide if this 1s the type 

program that should continue. In this the 

responsiveness of the process is important. Information 

needs to be available to the Director of the 

Language/Reading Centre as client at different stages 50 

that he can judge if things have gone as he set them out to 

do_, or to monitor if they need to be changed. This 

involves processing the judgments of participants and 

providing full descriptions as appropriat e . 

On this basis propose to use an evaluation model 

primarily derived from Robert Stake's Respons i ve model and 

Stake and Salk's Briefing Panel Presentations. 
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CHAPTER I I I 

JUSTIFICATION TO CONTINUE THE PROPOSAL 

3.1 Introduction 

At the beginning of this field study I presented a 

proposal to develop and implement an external evaluation of 

the Parent Training Evening Group Seminar Program 1n the 

Language/Reading Centre at the Canberra College of Advanced 

Education. 

semester 

This evaluation was to be carried out with the 

2, 1983 program participants. 

The program that is the focus of this evaluation has a 

number of important dimensions. It 1s an adult education 

program, 

specific 

1 systems 1 

i t is concerned with parent training and it 1s a 

type of intervention designated as part of a 

approach to coping with literacy problems. 

Consideration 1s given here to these three di~ensions to 

show why this type of evaluation of such a program is to be 

justified. 

3.2 Adult Education 

This program to be evaluated 1s an adult education 

program. Grotelueschen (1980) writing on program 

evaluation , provides a general description of such adult 

education programs and sets them within a curriculum and 

evaluation context. His work provided a number of helpful 

guidelines for consideration here. In general adult 

education 

responsive 

programs are short 

to learner needs , 

24 
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the traditional deli'very system and they are characterized 

by variability and flexibility. Grotelueschen (1980 

argues that "effective adult education administrators 

convinced 

"they are 

of the 

also 

merit of program evaluation 11 and 

con,) i need that new approaches 

pl) 

are 

that 

and 

conceptions of program evaluation are needed". He goes on 

to contend that adult education programs can be 

distinguished 

share certain 

by certain characteristics but 

featu ·res 1n common with other 

they also 

educationa l 

programs. He uses elements of curriculum theory to begin 

this description and he extends this into a consideration 

of appropriate ev3luation strategies. 

Any educational program can be considered in terms of 

the four curriculum elements) the student, the teacher, 

subject matter and the milieu. In terms of this 

Training Program that 15 to be evaluated ., the 

component is made up of adult, specif i ca 11 y 

participants. These p e ople come from a variety 

roles 

their 

and carry with them potential to enhance or 

own learnings. The teacher in such a 

Parent 

student 

parent, 

of I i f e 

hamper 

training 

program has specific tasks to accomplish. Such staff have 

qualities 

important. 

as instructors 

The subj e ct 

of f e 1 1 ow ad u 1 ts that a re 

matter that th e program is 

concerned with has a number of identifying ch a racteristics. 

The way the program topics can be variously put t ogether 

depends in part on the nat u re of this organized knowled g e. 
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The milieu in which this program 1s establis he d and 

operated a lso has particular features. Here Grotelueschen 

(1980 specifies a number of details including the 

family background of participants, 

the place where sessions take 

the community attitudes, 

providing 

inst itut ior.,, 

constraints 

the 

suc.h 

image of the 

place, 

program 

the 

and numerous 

as financial, administrative and 

occupational ones. 

An adult education program like this one, for training 

a group 

Ad~)anced 

ne a tly 

of parents 1n lit e racy skills in a College of 

Education Language/Reading Centre, does not fit 

into a traditional curriculum design. However as 

Grot e lueschen has shown, it is a t'.>-1pe of curriculum along a 

program spectrum and conventional curriculum l~bels can be 

transformed to make them sufficiently fun ct ion a 1 1n 

describing this program. An appropriate evaluation of such 

a program requires careful consideration of these 

curriculum elements. At the same time as this curriculum 

context 1s established, the evaluator needs to be concerned 

with suitable evaluation strategies appropriate to the 

program. 

J.J Parent Training 

Programs to educate or re-educate parents have become a 

significant 

Support 

teachers 

for 

in 

development in education in the past decade. 

the 

the 

idea that 

education 

26 
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growing. B lackstone (1979 p84) provides the setting for 

this development. 

Over the past fifteen years a large volume of 
empirical research in both Britain and the USA has 
been devoted to attempts to isolat e the main 
predictors of educational performance. Th e 
favoured method has been to gather in format ion on 
children's home and school circumstances and their 
parents' aspirations for them ~nd then to assess 
the relative impact of these factors on a 
dependent variable, school performance, us i ng the 
techniques of multi-variate analysis. We have 
witnessed a period of academic trench warfare over 
the interpretation of these findings: over, for 
instance, whether parental attitudes to education 
are dependent on or independent of parental 
circumstance; and over whether any of a series of 
school factors which might be manipulated are 
likely to affect the distribution of performance 
on the dependent variabl e , What seems at issue, 
however, is the rel a tive influence of the parental 
contribution rather than the facts of its 
import a nce. 

She goes on to conclude that this research has 

genera t ,~d a c 1 ima t e of opinion which 15 favourable to 

fostering positive parental attitudes to education. There 

is considerable debate however concerning the extent of 

parent involvement that is desirable or necessary. 

A number of programs that involve parents in the 

process of teaching th e ir children to read have developed 

i n N . Z • , t he U • K • , t h e U . S • A • a n d Aus t r a l i a • Most of these 

have been concerned with p a rents working in a corrective 

capacity 

articles 

this way. 

prepared 

rather than a prevent a tive role. Nu me rous 

have been written on how to involve parents in 

Quisenberry , Bl a kemore and Warren (1977) 

an annotated bibliography, Auten (1980) compiled 

an ERIC 1 ist and current work b';,• Glynn ( 19 83) on a detailed 
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annotated bibliography indicate this interest. 

Training parents as reading tutors of their 

children has resulted in reports of varying degrees 

success. This has generally been considered in t e rms 

tests of reading achievement gains. have 

of 

of 

been 

developed in N.Z. by G 1 yn n ( 19 79) , 

Awatere (1982), 

Programs 

McNaughton, Gl>mn and 

Robinson (1981), 1n the U.K. by Clark and 

Glynn (1980), Tizzard, Schofield and Hewison (1982), in the 

U.S.A. by Heimberger ( 198 1 ) and Sartain (1981 ) . In 

Aust ra 1 i a Richardson and Brown (1978), and Sui lder (1980 

and 1982) , have undertaken diff e rent programs of parent 

tr a ining as part of schemes to rehabilit a te children who 

are poor readers. These types of parent training programs 

i nvo 1 ve instruction in particular teaching skills, backup 

from program personnel and a specific focus on support 

reading. These studies have indicated that training do2s 

enable parents to help their children 1n reading. 

3.4 Parent training as part of an 
approach 

'integrated systems' 

The potential for extending these programs From reading 

into other a reas of lit e racy within a literacy support 

system has been cogently described by Sophia Holmes (1982). 

Sh e is concerned to develop str a tegies for the organization 

of remedial teaching of literacy. In her view a 

consideration of a 1 1 the groups of people within the 

child's orbit is nec e ssary. A 1 l the profess ional and 

parental judgments especially the positive ones about th e 
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child need to be brought into focus. A remediation program 

that is developed in this process should provide an agreed-

on process of teaching and support which is co-operative. 

Such a systems view means that professionals and parents 

need training to develop the necessary skills and to foster 

the necessary co-operation. In order to undertake this 

development of an effective partnership between parents and 

teacher professionals for the benefit of children 

experiencing difficulties, program plan9-.9rs need to 

incorporate this integrated systems overview. 

There 15 st i l l a very incompl e te picture of the 

with their own e fficacy of training parents to work 

children experiencing literacy problems. The desirability 

of a partnership betwe e n parents and teachers in the 

education school students 15 recognised in the 

literature, b u t t he r e 1 s a l a c k o f de t a i l e d i n f o r ma t i on on 

any programs which seek to do this. The wor k of Sophie 

Holmes provides a frame work which has potential for 

program development. 

At the same time ways of assessing the effectiveness of 

th e parent partnership in education continue to need 

further development. Not enough 1s known about programs or 

their outcomes. A number of progr ams have been described 

in the literature but more data are needed if such programs 

are 

there 

to be evaluated. Becher ( 19 82 pl380) contends 

is an abund a nce of enthusiastic testimony about 

t hat 

the 

idea of parent involvement a nd about various programs, but 
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only a sma 11 number have been studied detail to 

substantiat e the cl a ims made about them. She sees a need 

to establish th e r e lationship between p a rent training and 

program effectiveness. A consideration of particular 

effectiveness aspects of 

the 

such programs 1n terms of their 

development of ways to measure requires outcomes in 

relation to the performance of the children. 

In her paper "Parents as Partners in the Education o f 

their children with Special Needs", Brown sums up what she 

sees are the necessary components of a parent program; 

There is agreement, amongst parents and 1n the 
literature, that if p a rents are to be e ffective 
partners with professionals in the education of 
their children they need thr ee things: clear access 
to information, professional and mutual support, and 
the opportunity to participate in specific tasks 
and practical programmes relevant to their 
children's needs. 

(1983 plU 

There 

parent 

is a small but growing body of 

training associated with literacy 

research into 

remediation. 

Generally such programs ar e concerned to develop corrective 

roles for 

problems. 

parents 

These 

especially in relation to reading 

programs are considered to be successful' 

and there is widespread enthusiasm for their deve 1 op men t. 

In Austral i a few such programs have been developed and 

those that have, have been focused on reading. Further 

research into the de velopment of such parent training 

programs 1 5 necessary to de s cribe different type s o f 

p r og rams and to offer assessments of their ef f ectiveness . 
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3.5 Rationale for the present research 

This field study proposal is one a ttempt to develop an 

evaluation study concerned with a recent l y developed 

program. The evaluation was requested for formative 

planning. The primary concern of this evaluationn would 

seem to be best focused on providing some consideration o f 

the relationship between training and program 

eff.ect iveness. Decisions 

parent 

about appropriate ways to 

a measure of this relationship have necessitated 

a concern with the general nature of adult education, with 

parent training and with this type of intervention 1n a 

literacy program. 

The choice of this particul a r way of doing an 

evaluation has been based on a review of the literature in 

the areas of evaluation, on adult education, parent 

training and literacy. At the same time I have consulted 

with advisors and with the client of the evaluation, the 

Director of the Language/Reading Centre as to the specif i c 

nature o f this parent training program. Following this 

process, 

responsive 

the decision 

evaluation, 

wa s taken to des c ribe 

Th e field study that 

this 

has 

as a 

taken 

shape reflects th e grounded theory and the practi c al 

requirements of the program. Emphasis has been placed on 

th e processing of descriptions and judgments abo u t th e 

program , 

str a tegi es . 

on appropriate 

Th e se as pect .s 

method o logy and c ommuni c at io n 

ha v e b een deve lo ped wit h in 

St a k e 's resp o nsive eva luation framewor k . 
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4.1 Introduction 

The methodology 

naturalistic inquiry, 

CHAPTER IV 

METHODOLOGY 

for this Field Study is drawn 

this includes a selection of 

from 

data 

gathering strategies as appropriate to the different phases 

of the evaluation plan. This section of the field study 

report is concerned with: 

1. A description of the methodology from the literature. 

2. An outline relating the methodology deve l oped in this 

evaluation with Rob e rt Stake's responsive evaluation 

plan, 

3. A summary of data gathering procedures. 

4.2 Description from th e liter a ture 

A review of the literature suggests that there 

lack of methodology specifically concerned with the 

of formative evaluation s designed for the particular 

of clients. 

15 a 

needs 

needs 

Within 

tradition, 

the social science research methodology 

experimental inquiry has been widely accepted. 

There has been reasoned agreement that the results obtained 

in this way have been adequate to meet the ne e ds of 

research studies. Recent studies, however, suggest that 

such a me thodology is not necessarily appropriate For 

formative aspects of educational programs when applied in 
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evaluations. 

Methodology 

Evaluation', 

Throughout his monograph 

Nat u r a 1 is t i c Inquiry l n of 

Guba (1978) argues that there 

'Toward a 

Educational 

has been a 

strong theoretical and practical movement away f ram 

evaluations being seen only in terms of this particular 

mode of social science inquiry. He makes the case for 

and differentiating between experimental inquiry 

naturalistic inquiry as farms of methodology. He contends 

that n .3 t u r a 1 i s t i c i n q u i r y i s a p r o m i. s i n g a 1 t e r n a t i v e that 

warrents consideration. 

When an evaluation is undertaken, it is concerned with 

a complex human situation 1n the setting in which the 

program has been developed. Guba (1978 p41) emphasizes the 

two thrusts of evaluation. It is concerned with program 

description, what is there, how components are related and 

how people view the program. At the same time uncovering 

the value perspective of different participants are matters 

of judgment from which determinations can be made about the 

value of the program. This description and judgment of a 

program may be effectively obtained by 

inquiry. After considering a number 

developments in evaluation Guba concludes 

natura 1 ist ic 

of 

(1978 

recent 

p41) 

11 Na tu r a 1 is t i c i n q u i r y a pp ea rs t o p r o v i de a me t hod o 1 o g y we l l 

suited to uncovering, interpreting and reporting such 

e 1 e men t s i n a mos t use f u 1 way . 11 

Evaluators who have been working from an 

p,3rad igm find naturalist inquiry a congenial 
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In this category we include the work of Robert Stake and 

responsive evaluation (1973a). A consideration of Stake's 

base plan for such an evaluation which he calls "Prominent 

Events in Responsive Evaluation 1
• (Figure 2) 1 shows how this 

affinity can be demonstrated. 

To illustrate this Guba (1978 pp34-36) takes stages of 

this responsive e1.,,.,aluation plan and matches several of 

these events with naturalistic inqui~y. 

overview program activities Center the field with a 

minimum of prior manipulation). 

discover purposes and concerns (r~ther than verify 

purposes and concerns that have been deduced from a 

priori formulations such as statements of objectives). 

conceptualize issues and problems (derive categories 

that fit the information that has been obtained ) . 

select observers and instruments if an~) (clearly the 

precise measurement of •-.1 a r i ab 1 es is a secondary 

consideration). 

thematize (portrayals and case studies are better 

vehicles for understanding the data than reports ) . 

prepare formal reports if any (formality takes a 

se a t to effective communication). 

back 

From this comparison, Guba concludes that responsive 

evaluation as Stak e describes it 1 seems custom-made for 

naturalistic inquiry . 
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The evaluation is to be based on Robert Stake's 

responsive evaluation model (1973) and his later work with 

David Balk (1982) on "Bri e fing Panel Presentations". The 

methodology to be used in the evaluation will be taken from 

strategies 

framework. 

developed within a naturalistic inquiry 

I t ' 1s anticipated that the criteria s elected as 

the basis for inquiry will provide the best way to f it ' 

work and communicate the study in t e rms of the theoretical 

base and the particular educational program. I t is 

anticipated that such a methodology will serve the needs of 

this evaluation where the client has requested formative 

dat a , and the small numbers of peopl e involved limit most 

forms of quantitative me asurement. 

Different people have different expect a tions of a given 

evaluation, no singl e dat a c ollection can be expected to 

serve this multiplicity of expectations. It 1s the role of 

the evaluator to make the critical decision about the 

purpose of a given evaluation; and 1n a responsi v e 

evaluation, this is a decision taken after negotiation with 

the client. 

Inherent in this decision will be ma tters chosen for 

consideration which influence the types of methods selected 

for collecting the data. Stake places emphasis on the 

importance of coll e cting sufficient information from a 

number of sources that are independent of each other and 

credible. The status of a program is complex. In this wa y 

this complexity should be revealed. 
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4 . 3 

The evaluator can take diff e rent pathways to reveal 
progr am benefit. Tests and other data-gathering 5hould 
not be seen as essenti a l; neither should they be 
aut oma tically ruled out. The choice of these 
instruments 1n responsive evaluation should be 
made as a result of o bserving the program in action and 
of discovering the purposes important to the various 
groups having an int e rest in the program. 

Stake' s 
eva luation 

evaluation plan 

Stake (1973a p7) 

in rel a tion to this 

The me thodolog y to be used in the evaluation of The 

Parent Training Seminar Program in the Language and Reading 

Centre a t th e Canb e rra Coll e ge of Advanced Education based 

on the responsive model follows. Stake does not specify a 

particul a r me thodology a t the outset of the evaluation. 

The choice of instruments is to be made in the process of 

the program is obs e rved in action and the 

the evaluator discovers the purposes and interests of 

people involved. To chart the general development of a 

responsive evaluation he has de veloped a base plan t it 1 ed 

"Prominent Events in a Responsive Evaluation". This was 

included as Figure 2 in this study earlier. In the summar y 

diagram (Figure 3 ) and the detail that follows, l 

presented anticipat e d program developments based on this 

f r amework. 

The responsi v e evaluation pl a n 1s set out like a cl o ck 

face with twelve events identified in a sequence. However 

this s equence work s 1n different dir e ctions as events are 

chart e d 1n int e rlockin g and c yclic stages. Some e v e nt s 
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Figure 3 
The stage~ of this responsi ve evaluation 

M.Ed. 
Seminar 

Follow up 
discussions 
inter~iews 

Portrayal 
for 

client 
Oec. 1983 

Formative 
Evaluation Report 
and Field Study 

Assemble 
formal reports, 

/ if any 

/ Winnow, fonnat 
/ for audience use 

I 
I 

I 

/ V,11 idate, 

I 
confinn, attempt 
to disconfirm 

I 
\ Thematize; 

prepare portrayals, 
case studies 

Observe 

Data 
gathering 

designated 
antecendents 
transact i ens 
and outcomes on issues from 

designated groups 
of people 

Development 
of 

Study 
Ra ti ona I e 

Talk 
'llith clients, 

program staff, 
audiences 

Select 
observers, 
j udges; 

instruments 
if any 

Instruments 
sel ected 

e.g. Questionnaire 
review sheet 
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4. 3. 1 

w i 1 l follow each other,, s o me will be concurrent and the 

needs to go to and Fro between events at 

different times. In th i s process 0 f' observation and 

feedback, previously acquired data. can be confirmed and 

provided to the client for formative use in the program. 

Orientation 

For convenience the evaluation process begins at twelve 

o'clock. A block of' three events come toge t her 

consideration as the evaluator becomes oriented 

program. Stake describes these events as follows: 

Assemble 
formal reports, 

if any 

Winnow, f ormat 
fo r audience use 

Validate, 
confim,, atte,npt 

to d 1 sconfirm 

Themati ze ; 
prepare por-tra:ya 1 s, 

case s tudies 

Observe 
des i gnated 

antecendents 
transactions 

and outcOO'es 

Select 
observers , 

judges; 
instruments 

if any 

Di scover 
purposes , 
concerns 

Conceptua 1 i ze 
l s sues~ 

problems 

!dent ify 
data needs , 
re. i ss ues 

Figure 4 Phase 1 of the Ev aluation 
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As part of this steeping process, the evaluator plans 

to gather information in a number of ways: 

a) Informal discussions with participants 

personnel, 

including 

program staff, associated parents 

observers. 

b) Design 

Centre. 

and record interviews with the Director of 

c) Establish a paper f i le of relevant documents 

correspondence associated with the program. 

and 

the 

and 

d) Observations of the range of activities undertaken 

within the Language/Reading Centre over a short period 

of ti me. 

e) A study of the literature concerned with literacy 

programs, parent training and evaluation. 

In this way I plan to establish some understanding o f 

my own about this Parent Training program in the context of 

the Language/Reading Centre. 

4.3.2 Issues focus 

Following this initial familiarization with the program 

and after consultation with advisors, the evaluator 

anticipates developing th e focus for the evaluation. This 

15 termed 

organizer of 

the 

the 

development 

e .._,a 1 u at ion . 
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component is built into the evaluation plan, a briefing 

panel to assist 1n the identification of Issues. In his 

more recent work, Stake has argued that expert panels can 

be very helpful to the evaluator 1n indentifying and 

reacting to Issues as they surface and develop 1n the 

evaluation process. This first briefing panel is to be an 

Issue panel made up of people selected to generate l>Jha t 

they 

In 

consider should be the concerns for this evaluation. 

this way the evaluator has a ~pecific procedure, a 

series of briefing panels, built into the plan' to make the 

different phases respond to groups of participants. 

This identification of Issues for the evaluation takes 

place across several events in Stake's plan of events. 

Following the initial orientation process the evaluator 

goes on to complete the following: 

Figure 5 

Assemble 
farma 1 reports, 

if any 

Winnow, format 
for audience use 

Validate, 
confi nn, attempt 
to disconfinn 

Themati ze; 
prepare portrayals, 

case studi es 

Obser•e 
designated 

antecendents 
transactions 

and outcomes 

Ta I k 
with clients, 

program staff, 
audi e11ces 

Se 1 ect 
observers, 
judges; 

instruments 
if any 

Identify 
program 
scope 

Phase 2 of the Evaluation 
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In order to discover the purposes and concerns and to 

conceptualize the issues and problems, the Issues panel 

w i 1 l be called together as a group to work on generating 

issues and grouping them orde r Po r 

consideration in the evaluation. 

priority 

The panel participants 

w i 1 1 be selected ,:ippropriately. Following the 

deliberations of this panel, the evaluator will draw up 

set of Issues that are feasible for consideration 1n t his 

study. This w i I l be discussed with the client far his 

comment. 

methodoiogy 

At the same time, data needs and decisions about 

will be made bearing in mind the reactions 

the panel and the requirements o f the client. 

4.3.3 

The two 

Figure 6 

Data collect ion 

following phases ,.. 
or events are included 

Assemble 
f arma 1 reports. 

if any 

-.., Winnow. f ormat 
.' for audience use 

Validate, 
confinn, attempt 

to disconfirm 

Thematize; 
prepare pcrtraya Is, 

case studies 

Talk 
wHh chef\ts , 

program staff, 
audiences 

Sel ect 
observers, 

j udges; 
instruments 

if any 

[dent1 fy 
.:,rogram 
scope 

Overview 
program 

activities 

Discover 
purposes, 
concerns 

Conceptualize 
ts sues, 

problems 

identify 
data needs, 

re . i ssues 

Phase 3 of the Eval u a tion 
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Participant data collection strategies ir,cl u ding 

interviews, group discussions, analysis of re c ords, the use 

of a questionnaire and structured obseruations of t h e 

seminars, w i 1 1 be developed and used as appropriate. A 

critical part of this phase of a responsive evaluation lS 

to countercheck findings by triangulation. The data 

collected from different sources will be checked ag.:;,inst 

others for accuracy and consistency. It is recognised this 

broadly interpretive approach has implicit dangers because 

the evaluator is relying heavily on qualitative da t a and it 

here 

Material 

different 

that the briefing pan el mechanism 

organized by the e v aluator will be 

is impo r tant. 

submitte,d to 

groups as raw da t a and interpretation for their 

reactions. Records made during the course of the 

e0aluation will be accessibl e for cross checki n g as par t of 

this process. 

4.3.4 Organizing an d repor t in g data 

As this 1s an evaluation d e signed to respond to t h e 

needs of 

different 

this w i 1 1 

description 

reporting 

the client, providing information to him at 

stages in the p ro c ess 1s important. The Forms 

take, the type of eva luation contrac t, the 

and the designation of Issues and methods 0 f' 

will be matters of negoti a tion and co-operation. 

Appropriat e reporting techniques at these diff e rent stages 

written including 

reports 

informal 

e.g. 

discussion, 

a portrayal, 

interviews and 

w i l 1 be de•.,ie loped. 



A responsive evaluation plan devotes Four to 

designing appropriate reporting and feedback to the c 1 i en t 

and other audiences. The evaluator 1s to complete the 

following: 

Validate, 
confirm, attempt 
to di sconfi rm 

Thematize; 
prepare portraya 1 s, 

case studies 

Observe 
designated 

antecendents 
transactions 

and outcomes 

Talk 
with clients, 

program staff, 
audiences 

Se 1 ect 
observers, 
judges; 

instruments 
i f any 

Identify 
program 
scope 

Overview 
program 

activities 

Discover 
purposes, 
concerns 

Conceptua 1 i ze 
issues 9 

pr<>blems 

Identify 
data needs, 

re . iss1Jes 

Figure 7 Phase 4 of the Evaluation 

These interlocking processes wil l involve the evaluator 

putting together different types of data f ram different 

times in both formal and informal communications. In these 

stages, the evaluator l :S concerned to Fu 1 1 

description and to process the judgments of those invo l<..,ed 

in order 

necessary 

program. 

to supply formative info r ma t ion . This 

to establish the ' multiple realities' about 

A ma jar document to port ray the program wi 11 

15 

the 

be 

written up immedi a t e ly after the seminars for the client. 

Different aspects of this portra'.;,-'al 1..,1ill be discussed 1.-Jith 

different groups before it 1s compiled to confirm a nd 
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disconfirm data as necessary. The field study that will be 

produced will be a research repQrt containing t h e results 

of the evaluation and an an a 1 >-'Sis of the evaluation 

process. 

4.4 Summary of data gathering procedures 

The procedures to be used for data gathering 1n t h is 

responsive evaluation are summarised as follows: 

1. Participant observation 

The evaluator as participant observer records descriptio n 

and judgments at two different stages of the evaluation. 

a ) In.t roductory observations of the range 

operated by the Language/ Reading Centre 

assistance program For s c hool students, the 

of programs 

including 

parents 

t he 

and 

parent/child tutoring sessions and post-graduate lectures 

in Reading: assessment and teaching. 
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b) A continuous record of observations using an inforrnal 

inventory of the eight parent ptraining se~inars. 

2. The questionnaire 

A questionnaire was initially developed and administered by 

Mr Max Kemp 1n the first semester parent training program. 

For purposes of this study this wi 11 be given to the 

parents of this seminar series as a pre program instrument. 

3. Intervie~·JS 

A series of interviews with different degrees of structure 

bet 1,-Jeen the evaluator and the Director of 

Reading Centre have been planned at different 

e<..1 a luat ion. 

the Language/ 

stages of the 

4. Paper tracking 

A f i 1 e of references) correspondence} p•.Jb 1 icat ions and 

records concerned with the parent training seminar 

will be maintained as part of the evaluation. 

p ro gram 

5. A review process 

part of the seminar program) t i me for t he par t i c i pant s 

to review the program has been bui l t 1n. A written review 

sheet has been developed as part of this program. 

6. A parent discussion group 

Following the completion of the seminar 

structured discussion group session with parents 

by a facilitator is planned. 

4-5 

series) a 

sponsored 



7. A teacher/coun•ellor di5cussion 

The three teachers in post graduate training designated the 

teacher/counsellors in this study, will be asked a~ a group 

for their impressions and reactions to the program. 

8. The Portrayal document 

the completion 

envisages some 

of 

type 

the 

or 

seminar series the 

report to · provide 

Following 

evaluator 

formative data to the client. The ·purpose of this report 

w i l l be gain reaction from the Director as to the 

relevance 

to 

of the findings 50 far and his continuing 

requirements for this evaluation. 

9. A series of di a logues 

Throughout 

perceptions 

the 

and 

ev-:!luation the evaluator w i l l see k 

judgments relevant to the study from a 

number of different people. People outside the evaluation 

with an interest in this parent training program shou l d 

have different perspectives that could provide va l uable 

reflections on the program. 

10. Interviews with the children of the parent group 

Children of those parents involved in this parent train i ng 

program wi 11 be interviewed to obtain their percept ions of 

the program. 
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CHAPTER IJ 

DATA COLLECTED FROM THE METHODOLOGY 

?,1 A description of the research strategy 

This evaluation has developed within the Framework of 

Stake's respon5ive evaluation plan. (1975a pl4) 

To do a responsive evaluation, the evaluator 
conceives a plan o f observations and negotiations. He 
arranged for various persons to observe the program, 
and with their help prepares • brief narratives, 
portrayals, product displays, graphs, etc. He finds 
out what is of value to his audiences, and gathers 
expressions of worth from various individuals whose 
point of view differ. Of course he checks the qua lity 
of his records: He gets program personnel to react to 
the accurac y of his portrayals; the audience members 
to react to the relevance of h i s findings. He does 
much oi this informally - iterating and keeping a 
record of action · and rea c t ion. He chooses media 
accessible to his audiences to increase the likelihood 
and fidelity of communication. He might prepare a 
final written report, he might not - depending on what 
he and his clients have agreed on. 

This particular styl e of e v a luatio n will re flect the 

c haracteristics that Stake has outlined. In order to 

gather data the evaluator works through a sequence of 

ob servations and negotiations. Along with the proces~ of 

gathering data by personal observation, by ha ving others 

ob~erve and collecting judgments about the program , it 

nece5sary to r ·e - c i r cu 1 a t e in forma ti on between 

different designated groups to include reaction. From this 

process of 

evaluator 

observation ., recording and negotiation, the 

organizes the data i n a suitable fo rmat to make 

it available to the client. 
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The methodological techniques used in the re ::;ea rch 

strategy to gather the5e data ha v e been as::;embled in 

combination and they are characteristic of an alternati ve 

5tyle of evaluation developed within educational research. 

The instruments used are in keeping with a natural inqui ry 

paradigm and they ha ve been selected 85 the most 

appropriate wa y to pro v i de information for description and 

formative judgments. 

Issue:s were identified at the outset as the focus far 

consideration. These Issues we re generated at a n i n itial 

stage of the evaluation plan by a Brief in g panel designated 

the Issues panel Along with this identificat ion of 

Issue:s) this panel nominated the groups of people from whom 

perception5 

gathered. 

and judgments about the program would 

Thu5 the data sources and instruments were 

be 

not 

pre-specified. The data to be gathered were to come from a 

number of different grou p s at diff erent stages in the 

evaluation plan. The data collection strategies that were 

se lected reflect these different requirements. 

Data have been co llected in this evaluation through a 

numbe r of different in~truments. The research techniques 

incorporated into this evaluation process include: 

1. Participant observation 

2. Pre-program que5tionnaire 

3 • Interviews with the Director o f the 
Languag e / Reading Centre 

4. Pa pe r tracking o f t h e p ro g r am 
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5. A revi ew p rocess 

6. A parent discu ssion group 

7. A teacher /co un 5e l lor discussion group 

8. The portrayal document 

9. A series of dialogues 

10. Interviews with ch il d r en of the parent group 

The l i nkages between the in format ion sources) t h e 

Issue s i dentified as the focus for th is evaluation) and 

the research techn iques for gathering da ta are shown 1n 

Figure 8. 

5.2 The evaluation research tec h niques 

Participant observation 5.2.1 

The de5criptions and j udgments about the program that 

flow from the participant observer 5tatu5 of the e v aluator 

we re concerned with t wo a s pec t s of the Language/Reading 

Centre's Parent Training program. 

a) An initial o verview of the range of the Language / Reading 

Centre ' s operation as part of a familiarization process 

fo r the evaluator. 

During the fi rs t two we eks of the evaluation I observ ed 

and with variou 5 participants, 

activities undertaken within the Centre. 

the 

The 5e 

d if ferent 

included 

t he post graduate teac her i nst r u ction 1 Read ing : 

and Teac hing 1
) the a ssis t ance prog ram literac y f o r 

school s t udents and the Da y Training Parent prog ra m. Thi :5 
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Fi ~;ure 8 
Diagramatic Representation cf the Data Collection Precess 
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i n f o r ma t 1 on was sought to de v elop a perspecti v e on the 

operation of the Language/ Reading Centre. 

b ) A recorded informal observation schedule for each of the 

eight seminar ~es~ions between 15.8.83 and 24.10.83. 

Prior to each parent training seminar, I read the 

checklist far observation provided Dr L Kend.:1 11 

(1983)and used these themes as . the focus far the 

observation of the program . This checklist is included as 

appendix 1 . Records of each semina r were kept in terms of 

running description, verbatim comments from participants 

and personal judgments of the evaluator. Following eac h 

seminar spoke info r ma 1 1 y w i th participants to gain 

different reactions. Notes on the seminar were written up 

using this range of summary comments. 

At the close of the ser i es o f seminars, a participant 

observation report was compiled from these rec,:,rds and 

recorded in the Portrayal . The description and associated 

judgments were summarized under the following headings 

The environment 1n wh i ch the program took place 

Parent attendance 

The teaching situation 

Materials 

Content - Intents 
- Obser v ations 
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?.2.2 

Mr 

Program questionnaire 

Max Kemp developed a questionnaire 

administered before and aft.er each parent program. 

was designed as an on-going part of the research 

Language/Reading Centre over a number of programs. 

this evaluation of one parent program 1n semester 2, 

the pre-program questionnaire was included 

consideration. I t was decided that the response 

provide one source of parent. perceptions prior 

program. 

to 

in 

be 

This 

the 

During 

for 

would 

to the 

The questionnaire consists of an introduction, 

instructions for 

type scale. The 

completion and 30 items using 

instrument is concerned with 

a Likert 

obtaining 

parents• views about the reading and writing of their 

children and the role of the Language/Reading Centre. 

All parents completed the pre-program questionnaire and 

as it was a small group (17 respondents), the items were 

not given statistical treatment but were clustered 1n 

categories of response. 

This pre-program questionnaire provided information on 

the parents' orientation to the program, their expectations 

of their children in literacy and theri awareness of the 

complexity of the situation. The pre-program questionnaire 

also useful to this evaluation because it served to 

provide an identification of other factors that st i 1 1 
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required consider-at ion. The responses to the pre-p r ogram 

questionnaire and the factors identified for further 

consideration were included in the Portrayal document. 

The questionnaire schedule 1s attached 1n appendix 2. 

5.2.3 Interviews 
Language/Reading Centre 

with the Director of the 

This external evaluation was set up 1n response to a 

reguest from the Director of the Language/Reading Centre, 

Mr Max Kemp. A series of interviews at different stages of 

the evaluation were conducted with him. These inter vie ,,,..rs 

were designed to seek information about the 

Language/Reading Centre and specifically the p,3 rent 

training component. At the same time, his opinions and 

judgments were sought as his perceptions constitute a 

critic~! element for consideration in this evaluation. 

Four interviews were conducted with varying degrees of 

structure. Each interview was taped and a written record 

w.~ s p r o v i d e d . On the basis of the s e interviews, many of 

the program descriptions contai n ed in this 

developed. 

The questions used in each intervi e w 

included in appendix 3. 

5.2.4 

At 

Paper tracking of the program 

the beginning of this e1,,,a luat ion 

reference, co rrespondence, publications 

study, were 

schedule are 

a f i le of 

and re c ords 

relating to the parent t rain i ng program, ,~Jas established . 
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Throughout the evaluation, 

became available. 

documents were included a5 they 

During the cour~e of thi5 evaluation, 

had three publication5. 

Mr Ma x Kemp ha5 

Developmental Record5 in literacy. 
Rebuilding Literacy: parent manual. 
Parents as Teachers of Literacy. 

July, 1983 
September, 1983 

Apr i 1 , 19 8 4. 

These have been used in combination with the taped 

interview material from the Director, to 

descriptive aspect5 oF this study. also been 

for the proce5sing of .some of the judgments about the 

program using the Director's perspective. 

The file gathered has been used to provide a 1 ist ing 

for inclusion in the Portraya l document. (appendix 4) 

5.2.5 

( i ) 

A Review process 

The review sheet 

During the final seminar ( 24.10.8~ ) time was 

to the evaluator for a review with participants. 

allocated 

A review 

sheet was distributed to 17 parents, 3 teacher / coun5ellors 

and one parent ob~erver. Time was provided for people to 

complete written answers. 

The review sheet was de5igned to collect the immediate 

post-program impressions of the partic i pants on a number of 

program a5pects. These included: 

Cl ) initial e x pectation 

( 2 ) perceived outcomes 
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recommendations for change 

(4) critical times 1n the program 

(?) general comment 

The responses of the parents to 

written up and a set of summary comments 

this review 

extracted. 

responses of the four other pa rt icipants were 

were 

The 

also 

recorded. This information was included in the Po rtrayal 

document. A copy of the Re,,,1 ie1;J sheet is i nclude d in 

appendix 5. 

( i i ) A review summary 

Prior to the second phase of the evaluation plan, the 

data gathered on parent perceptions were drawn together 

from the following sources: 

the participant observ ation record, 

the pre-program questionna i r e, 

the review sheet . 

A number of statements were extracted as importan t 

information in terms of the Issues being considered in this 

evaluation. At the same time, this review process e nab l e d 

the e v aluator to identify further data needs wh ic h wou ld 

f orm the basis for the parent discuss ion to follow. The se 

points were includ e d in the Portra ya l document so that the 

cl i en t could follow t h e process of the development of an 

overall p a rent perspective. 



5 . 2 . 6 The parent discussion group 

Following the review process, the evaluator organized 

an informal parent meeting to discuss a range of questions 

relevant to the Issues designated for this e v aluation. The 

questions were initially established by the evaluator 

following an e x amination of the data already collected on 

parent 

s t i 1 I 

perceptions and a considerati on of the informat i on 

needed. The quest ions were. submitted t o the 

counsellor who was to facilitate the group. The counsellor 

and the evaluator established an outline for the conte n t of 

the meeting with some e 1 even questions p l anned far 

discussion in small and large group interactions. 

This discussion was facilitated by the counsellor and 

recorded by the evaluator. A considerable amount of data 

was written up and returned to the counsellor for comment. 

A report on this pa r ent mee ti ng a nd the counsello r' s 

r eaction were included in the Portrayal document . 

The questions which formed the basi s for the parent 

discussion are included i n appendix 6. 

5 . 2.7 The teacher / counsellor discussion 

Three teacher/ counsellors had been working with pa r en ts 

in this program in a sup p ort capaci t y . They had attended 

the seminar seri e s and had also come to k now a number 

parent s . Two of thes e teacher/counsellors had worked 

o f 

a t 

h ome wi th parents, the other ha d be e n conducting a pi iot 

pa rent training prog r am i n one of the A.C.T. schools. Th is 
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meeting with them had two purposes, to provide a forum for 

them to discuss their perceptions of the program and also 

to share information with them from other perspect i"ies. 

The discussion was not structured though the evaluator had 

a checklist of points for consideration. 

Follo1,-.1ing this discussion the evaluator wrote up a 

short report which was submitted to the teacher/counsellors 

for comment. The report and their cbmments were included 

in the Portrayal document for the client of the evaluat i on. 

?.2.8 

Data 

presented 

The Portrayal document 

gathered to this point 

to Mr Max Kemp, 

were written 

the Director 

up 

of 

and 

the 

Language/Reading Centre and the client for this evaluation. 

This report was compiled shortly after the clo$e of the 

seminar and about mid-way through the eva 11.Jat ion 

process. 

A detailed report on the evaluation to that ti me 

including 

an identification of the scope of the evaluation, 

an outline of the Issues generated for consideration 

in the process, 

a discussion of data sources, 

a preliminary analysis of the data, 

a set of recommendations from the evaluator for the 

c 1 ient 's con:s iderat ion. 
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( 2 ) An appendix which provided a collection of detailed 

material from the data sources. 

The Portrayal was written to make available information 

gathered at this formative stage and to request a react ion 

from the client in terms of the material presented and his 

assessment of further needs for consideration. A follow up 

interview with the Director was to serve to explore the 

implications of written comme,nts and to exchange 

additional information from other sources. 

A copy of 

assisting 1n 

the Portrayal 

the parent 

was also 

training 

gi,.,1en to the 

component 

teacher 

of the 

Language/Reading Centre for her information and comment. A 

follow up interview was also set up to gain her reactions 

and to negotiate further aspects of the evaluation process. 

5.2.9 A series of dialogues 

the formative report, the Portrayal of the Following 

program, the evaluator undertook a series of discussions 

with individuals interested in this 

dialogues 

e va l u at i o ;1 

have extended O\Je r different 

but they ha •.,1e served to 

program. 

stages 

draw in 

in 

These 

the 

other 

perceptions 

perceptions 

of the program. At the same time aspects of 

from different people have been shared in a 

process of confirming and attempting to disconfirm 

information generated 1n the evaluation. 

The series of dialogues are as follows: 
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1. The teacher working l n the parent training progrcirn in 

the Language/Reading Centre. 

2. The parent observer to the .seminar program. 

3. Professor Ted Glynn at the University of A1Jck land who 

has been in•.>olved 1n parent training. Video recordings 

of his work were used in the seminar series. 

4. Professor Marie Clay and Miss Barbara Watson at the 

University of Auckland. 

'5. A member of the Research and Evaluation Section 1n the 

Australian Capital Territory Schools Authority. 

6 • The Australian Capital Territory Schools Au t ho r i t y ' s 

liaison officer for the resource teacher t ra .in in g 

program in 1983. 

7. A school counsellor with a particular interest 1n parent 

training and literacy programs. 

The evaluator has conveyed a number oF aspects of these 

discussions to tha client in written reports and informal 

discussion. 

5.2.10 Interviews with the children of the parent group 

who attended the seminar series in semester 2, 1983. 

In Apr i 1 , 1984, six months after the parent training 

seminar program, fo ll ow up interviews were undertaken with 

the children of this parent group. The school students 

were interviewed individually in their schools and at the 

Language / Reading Centre. A structured question format was 

adopted to gather their perceptions of the program that had 

involved their parents. The responses to the 

59 



questions were collated and a short report written for the 

client of the e va 1 u a t i or, . The schedule of questions is 

included 1n appendix 7. 
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CHAPTER UI 

THE EVALUATION : RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

6.1 Introduction 

This study ha:s been concerned with gathering 

perceptions and judgments about the program from a number 

of diff e rent groups of people. This has been in terms of 

a set of Issues designated for consideration as the Focus 

for thi:s evaluation. 

As described the previous chapter, a range of 

research were used to collect data 

process. 

techniques 

These data are discussed, analysed 

this 

and 

interpreted here. The approach taken has been to consider 

the information gathered from the different research 

techniques at different s tages in the evaluation and to 

describe them in a cumulative sequence. In thi~ way data 

from the different groups of people have been built up for 

presented ion in document at ion for the client. 

6.2 The Analysis of Data 

6.2.1 Participant observation 

As a participant observer, the evaluator was concerned 

to record observations which described a number of 

dimensions of the program. It was not feasible to arrange 

for a number of people to observe the program as Stake 

advocates given the small scale nature of this evaluation 

and 

the 

the program. 

actions 

informally, 

and 

with 

Instead the evaluator herself recorded 

reac tio n s an d c hecked this.• genera 11:,,• 

program pa rticipants for accuracy and 
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relevance. In this process a set of perceptions about the 

program was prepared and this became one component in the 

formative evaluation process. 

The data collected by participant observation consisted 

of observations of factual things such as room layout , 

facilities provided, materials used and the numbers of 

participants. At the same time records of interactions 

bet1.oJeen participants 1n terms of runnino 
• J 

description and 

actual comments were taken down. This record also included 

personal assessments at given stages by the evaluator a n d 

comments exchanged with participants. In this way a 

description of perceptions abo ut the functioning of the 

seminars was built up. 

D~ta collected in this way has been organized .under the 

following headings: 

i) Parent attendance 
i i ) 
i i i ) 

The program en v ironment 
Content (a) Program intents 

( b ) Materials 
(c) The teaching situation 
(d) Observations 

i) Parent attendance 

Prior to the program , parents had been asked by letter 

to attend the s eries c ons is tently . In to t al, pa r ents of 16 

children attended the program tho ugh numbers fluctuated, 

sometimes including both pa re nts. 

This parent train ing seminar program had a number of 

other par t icipants. These included one parent obser v e r, 
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three t eacher/counsellor s and anothe r teacher in tra i n i ng 

who attended all 8 semina r s. A v ariable number of teacher~ 

in C.C.A.E. post graduate teacher training courses 

attended . 
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Figure 9 The number of parent participants for 
sem i nar 

i i) The program env i ronment 

Each seminar was held 1n one room of 

also 

each 

t he 

Langu a ge / Read i ng Ce n t re i n t h e Ed ucat io n building. The p l an 

details the room layout cha ra cteristic of the series t h ough 

there were minor s eating rearrangemen t s at the d i fferent 

s eminars . 

F i gu r e 10 

.--------~'b JI , 
(\ 

3 ... .. 

Ro om La yo ut c hara c te r i s t i c of the Seminar Ser i es 
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iii) Program content 

Ca) Program Intents 

From statements made by Mr Max Kemp the parent training 

seminar 

Manual 

program 

program of 8 sessions together with the 

were 

to 

designed to assist parents 

work with their children at 

involved 

home. In 

Parent 

1n the 

these 

seminars the parents were introduced to particular systems 

of teaching literacy and from these systems a number of 

skills were shown. The seminars were organized to enable 

different int~ractions to take place at the organized 

the informal level between the program Director 

and 

and 

parents, and th e different participants with each other. 

Each seminar was scheduled from 8 p.m. until 9,30 p.m. and 

refreshments were provided from 7.30 p.m. to 10 p.m. 

At the beginning of the program (15.8.83) no course 

outline was provided though the c ontent was consistent with 

the format made available in the Parent Manual in October. 

( b ) Ma t e r i a 1 s 

A range of printed and audio-visual materials was used. 

H.:1ndou t 

provided 

Manual. 

including 

sheets detailing language and reading skills 

and parents could purchase copies of 

References were made t o particular 

dictionaries, spelling guides and 

the Parent 

publica t ions 

games. A 

variety of 

transcripts, 

overhead transparencies, 

black board summaries, 

tape recordings 

video segments and 

and 

a 

micro - computer demonstration was included. 
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Cc) The teaching situation 

Each seminar fol lowed a similar format. 

- orientation of the session 
- group discussion 
- expository teaching of a specific skill 
- demonstration or activity for reinforcement 
- discussion and summary 

This gen e ral sequence was followed consistently through 

the seminar series though it was sufficiently informal to 

be flexible for time adjustments 1n response to individual 

and group needs. 

(d) Observations 

During the course of the 8 seminars) the eva.l ua tor 

recorded what she was able to observe cognisant of 

observation checklist (included 1n append i :< 1). 

infor ma tion gathered is presented here 1n terms of 

organization of each session) the ski 1 ls taught., 

teaching style and the group response. 

t. he 

The 

the 

the 

A consistency of format wa s evident for each seminar, 

The initial discussion period covered between fitteen and 

thirty minutes and it served a variety of functions at 

different stages of the program. It was a time used fo r 

the following: 

for 

These 

to introduce the direction of the sem1nar. 
to link back with ideas given earlier 1n the 
program. 
to rev1ew individual progress. 
to allow problems to be aired. 
to highlight the importance of being positive and 
optimistic. 

dis c ussions on a gi v en night were wide 

example during s em i nar 5, NIM ( neurological impress 
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method), computer5, rewards, time on task and outcomes 

were components of the discussion. 

Each 5eminar included a specific teaching segment on 

literacy. The focus for the skill was outlined, the skill 

was explained and parents had a practise se.ssion, a 

demonstration or video to reinforce the learning. During 

this teaching time quest.ion5 were asked of parents to gauge 

their under5tandings and to help them identify the s k i 1 1 

for their own use, The parents were taught skills relating 

to the following: 

Developing the learning climate in the home (seminar 1), 
transformations (seminar 2), the "three Ps" - pause, 
prompt and praise (seminar 3), NIM ( neurological impress 
method) (seminar 4), spelling strategies (seminar 5), 
spelling and handwriting ( seminar 6) and expressive 
writing (seminar 7). 

During 

expressed 

informal 

appreciation 

discussion with 

of the st yl e 

the parents 

of teaching. 

they 

They 

found it an enjoyable time and made comparisions with their 

own schooling. The activities undertaken in class were 

considered 

examples 

four the 

Director 

useful and parent:s asked for more 

to use at home. During semina r s two, 

teaching segments became protracted 

specific 

three and 

and the 

was working very deliberately. It wasn't until 

the fifth seminar that his oft repeated question "How is it 

going?" was gaining a general response though this 

continued to be limited. His concern that some parents had 

not star t e d work in g w i th the i r ch i l d re n a t ho me very 

evident by t he sixth semi nar as he reite rated questions 

, ,· 
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about ti me management) organization at home., setting 

Even priorities and experimenting (e.g. tape recording). 

at this late stage there was a limited response as to what 

the parents had actually started with their children. At 

no time was there any suggestion of impatience about this) 

parents continued to be appreciative of the c 1 i mate 

acceptance and positive re-inforcement characteristic 

of 

of 

the program throughout its duration. 

The group did not seem to reach a of mutual 

sharing, the same individuals responded and others had to 

be deliberately drawn by specific questioning. 

of interest of the group remained high though 

passivity and tiredness evident during the long 

segments. 

The level 

there was 

teaching 

From these observations concern1ng the program 

evaluator as participant obs e r,✓e r put forL.iard three 

statements for further consideration by the client. 

1. Comments and observations of respon s e would seem to 

indicate that the format , content and organization of 

the 

In 

seminars met with parent interest 

later parent 

parents 

comments summarized 1n 

ask for other topics 

and 

the 

or 

response. 

review 

different process, 

emphasis. This change in perceptions during and after 

the program 15 interesting. It may be of 

s ignificance to further planning. 
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2. There would seem to be a problem monitoring pa rents' 

commitments 1n ter ms of working with their child ren at 

home . Considerations o f contracting and support need 

further investigation. 

3. The Parent Manual did not become available until late 

in the series and the combined seminar/manual format for 

organization This needs to be monitored 

after this program and in following programs. 

Participant observation served two purposes 1n this 

e •_,1a luat ion, to orient the evaluator to the program and to 

some descriptions and judgments for 

comment and reaction. 

Using 

established 

data from participant observation the 

her own understandings about a 

dimensions of the program. Factual things were 

others . for 

evaluator 

number of 

described 

1n this process and observed happenings 1n each seminar 

were recorded. Besides using this for personal 

information, the data recorded were exchanged with a number 

of program participants at the time and at later stages and 

the y were i ncluded for the client in the 

document. Partic i pant observation presented the 

from one v ie wpoint, as one descrip ti on of i ts 

Po rtra y al 

pro1:1ram 

'multiple 

reality' 

program. 

and as part of the mesh of assessments about the 
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6 .2 . 2 The pre-program questionnaire 

The questionnaire ha~ been developed by the Director of 

the Language/Reading Centre as part of a concern to obtain 

" pare n ts ' views about the i r ch i l d re n s ' read in g and wr i ting 

their and with our attempts to suppor t parents in helping 

children". The questionnaire is included as appendix 2. 

The in format ion from the instrument was to be used 

pr i mar i 1 y in a needs assessment but also to consider t h e 

congruence be t ween t he St a f f a 1 ms f o r · t he p r o g ram and th a t 

of the parents, and to assist in determining if the program 

is fulfilling these aims. For purposes of this evaluation 

onl y the responses to the pre-program questionnaire have 

been included because of time constraints. These responses 

have been considered with other data as part of the process 

of gaining parent perceptions about the program. 

The responses were not analysed statistically because 

there were o nl y 18 r espondents and n o other qrouo - ' 

comparable. Instead responses were g rouped i n se veral wa ys 

within different categories. The 30 items using a Li ke rt 

type scale were designed to identify agreement or 

disagreement in three degrees 1 slightly, quite strongly an d 

emphaticall y , to the statements provided. 

Parent responses were tabulated to dete r mine if there 

was agreement or di sag ree ment a bout each statement. At the 

same ti me the degree of agreement, disagreement or 

69 



ambivalence was recorded. The responses of the group were 

considered together so that a statement could be made about 

each item. 

From a preliminary analysis it was possible 

responses in five ways. 

to 

The 

responses 

statement, 

table presents the five categories of 

in terms of all the group disagreement with 

a high level of disagreement (more than 

group 

group 

the 

three 

quarters of the group), no con:sensus, a high le •..;e l of 

disagreement (more than three quarters of the group) 

total group agreement with the statement. 

All disagreed disagreement at No consensus agreement at All agreed 
a high 1evel a high level 

[TEM 2 1 ' 14, 16, 3, 4, 6, 7 s, 11, 12, 13 29 
NO. 27 8, 9, 10, 15 17, 18, 22, 23, 

19, 20, 21 24, 25, 26, 28 
30 

TOTAL 4 ll 13 

Figure 11 Group responses to the questionnaire b y item 
and level of agreement 

and 

JO 

Using these five levels of responses by item along with 

statement tags, an overall summary of the group's response 

to the sta~ements can be seen. 

a. All disagreed 
Child will never learn to read 

It em 
( 2) 
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b. High level of disagreement 
Sounding out so l u t io n 

school 
( 27 ) 
( 1) 

(16 ) 
Child had problems at start oF 
Child doesn't want help 
Difficult to convince t eachers help is needed ( 14 ) 

c. No consensus 
Past anger prevented parent helping 
C.C.A.E. program versus alternatives 
Teachers have expressed concern 
Parents know the cause of d i fficulty 
Parents surprised to discover the difficulty 
Cause of difficult y no one responsible 

d. High level of agreement 
Child tries hard 

- i nheri t ed c ondition 
- undiagnosed medical 

condition 

Learns everything e l se easil y 
Child is concerned 
Parent sees reading and writing as a high 
priority at school 
Child sees parent writing often 
Attempts to help have been repeated 
Parent can't help unless given skills 
Parent believes that he / she can teach 
Ti me is the biggest problem 
C.C.A.E . program will help 
Parent support wi 11 help 
Like to help other child(ren) after this 
Child will learn when older 

e. All agreed 
Child s ees parent reading often 

( 19) 
(21) 
( 15) 
C 10 ) 

8 ) 
( 4 ) 

( 7) 

( 9 ) 

( 11) 

(12 ) 
(13 ) 

C 18 ) 
(3 0) 
(17) 
(23 ) 
(24) 
(28 ) 
(22 ) 
(25) 
(26) 
( ? ) 

( 29 ) 

F o llowing this preliminary c l ass i fication , in mo re 

specific considerations of responses, the statements were 

p l aced in three general categories with subsections. 

1. Statements conce~ning the child 

( a ) 
( b ) 

( C ) 

Possible causes of d i fficulties. 
What the child is like now. 
Th e parent 1 s expect at ions of the 
chi 1 d. 

2. Statements of parent v iews 

Items 1,3,4,7,9. 
I t ems 11 , 12 , 13 . 
Items 2 , 5,8,10, 

14,15,27. 

( a ) Li ter~cy. Items 18,29 , 30. 
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( b ) The teaching of literacy 

3. The Language/Reading Centre 

Item5 6,16,17 , 
19,23,24,28. 

Items 20,21 _, 22, 
25,26. 

A descriptive statement which summarized the group 

response5 to the items in these categories follows. From 

these descriptions general categories of response have been 

extracted to offer de~criptions and judgments from parents 

as part of the development of the parent perceptions 

profile. 

1. Statements concerning the child 

(a) Possible causes of difficulties 

In response to this pre-program questionnaire there was 

no consensus as to the po5sible causes for their childrens' 

difficulties. Parents tended to disagree that it was an 

undiagnosed medical condition or an 

though there was some agreement that 

involved. Most disagreed that 

inherited condition 

p oor 

their 

teachin9 was 

children had 

difficulties from the start of school and they were divided 

as to their responsibilities as a cause of the difficulty. 

Cb ) What the ch i l d 1 s l i k e now 

All but one parent, who disagreed slightly, felt that 

their children try very hard in reading and writing tasks 

and 

tasks 

there i5 agreement that the y cope with other learning 

easily. Eleven agreed that their children express 

concern about not coping with reading and writing though 

two parents disagreed emphatical ly with this statement. 
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Cc) The parent's expect at ion of the child 

No parent believe5 that his/her child will never learn 

to read and write. As a corollary most parents believe 

that their children will learn when older though there were 

five parent5 who disagreed with this later statement. 

There was emphatic disagreement with the statement that 

learning to sound out would provide a solution, only one 

tended 

that 

to agree that it could be. There was no agreement 

teachers had repeatedly expres .'5ed ·concern about the 

child's literacy but most disagreed that teache r s were 

difficult to convince that the child was in need oF help. 

Most parents were surprised to learn of their ch i l d re n · ' s 

difficulties and a number felt they had a clear idea of the 

cause. 

2. Statements of parent views 

Ca) Literacy 

Parents agreed that they provide good role models 

their children see them r ead and wr ite o ften. The group , 

with three exceptions, expressed strong support for the 

statement that the ability to read and write 1s more 

important than anything else the school might teach. 

( b) The teaching of li te racy 

Most parents agreed that lack of time is the biggest 

problem in g1v1ng help though one parent disagreed 

emphatically and two othe rs 5lightly. All but one parent 

agree that they can be effective teachers and the ma j ority 

felt t he y need to be shown how. I n the past most agre e 
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t !, e y have repeatedly tried tc help but there 

consens1Js that past anger had prevented them from helping. 

A 1 l but three disagreed with the statement that my child 

does not want to be given parental help. 

3. The Language/Reading Centre 

From parent responses at th i s pre-program stage there 

was no group consensus that this program is a stop gap 

to seeking measure or that i t seems le:ss preferable 

specialist help. However there was parent agreement, with 

one exception, that this program will help them to learn to 

teach their own children and that the parent group could be 

a helpful mutual contact . Most agreed that they would like 

to be able to assist their own children or oth e rs at school 

after this C.C.A.E. program. 

Summary 

The pre-program responses to this· - questionnaire were 

considered to identify parent perceptions pr io r to their 

parent training. I t was recognised that this was one 

source of data concerned with parents and the program a nd 

that i t would not be consid~red on its OLvn. No 

quantitative ~nalysis was undertaken, instead the responses 

were grouped in categories and the information tabulated 1n 

terms of the parent group's agreement, disagreement or 

ambivalence about the given statements. This descriptive 

analysis served to provide a number of statements about 

this parent group' s responses to a numb er of issues. It 

also served to show information gaps that needed further 
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consideration 

percept ions. 

specifically concerned 

6 . 2. 3. Interviews 

Mr Max Kemp as the Director of the 

with parent 

Language / Reading 

Centre and the person who had developed its programs, had 

an important 

evaluation. 

publications 

These data} 

publications} 

role in providing inf a r mat ion for this 

A series of interviews and materials from his 

have been used to provide this information. 

basE~d on four interviews and three 

have been analysed in a descriptive way in 

the section that follows. 

Thre e 

included 

of 

in 

the four interviews 

t~e Portrayal document. 

were written up 

At tha t stage 

and 

the y 

were considered with two of his publications to provide a 

de5cription of the Language/Reading Centre and this program 

along with a number of his judgment?> concerning his 

perceptions. This material was pre?>ented in terms of a 

program description} an overview of pedagogic assumptions 

and a statement of aims for parent training. 

The fourth interview followed his considerat i on of the 

Portrayal document and it was concerned with his reactions 

to the document and the formative evaluation. At a later 

stage 1n 

'Parents 

de5 cribes 

April, 1984, 

as Teachers 

a rationale 

Mr Kemp published a paper entitled 

of Literacy' In this paper he 

for parent t raining a vital 

component 1n an i ntegrated systems approach to the teach i ng 
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of literacy and in addressing children's problems in this 

area. 

This interview and publication material seen together, 

offers a wide ranging perspective on the Director's 

development of, and concern for this parent training. In 

the description that follows material has been considered 

under two aspects: 

(i) A program description, 

(ii)Some of the Director's perceptions and judgments 
about the program. / 

( i) A program descript 10n 

The Director of the Language/Reading Centre sees this 

Centr e as an umb re 1 1 a under which school pupils with 

difficulties in language and re a ding are given help in a 

number of ways. Alongside the prov1s1ons of direct 

ass i:stance, the Centre undertakes parent training and on-

c,:impus practicum for teachers upgrading their 

qualifications 1n literacy studies. 

The Language / Reading Centre has already been 

operation for a decade with a program in which children on 

referral have been helped in a tutoring system. 

1n 1983 two new program strands were introduced. 

training program for individual parents and their 

based on a specifically designed tutoring system, 

Beginning 

A day 

children 

and an 

e•.)en 1 ng parent training seminar group program of eight 

sessions. 
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At. the time of th is evaluation the Language / Read i ng 

Centre operates these three programs and all come wit hi n an 

systems vi ew of providing assistance to integrated 

students. The different programs are seen as interlocking. 

The process of offering specialist intervention for school 

students on referral and pa~ents currently enrolled 1n the 

Language /Re ading Centre' s programs, are 

practical training for teachers inc luding 

accompanied by 

the resource 

with A.C.T. schools liaison. In this way Mr Kemp model 

hopes 

who 

to de ve 1 op a po s i t i ve net work o f 5 up port to ch i l d re n 

have been experiencing d i fficulties ln aspects 0 f 

literacy. 

A referral s ystem has been establis h ed through which 

peopl e come into the Centre's programs. However the 5cope 

of operations of the Centre is restricted in a number of 

ways and there continues to be a long waiting list . I t was 

partly to cope with the heavy demand for assistance that 

the decision was taken to develop parent training as an 

aspect of the Centre's activity. 

The evening parent training group seminar program 15 

part of a two pronged parent training d evelopment and i t 

cannot be separated from the wider context of the Ce nt re 's 

operation. Initially it was seen as a method of training 
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parents cf children on the waiting li st. Some parents were 

wnable to come to da y time tutoring} others were considered 

for the program as their children had already been given 

tutoring, others applied to the program directly. 

The extension of the Centre 1 s operation 

training is seen by Mr Kemp as a practical 

into parent 

development 

from the research undertaken by Marie Clay, Margaret Clark 

and Ted Glynn in literacy and parent training. It 1s also 

a development which Mr Kemp had considered For some ti me 

from his own work experience and i n consultation with 

co I 1 eagwes 1n the School of Education in the College and 

the A.C.T. Schools Office. 

The Parent Training Evening Group Seminar program has 

been designed to teach parents how t.o offer appropriate 

help to their children experiencing language and reading 

difficulties. The children of these parent s were 

identified as ha v ing problems 1n different 

literacy so this is a corrective intervention . 

needs to agree that he / she wants to, and 1s 

a s pect s of 

Each parent 

capable of, 

helping his/her own child. In this program parents ha v e 

the opportunity to de v elop the i r o wn confidence and a 

rela x ed approach which will enable them to help their 

children. $pecific skills 1n teaching literacy are taught 

to the parents at each session. 

( ii)Some of the Director ' s perceptions and j udgments about this 
program. 

There was no explicit statement of aims given f or t his 
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parent training. However f rom a n umber of different 

sources this listing of aims has been put together. 

teachers of their own 
In order to help, 

To train parents to be efficient 
children in aspects of literacy. 
parents need to be shown the skills. 

To sensitize parents to the different 
of learning difficulties. 

manifestations 

To teach parents appropriate interventions for different 
difficulties. 

To offer support to parents. 
different ways adult learners 
and catered for in instruction. 

In this 
operate 

program the 
are recognised 

To initiate a parent support group. 
program the parents are given the 
become mutu~ll y supportive with the 
of the Director. 

In the seminar 
opportunity to 

active i n vo l '-•emen t 

This training program is one way to offer 

assistance 

parent 

to children with difficulties in language and 

reading. When a child has been referred to the Centre) it 

has been recognised by someone involved with him/her that 

outside intervention 1s needed. Th e parent tr· aining 

program initiates one type of intervention . It does not 

pre-empt further professional help nor is it 1n competition 

with school based programs. The need far professional 

back-up support such as counselling and school liaison lS 

recognised as an important element of this program. 

The parent training man ual 'Rebuil d ing L_i t eracy 1 

pro v ides a course o u tline of content selected for inclusion 

in the seminars. 

79 



6.2.4. Written Reco r ds 

As part of the process of collecting and analysing data 

for 

with 

this evaluation, the written records provided to 

different aspects of the program were important 

go 

to 

track and consider. Prior to the evaluation no catalogue 

description was available to establish an idea 1 i zed 

specification of this program. In fact as part of t he 

that 

be 

process of this type of evaluation it was recognised 

even i f such a plan could be said to exist it would 

extensively adapted and modified 1n operation. What 

actually happened was that different pieces of information 

from different sources were considered together to provide 

the linkage between ideas about how the program should look 

and how it really operates. 

Written records as~ociated with the program were listed 

ln the Portrayal docurnen t 1n terms of background 

information and program description ( see apendi x 4). This 

included correspondence conducted with selected schools and 

parents 

forms. 

concerning introductory details and reg i stration 

Comprehensive information was provided from the 

Language/Reading Centre for different groups specifically 

parents 

training 

Centre, 

and also to teachers in associated post grad u ate 

programs. 

timetables, 

Detai ls 

unit 

such as the location of 

outlines and schedules 

publications were available. 

seminar series a questionnaire , 

During the course of 

the 

and 

the 

pri n ted handout materials 

r elevant to the teaching of different skills and a parent 
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m,3nua 1 en t i t l e d ' Re bu i 1 d i n g L i t er ,:icy ' we re p r o v i de d . 

evaluator had access to relevant files maintained in 

Language/Reading Centre concerned with this group 

parents and their children. 

There was a range of written records associated 

The 

the 

of 

with 

the parent training seminar program. This inc li..ided 

information on file_, correspondence) introductory material 

and 

the 

printed 

program. 

details concerned with the actual content 

This paper tracking dimension of 

of 

the 

evaluation resulted 1n a comprehensive listing of printed 

i n f o r ma t i o n . 

6 . 2 . i; • A review process 

(i) The Review Sheet 

Seventeen parents 

final 

three 

completed the Review sheets at the 

close of seminar (24.10.83), four 

including 

the 

the teacher / counsellors and the 

others 

parent 

observer also completed them. The parent group responses 

and this sacond group were considered separately. 

The five question s posed were relatively open-ended and 

were designed to collect post-program impressions from 

participants on initial expectations, perceived outcomes _, 

change recommendations and er it ical times 1n the prog r am . 

Space was provided for any other comments. The two sets of 

in format ion provided by the participants were written 

for each item with details 

s tatements and anecdotal 
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c ommen ts . 

numbers) types 

Following this 

up 

of 
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summary statement was drawn fro m de t ail on each item. 

information was included 1n the second part of 

Portrayal document as an append i x. From this record 

summary statements were written up and included in 

first section of the Portray al document. 

This 

t he 

five 

the 

The Rev i e w sheet 1 s inc 1 u de d 1 n t h i s F i e 1 d St u d y a s 

appendix 5. The results of the anal ysis and interpretation 

process are p r esented here 1n terms ~ F parent response by 

item followed by a summary for the other partic i pant s . 

Item 1. When you began this Parent Training program what 

did y ou expect you would l earn from i t? 

Most parents appeared to know Few details about the 

program but they had positive anticipations about outcomes. 

Both teaching skills and personal relationship skills for 

helping their own children were specified and in a number 

of c a ses detail was included. Parents appeared to 

acknowledge the problems of their own children bu t the y 

looked to the program with optimi sm . Two parent s 

anticipated correction , not something nega tive but 

rather 

hoped 

as a way out of a worrying situation. One parent 

for 

program. 

It em 2 . 

For yo u? 

p e rsonal support and encouragement from the 

Two parents ant ici pated m~jor breakthroughs. 

What do y ou think attending the program has done 

Pare nt responses to this question have been grouped in 
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a number of categories. 

No one expressed dissatisfaction with the program. 

Most wrote of their improved ability to help their own 

children in terms of 

understanding, 
a better relationship, 
the recognition of the child's needs, 
skills learnt. 

Parents cited the development in themselves of more 

confident} positi ve, patient 1 motivated characteristics. 

In this context two parents expressed the recognition that 

they had their negative feelings and doubts about their o wn 

ability changed. 

A number of learnings about literacy were expressed 

including 

a greater understanding of reading problems, 
some realization about what reading involves, 
the use of specific interventions a.g. pausing , 
chunking. 

A limited number of comments were made on a variety of 

other points: 

an appreciation of shared problems, 
the development of group support, 
using skills acquired to help other children, 
the shortcomings of the education system in detecting 
and coping with literacy problems . 
recognition of the program and Mr Kemp's patience and 
understanding. 

In gen e ral responses show a positive reflection on the 

program 1n terms of personal gains, skills learnt and 
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incr-easad 

continued 

understandings . At 

the 

th e same time the parents 

to acknowledge persistence of their 

childrens' difficulties. 

Item 3. If you were to come into this program again what 

sorts of changes would you suggest? _ 

Fourteen of the seventeen parents answered this 

question. Three wrote 'nil ' . Responses to the program 

were genera 1 1 y po s i t i ve . Specific recommendations were 

made 1n terms of increa5ed disc u ssion t i me .• more of 

particular program components, more handouts and time to 

practise in the seminar. The one reference to the role of 

the teacher/counsellor as back up s uppo rt was enthusiastic. 

One parent asked for less of 

for 

the New Zealand v id e o 

mater i a 1. Recommendations 

lacking in specific detail. 

change 

However 

were 

such 

genera lly 

suggestions 

served to i dentify areas for further consideration. 

item 4. Was there a stage 1n the program that you fee 1 

was your critical high o r low po i nt ? 

This critical times question was of 1 imi ted value 

becau s e some parents found it useful, others said it 

i rrelev ant. Eight parents used the table to mark high 

and/or 

times. 

session 

low points, four said there had been no critical 

The question did 

for several parents 

serve to identify the 

as a 'high, though any 

'NIM' 

'1 ow' 

ti mes seemed to be very much an individual thing. A 

ccmbination of circumstances rather than the course it se 1 f 

seemed to account for the 'lows'_, howe,.•er one parent felt a 
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'loL"' developed for t he group 1,-.1hen it became bogged do ,,m 1n 

Those who did not have critical times felt they 

had learned something every week and they felt encouraged 

themselves and detected an improvement in their children. 

Item r;. Any other comments that you would like to make 

about the program? 

As this quest ion was phrased so openly there was a 

great variety of response. Three par~nts made no comment) 

an expression of thanks) seven expressed 

satisfaction with the program ) four commented that they 

found the sharing valuable. Overa 1 1 there a very 

positive assessment of the program in terms of appreciat ion 

for the Staff at the Languate / Reading Centre) the program 

content, the parent group sharing and perceived outcomes 

for their children. A number detailed what they saw either 

as outcomes of the program or changes they would like. The 

program assisted parent / child relationship~ and these 

skills could be extended by these parents to help other 

children. 

examples of 

One parent asked that group members provide 

school tasks to 5hare and suggested that Hr 

Kemp discuss projects and tasks to be done at home. 

The responses from the parents provide a positive 

assessment of the program both 1n anticipation of what i t 

could accomplish and in terms of actual outcomes. Parents 

express interest in developing themselves to help their own 

children. They s pecify a number of personal skills and 



literacy teaching skills. Th ey a l so detail ways this has 

been accomplished the program. They made no 

recommendation for maJor program change though a number of 

examples of things they would like included were mentioned. 

The Review sheet 5erved to obtain immediate post-

program views from parents. Because it was a relatively 

open-ended set of questions there were still a number of 

aspects of the Issues that had not been addressed. In 

their responses i t was evident that more considering 

information was needed from them on course content, their 

working relationship at home with each child, their view of 

the Language/Reading Centre ' s role in type 

intervention and the e x tension of the program in terms 

home and school support. 

of 

of 

The four other program participants who completed 

responses to this Review sheet provided views which are 

summarized below. 

1 . The program helped these teachers in training and the 
parent helper to see what matters were of concern to 
parents of children with language difficulties . They 
cited the different types of problems confronted by the 
different families, the parent learnings and the ways 
they showed they were making use of these learnings to 
help their children. 

2.Several suggestions for aspects of program change were 
made. These included, u~1ng the first seminar to 
brainsto~m course components with training and practical 
applications. To include the work of Margaret Clark on a 
bibliography and to introduce more class exercises in 
such things as conferencing and transformations. 
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3.They saw 
learning 
parents 
other in 

the parent tra i ning seminar as a valuable 
experience for themse!yes as well as for the 

because all participants could learn from ~ach 
characteristically different adult learning modes. 

( i i ) A review summary. 

Data 

percept.ions 

gathered 

and 

to this 

judgments 

stage 

about 

concerning 

the program 

parent 

from 

participant observation, the pre-program questionnaire and 

the Review sheet were tabled together. As part of this 

evaluation plan, this cumulative development of a picture 

of a particular group's view of the program was an 

important part of planning. 

From this written summary a number of statements Lvh i ch 

provided 

identified. 

information in terms of the Issues were 

1.This parent group had positive expectations of the 
program. They were confident they would learn to help 
their own children because they felt the children had the 
c a p a c i t y t.o. 1 ea r n , ea ch pa r en t co u 1 d b e t au g h t t he s k i 1 1 s 
and the program would be helpful in terms of skills, 
confidence building and support. 

2.They described the outcomes positively. They felt more 
positive, tolerant and better able to cope. The course 
had given them credibility with their children and it had 
increased their helping skills. They felt more 
understanding of the problems of literacy and the 
associated behaviour. The group made them feel better 
because others shared problems. The parents warmly 
acknowledged the work of Mr Kemp and a number expressed 
appreciation of support staff. 

3.Their perceptions of changing relationships were more 
complex. Tbere was acknowledgment that parent / child time 
together was beneficial and that a number of children had 
made positive gains and that this made the parents cope 
better. However there were two parents who still felt 
very distressed, that the problem was beyond them and 
al s o be y ond the infl u ence o f th i s program . Ho wever the 
timely intervention of the program Director in both ca s es 
set them to the task a ga in. Severa l pa r en ts fe it a 
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number of program components should be 
help them develop more confidence. 

re-organized to 

4.Feedback during the seminar series suggested that parents 
had no problems with skills learning and application e.g. 
of NIM, transformations, teaching spelling. However this 
was not addressed directly in this data collection. 

5.Parents seem to have developed understandings about 'the 
problem of literacy' which confronts their children. 
They said they could now recognise it in behaviour and 
they could think of reasons to account for this 
behaviour. In discussions they identified with 
examples and they reported that they would try out 
possible solutions at home. 

Following this processing of information from parents 

collected to this stage of the evaluation, a number of 

Further data needs were identified. 

a. How were parents 'contracting' with their children at 
home? 

b. How did parents feel they were going in their work 
with the children? 

c. How could this parent / child interaction be monitored 
to provide useful information to Mr Kemp so that he could 
decide what follow-up would be needed / 

d. What content learnt i n the s ern i ··, ars was proving to be 
useful? 

e. How do parents identify the most important outcomes of 
the course? 

f. What back up and post program support would parents 
like the Language / Reading Centre to provide? 

g . Wh a t spec i f i c things did they find unsatisfactory 
about the course? 

h. How would they see materials best used in the cour~e 
e.g. the Par.ent Manual, handouts, a record book? 

The review process served two functions in this data 

collection and analysis. 

1 .The review sheet d istribu ted and completed during t h e 
final seminar b y program participants provided immediate 
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post-program perceptions. 

2 .The informat i on f rom these review sheets plus parent 
responses gathered in earlier stages of t he evaluation 
were considered together. These data prov i de an ove rview 
of parent perceptions which were considered to see what 
information had emerged so far. A number of further data 
needs were listed fo r cons i de r ation in the next stage of 
the evaluation. 

The analysis of the data at this stage reflects this 

incompleteness, never thel ess i t forms part o f a wider 

perspective on parent p erceptions which requi re d 

f u rther consideration and reaction. 

,,,-,-

The Parent d i scussion. 6.2.6 

A tota l of eleven questions were developed . f or 

consideration in this meeting . Far purposes of 

they ha ve been grouped together under six headings. 

analysis 

During 

the parent meeting the facil i tator organized proceedings 

and th e evaluator wrote a running record of interact ions 

and comments. Follow i ng the mee ti ng these re c ords 1,v e re 

considered to describe group re s ponses to the questions, to 

identify individual concerns and to separate out judgments . 

A summar y description was drawn from these records and i t 

was given to the facilitator for h er r e action an d comment . 

80th the description of proceed i ngs and the facilitator ' s 

comments were included i n the Portrayal document. 

The respons e s to the question s put to the paren t 

discussion group on 21.11.83 have been s ummarized under t he 

following si x he a dings: 
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a. Identifying the impact of the course. 

Your three word description. (question 1) 
The ingredients for parent success. (question 7) 

b. Working together - parent and child. 

Organizational problems. (question 3) 
Persuasion. (question 5 ) 

c. Applying literacy skills from the course. 

Teaching reading . (qu e stion 6) 
Readinq and other activities. (question 9) 
Future plans. (question 10) 

d. Transfer between the program and . home. 

Best help. (question 8) 

e . Ma t e r i a l s . 

f. 

Th e parent man u al. 
Keeping a record. 

(question 2) 

Shortcom i ngs of the course. (quest ion 4) 

a . Iden t i f yin g the impact of the course . 

1.Parents noted mostly positive changes in themselves with 
spin-offs to their children as the resu l t of the course. 
They acknowledged that the program enables them to feel 
they can help their children. One parent disagreed 
feeling resigned to a situation in which the child's 
difficulty has still not been identified and the parent 
does not feel the righ t person to help. 

2.When asked what 1s imoortant to success in helping your 
own child, parents once again emphasized a positive 
belief in self. They especially mentioned the need to be 
persistent and enthusiastic . . They commented t h at the 
parent needs to be aware of the ch i ld's needs at the time 
and t o teach appropriately making adaptions to keep u p 
int e rest. 

b. Working together - parent and child. 

l . Two organizational problems at home were identified. A 
short t i me eac h day (in most cases 10-15 minutes) had to 
be set aside and this generally involved family 
reorganization. S iblings, especially competitive younge r 
children complicated work times and there were 
suggestions shared as to ways to cope . e . g. teamwork 
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among the children, sharing activities) all having record 
books. This continues to be a problem in a number o f 
cases. 

2.No persuaston was necessary to get the children to co
operate. Parents felt that the child appreciated the 
involvement and effort of parents and would go along with 
suggested activities as long as it was for sho~t defined 
periods. 

c. Applying literacy skills from the course. 

1.Parents identified reading together as the maJor work 
activity between parent and child. Other literac ~ 
activities introduced in the program were discussed with 
details of how they had been used but most were seen as 
limited. One family uses NIM all the time. The other 
exception was a parent who identified the child 1 s 
difficulties as writing and comprehension so this parent 
concentrated on these to the exclusion of other 
activities. 

However 
children, 
the major 
others. 
some self 

when asked what they are doing now with their 
parents agreed that though reading constituted 

shared activity, it was generally combined with 
These included things like home work sheets, 
initiated writing, spelling, learning to t y pe. 

2.After this 'reading dominated stage' of sharing that was 
characteristic of most of the group, parents had varied 
intentions of what they planned to do with their 
children. Their intentions reflected their 
understandings of the children's needs. Two parents have 
children being helped in other iiteracy programs and they 
planned to follow the activities set. All intended to 
work on literacy skills save one who has been concerned 
with the behaviour of the child. 

d. Transfer between the program and home. 

1.Parents were divided as to what back-up the Centre should 
provide to the parents working with the-ir children at 
home. Those who had been assisted by teacher / counsellors 
at home strongly recommended it praising 

the practical as s istant demons t rating 
particul a r techniques , 
the provis)on of a contact phone number in cas e 
of need. 

2.Several parents did not want anyone to come into the home 
to assist them with their c hild. They felt it was their 
commitment to tutor their own child that mattered a nd 
that the child should see th e m in that role and not 
another t eacher. 
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3.The question did identify the fur.ction of the seminar as 
a place for demonstrating the skills being taught. 

Parents want to see Mr Kemp actually 
with a chi Id so they can see L.Jhat it 
to see what he does. 

working 
is like and 

They expressed dissatisfaction with the 'how to' 
demonstrations between Mr Kemp and other teachers. 

4.Parents felt that any consideration of 'back up' to the 
seminar program should involve appropriately qualified 
people, trained and acceptable to Mr Kemp} these people 
could be teacher/counsellors or parents in a parent to 
parent extension. 

5.Some see a role for parents who h&ve gone through the 
program attending th~ opening sessions of a new 
seminar program. In such an introduction they could 
welcome new parents and offer assura~ces that the program 
does work and that parents can really succeed in helping 
their own children in the ways taught. 

e. Materials 

l.The Parent Manual was considered a useful way to present 
hand out material at the beginning of the course, though 
one person wanted it distributed at the end. It was seen 
as prefe~able to loose hand out sheets. However few 
people had looked at it, one had skimmed through and 
another two had shown it to others. No one had used it 
to work with. 

2.Discussion about the relative merits of keeping a record 
or chart of the child's work led to general agreement 
that it could be a useful idea to make something like 
that available to parents through the course. 
Unfortunately t 'he discussion wasn't able to explore this 
whole problem of keeping track of the child and the 
parent so that the course teacher can have Feedback on 
the relationship between teaching and learning in the 
network. 

f. Shortcomings of the course. 

A I l parents acknowledge that the course 1s good and 

that it is successful in its aim of helping parents to work 

with their children with difficulties language and 
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reading. However some felt the seminar program has a 

number of shortcomings ~nd they discu5sed suggestions for 

improvements. 

1.0rganization of class discussion. 

Parents commented that on many occasions the discussion 
time went on for too long. They emphasized that each 
session must flow to keep up parent int e rest and to teach 
something new each time. They suggested time limits for 
different parts of each session and the last fifteen 
minutes be reserved for discussion of individual 
concerns. In this time parents could identify 
developments from home, Mr Kemp could react and suggest 
strategies and the group could benefit as many have 
mutual concerns. The next week these could be followed 
up. 

2.Teacher observers and others outside the parent group. 

Several parents wanted to know why thes e people were 
attending the program and if they could be involved. It 
was suggested that the last lS minut e discussion time 
could be informal so that the parents could discuss 
things with the staff in the program and with these 
people if they were appropriate. 

3.There was no enthusiasm for the New Zealand videos. 

4.This program and its relationship to the school. 

Discussion about this whole issue of 
program/parent/child /school became quite lively. Parents 
had different perspectives on this, some felt it was a 
difficult area, others felt the school understood what 
was going on. They agreed that it was the parents' job 
to keep the school informed that they were in a parent 
training program and what they were doing with their own 
child as a consequence. 

5.0ne parent asked that the parent training program incl u de 
a segment specifically on 'how to talk with the teac h er 
at school on how to help my child'. 

that 
th e 

school 

some 
parent 

would 

6, It was recommended and strongly endorsed, 
school staff should become familiar with 
training program so that someone at the 
understand. This could well include special 
one said 'the teachers should come along'. 

training, as 
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At the close of discussion the parents did not iden t ify 

anything else for the evaluation. They did express thei r 

interest 1n everything the group shared, what they had 

learnt about each family and the exchange of ideas abou t 

ways to do things. A couple of parents used this time to 

reflect on the progress of their children, that they can 

see that they are improving. 

The facilitator's comments, 

The counse 11 or who facilitated the parent group 

discussion underlined the point that "the parent needs to 

be aware of the child's needs at the time 

appropriately making adaptions to keep up 

showed one aspect where we still need 

and to 

interest". 

to explore 

teach 

I t 

the 

program to see just how parents think they could be helped 

to do thia by Mr Kemp. 

In response to the o bservation that parents want to see 

Mr Kemp working with a child, s he suggested that each 

parent might like t o see Mr Kemp work with his/her o wn 

child or at least see him working with differen t children. 

Following on from this she asked that the evalua t or exp lain 

how parents were dissatisfied with the practical 

demonstrations presented by Mr Kemp and his support staff. 

The fa c ilitator expressed agreement with the i dea that 

a parent c o uld welcome other parents to following programs 

and she added that a par e nt and a counsellor contact number 

would be helpful as wel l. I n co nclusion the fa c i l itato r 

re i nforced the obser v ation that the parents had f e 1 t t he 
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program had been useful f or them. 

6.2.7 Teacher/Counsellor group discussion. 

interview with three teachers training A group 

identified in this study as teacher/counsellors was set up 

on 24.11.83 for one hour. 

The discussion had t wo s pecific objectives: 

1.To see what perceptions these three teachers have of the 

program after working in their different suppo r tive 

capacities. 

2.To share information with them gathered about the prog ra m 

to hear their reactions and suggestions. 

The discussion was open-ended though the Issues 

underlying the e v aluation were outlined initially. It was 

that the flow of conversational exchange would hoped 

through the Issues. At t i me :s specific questions and 

comments were necess ar y to direct attention to some aspects 

of discussion to focus on areas of significance. 

In general terms the discussion can be see n as follows: 

What the program offers. 
How the program is seen as 
learning :?>ystem. 
Those involved 1n the pr o gram 
How do you assess the program 

Content learni n gs 
Personnel 
Follow u p of pa rents 

A written record of maJor 

part of 

in terms of 

discuss ion 

:!>Ummarized from a detail ed transcript. 

the child's 

points 



These major points dre as fo l lows: 

l.The parent training seminar program 1s 5uccessful. 

a ) I t - makes a worthwhile contribution to the chi l d 

expe re.nc i ng language and reading difficulties because 

parent training broaden5 the re5ource base available to 

that child. 

b)Parents receive practical help. They are given a tool to 

understand the reading proce5s and they are shown how t o 

work with their children. 

c)The seminar group is supportive of parents and they 

develop confidence to make a p o s iti ve contribution to the 

education of their children. 

d)The teacher/counsellors observed the parents working with 

their children according to the methods shown in class. 

2.Tho5e involved in the program ma y perceive i t to be 

5uccessful and worthwhile for them but i t Functions 

with in l imitations . 

a )It s acceptability t o 'outs iders ' c annot be assumed . The 

purpose and functions of the p rogram need to be explained 

especially to teachers. A number of ways to provide thi5 

information were suggested: 

Gradual dissemination of in format ion to school 

communities in the Au5tral i an Capital Terr it or y 

through teachers t rained in the La nguage/Reading 

Centre program~. 

Developing school 

based on thi s model. 

based parent training programs 

(One su c h p r ogram was discussed. ) 
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In-ser •v ice of sch ool at the 

Language / Reading Ce n tre. 

Provide a liaison person from the Centre to work 

with parents and schools. 

b)The eight week seminar program ha~ to be seen in its long 

term context. Consideration need5 to be given to ways of 

offering follow up assistance to parents. 

3.The experience of working wi th parents 1n a 'back- up ' 

capacity to the program especially valued. ( T1tJO 

worked a5 teacher /counsellors for t his program, the other 

was involved wit r, parerit5 1n a 5chool-based parent 

training program.) 

The 

i mportant 

developed. 

role 

component 

teacher/counsellor 1s considered an 

of the program and it needs to be 

4.All those attending the parent training 5eminar program, 

parents, parents involved in school reading) teach e r s in 

training, are there to learn. I t is an important pa rt o f 

this program to foster parent and teacher co-operation so 

i t is u5eful to consider a l l members of the 

learners. Suggestions we re made to 

group 

change 

a s 

the fol low 

5eating and to de::.ign shared activities to enabie 

everyone to l ea rn together and from each other. 

The teacher/counsellor reaction. 

Following 

24.11.83., the 

the teacher / couns ellor discussi on 

evaluator prep a red a written record 

on 

and 

returned i t to the t hr ee participa nts for their co mment . 
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This reaction was included 1n the Portrayal document 

ii) so that the client could note their comment. 

The points made are mostly of an elaborative nature: 

( pa r t 

1. Parents 

reading 

do receive practical help to understand the 

process because the program includes a segment 

in which they work with codes in a parallel situation to 

see the difficulties their children encounter. The~,; are 

also shown specific procedures of work to use with their 

children. 

2. The program needs to be explained to class teachers in 

Australian Cap i ta 1 Territory schools who teach the 

children of the parents in this training program. 

3. The program offers a child a different intervention from 

the type available within an individual school and i t 

requires an examination of both family system and school 

system. 

4. A gradual dissemination of information about the program 

is happening through people who have been 1n contact 

with it (e.g. resource teachers) but a careful murturing 

of attitude is necessary. This could involve contact 

with school principals and invitations to class teache,..s 

to visit the Language/Reading Centre. 

'?. One teacher/counsellor asked how the parent training 

program could be related to the New Zealand early 

intervention initiative. 
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The te~cher/counsellor discussion provided a rea c tion 

to data presented by the evaluator from the collection and 

analysis so far undertaken. They also provided their 01,~n 

perceptions and judgments throughout the discussion. Their 

comments identified aspects of information that contributed 

another view of the 'multiple reality' of this program. As 

participants with a professional competence and interest 1n 

this program they provided value judqments of program 

effectiveness with recommendations for change. 

6.2.8 The Portrayal document 

Prior to compiling the portrayal document the evaluator 

drafted 

together 

a number of summary tables of information tying 

people. data gathered from different groups of 

These were not included in the document but from them the 

evaluator extracted a series of points which were developed 

for the client's consid e ration. They s e rved as a tentative 

outline 

problems 

of the evaluator's assessmeri-t of concerns and 

undertaken 

process, 

groups of 

realities' 

task to 

For the cli~nt to consider. The evaluator had 

a responsive evaluation. As of this 

data were collected from a number 

part 

of different 

'mu 1 t i p 1 e people to offer a portrayal of 

h e ld on the program. It was 

present this in format ion to the 

the 

the evaluator's 

client without 

making judgments though it was necessary to impose a Format 

of presentation that involved decisions abou t processing 
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data. Thus the stance and responsibility of the evaluator 

to make decisions about data and reporting are recognised 

but it is built into the evaluation plan. 

The evaluator's assessment of concerns and problems for 

further consideration by the client included the following: 

1. Parents have confidence 1n the program. Exactly 1,.Jha t 

this confidence 1s based on 1s problematic because they 

seem to use little of what they have been specially 

taught. 

2. The transmission process. There are some pointers as to 

the transfer of information and learnings from Mr Kemp 

to parent to child. We still have an incomplete picture 

of the transfer of teaching intents and the learning 

outcomes. 

3. A 11 involved perceive that the program results in an 

improvement 1n parent/child relationships. The trigger 

for this seems to be complex. Parents comment on their 

own developing confidence and sense of compe t ence rather 

than skill 1n teaching aspects of literacy. How do we 

unravel what the program offers that 

resulting in better relationships? 

everyone is happy with the program. 

are not getting what they need from the 

seems to be 

Some parents 

program. tJha t 

1s st i 11 wrong? Is th is miss - ma t ch in e vi tab 1 e? 11 Ho 1 es 11 1 n 

the organization of seminars have been identified. Are the 

suggested improvements feasible and better? e.g.: 

Introductory session involving previous program 
parents 
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Discussion reo rg an i zation 
Seating r ea r rangements 

'Real' demons t rations with Mr 
children 
More practice together o f ski 1 ls 

and 

6. The program is only catering for literate and sensiti ve 

parents. These parents are only one group, they may be 

quite different to the previous and fol lowing g r oups . 

Is what they tell us of transfer value to other ti mes 

when t his pro gram will operate? 

7. There was some disagr eement about ~he people who should 

attend the sem i nar s . A number of parents wanted 

teachers to know what t he program does and suggested 

they should attend. Is the composition of the seminar 

group the right target population? 

8. Mat e rials are not being used productively by parents. 

Th e Parent Manual has been designed to compliment the 

seminar series, ho1;J can it be made us e ful? 

9. Program back up support like that prov ided by the 

counsellor semester 1 and the two 

teacher /counsellors in semest e r 2' l S pe rce i <.;ed 

differently by different parents . Those who ha ve had 

this back up at home speak hi g hly of it and recommend 

i t s inclusion into the organizat i on of the program . The 

whole s cope of parent a ss istance at home needs to be 

l ooked at carefully. The l i terat u r e supports such a 

follow up a nd the teachers who provided th is help, val ue 

i t highly . Should alternatives be invest i gated as part 

of this evaluation? 
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6.2.9. A series of Dialogues 

Discussions between the e•v,:duator and a number of 

individuals concerning the program evaluation served as an 

informal variation on the briefing panel idea. Information 

concerning their particular interests especially 1n 

relation to this program was exchanged. These discussions 

in the form of dialogues took place at different stages 1n 

the evaluation in Cdnberra and Auckland. Aspects of these 

discussions have been conveyed to the. client. A summary of 

certain points of detail has been included here. 

1. The teacher working in the Language/Reading Centre 

2. 

provided reaction to the Portrayal document wit_h a 

series of specific strategies for inclusion 1n later 

parent training programs. On two other occasions in 

semester 1, 1984, further information concerning a r ange 

of asctivities including interviews with the children, 

recent SPELD material and presentations, and evaluator 

observations of one parent training seminar 

semester were discussed. Mrs Kissling has made use 

that 

of 

in format ion gathered 1n this evaluation in the planning 

and organization of her parent training programs 117 

1984. 

The parent observer to the seminar program f i 11 ed in the 

questionnaire and the review sheet and made comments to 

the evaluator at each seminar. After the program she 

stated that the seminars had been very helpful to her as 

a parent class room helper in her school. The 

had g1ven her insights into c hi ldrens' 
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difficulties and behaviours and ways to cope. She felt 

she now had a greater sensitivity to other parents, 

especially those with children experiencing 

di FF i cu 1 ti es. 

her school. 

She planned to share this knowledge in 

Ted Glynn at the 

to 

University of 

the evaluator 

Auckland 

on New 

3. Professor 

provided 

Zealand 

information 

based parent training programs especially 

recent 

number 

developments_, relevant reference articles and a 

of reaction to descriptions of t h is program 

evaluation. One of his suggestions concerning the use 

of community library resources as part of the 

program was imple~ented in semest e r 1, 1984. 

seminar 

4. Professor Marie Clay and Miss Barbara Watson 1n separate 

but related discussions, considered their wor k in 

Reading Recovery and other interventions 1n terms of 

implications for the Australian Capital Territory School 

System. The evaluator found these comments very 

relevant to the consideration of this corrective 

intervention programs especially 1n the light of 

possible future directions. 

?. A member of the Research and Evaluation Section of the 

A.C.T. Schools Authority acted as a critical Friend of 

this study providing reaction and direction to different 

stages of the process. She has been interested in both 

the practical a ppli cat ion of the evaluation plan and the 
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data that have been produced 1n this program. Her 

comments at the Master's seminar on the progress of the 

evaluation and reporting procedures, were important in 

confirming and clarifying the evaluation and the utility 

of the study. 

6. The re5ource teacher training model has been a key 

dimension the development of this 'integrated 

systems' approach to literacy withi~ the programs at the 

Language/Reading Centre. The A.C.T. Schools Authority 

liaison 

comments 

person has 

on this 

provided reference material and 

resource teacher model which ha•,.ie 

provided background information for this study. 

7. The school counsellor with a particular interest in 

a nd 

parent training and language programs, discussed the 

implications of this program to particular schools and 

their staffs and also in terms of the A.C.T. school 

sy5tem. In particular she reflected on i mportant but 

scattered developments taking place in th~ A.C.T. from a 

number of different source s . She cautioned that the 

of development of such programs for diff e rent types 

intervention5 needed to be considered together and not 

in isolation. People from within the different p r ograms 

would need to know about these d i fferent developments. 

Each of these dialogues recorded between the evaluator 

a number of d if ferent people provided i n f o r ma t i o n 
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relevant for, and reaction to t his program. The y presented 

from a number of important perceptions and 

perspectives and 

judgments 

served as another way to portray the 

'multiple realities' of the program. 

6.2.10 Interviews - The perceptions of the children 

Fo 11 ow-up interviews of the children of the parent 

group who attended the evening seminar program in 3emester 

2) 1983 were conducted in April ) 1984. 

Fifteen students were interviewed 

thirteen in the i r sch o o l s and two in the 

individuall y) 

L.anguage/Read i ng 

Centre. One student was unavailable as she was in hosp\tal 

in Melbourne . 

The age range of the students was as follows: 

age bo>'' girl 

14 1 
12 1 1 
11 3 
10 6 1 

9 1 
8 1 

Tot al 15 students. 

There were some problems d1.Jring some i nterviews with 

student recall. In most cases additional prompting by the 

interviewer clarified th~ 5ituation but was concerned on 

several occasions that I was unable to follow 

details. In a number of instances comments made 

students did provide a different perception 

obtained from the parent . 

through 

by the 

to that 



Each inte n new r~ia::. $ h ort a n d in f ormal. I began with an 

introductory statement in which asked for his/her he l p a5 

wanted 

home with 

mentioned 

to know if parents could be trained to work at 

children to assist them with their work . 

that I had been with Mum/Dad last year when Mr 

then Kemp was giving a group of parents this training. 

asked a series of 5 questions to gain the childrens ' 

perceptions of the program over three stages; before the 

program, 

question 

during the prog r am and after the program. 

was structured with additional sections if 

were necessary to probe for further information. 

schedule of questions is included in the appendix 7. 

A detailed report on these interviewed has 

submitted to the client of the evaluation and to 

teacher in the Language / Reading Centre. 

Each 

these 

The 

been 

the 

Interviews with the children some six months afte~ the 

parent training program pro vi de a number o f percept i ons 

about the program. 

Pre-program 

1 . Generally ( 12 out of 15) f elt negati v e 1n terms of 

last year. aspects of literacy and confidence 

reflected that they felt positive but in two cases 

were reservations about particular aspects. 

In-program 

2. The school students all acknowledged working at 

Three 

there 

home 

with Mum / Dad during the t i me the pare n ts were attend i ng the 
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seminar program. They provided specific information on 

a. 
b. 

the types of shared activities, 
the number of times per week they 1,-iorked 
together, 

c. the duration of work sessions. 

Most parents spent short times with their children on a 

number of days per week and in a 1 l cases the 

students recalled reading to the parent and a range of 

other activities as well. 

3. With one exception, the studerts felt that working 

with the parent had been a good experience. They described 

the time spent together 1n positive ways that indicated a 

sense of co-operation. 

Post-program 

4. The responses to the question concerned with the 

follow up to the program are more complex. The ma j o r i t y o f 

students were receiving no assistance from Mum/Dad at the 

time of interview. Some students felt they no longer need 

help and several others felt that the parents are avai l able 

to assist if they ask them. A number of these student s are 

currently receiving spe c ial assi s tance e.g. t WO in the 

Language/Reading Centre ., two with remed i al reading 

teachers, one 1n a special unit, two from addit i onal class 

teacher help and one has a private tutor. 

During the course of these int e rviews a number of 

school personnel spoke with me. Two principals we r e 

especially interested in the Ce ntre' s program and t lr.10 

others were parti c ular ly keen to mo nitor the p rogress of 
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the students had come to inter<.1iew. Three c l ass teac h ers 

took t i me discuss the students had come to see. 

Foll lowing 

to 

the contact letter to parents, three fathers 

contacted me and discussed their situation at this time and 

they were positive and enthusiastic. 

spoke with a school counsellor, 

teacher and a resource teacher about 

training and the i mp 1 i ca t i on s at 

While in the schools, 

a remedial reading 

of parent aspects 

different stages of 

intervention. These discussions have been written up. 
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CHAPTER UII 

SUMMARY 

This Field Study Report describes the design , 

development and formative evaluation of one Parent Training 

Seminar program developed at the Language/Reading Centre at 

the Canberra College of Advanced Education. The project 

was undertaken an external evaluation developed in 

response to a request from t h e Director of the 

Language / Reading Centre t o examine the effectiveness of 

parent training in assisting school students with problems 

in literacy. 

Following the decision to concentrate on one part i ~~lar 

program 1n a series, the Parent Training Evening Group 

Seminar program conducted in 5emester 2, 1983, the 

e v aluator carried out a responsi v e evaluation. This has 

been concerned with providing information to the Director 

of the Centre 1n the f~rm o f perceptions and judgmen t s 

about the program f rom a number of different groups o f 

peo ple. 

contribute 

In this process the different perspect ives 

to a portra yal o f the program. At different 

stages in the evaluation this i nformation ha s been gi v en to 

the client for his cons i deration and reaction to assist h i m 

in decision making. 

7.1 The Evaluation Pro c ess 

a. Research Design 

The resea rch desi g n was based on the wo r k of Robe r t 

Stake concerned with r es po ns ive eval uat i on s a nd b r ief i ng 
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panel 

paradigm 

presentations. 

the evaluator 

Within a 

de• . .'e loped 

natural i:st ic enqu 1 r~,i 

a mu l t i pl e met h ods 

research strategy to implement a responsive evaluation plan 

which included aspects of briefing panels presentations. 

The research strategy involved a formative evaluation of 

one program. Initially a number of Issues were designated 

for consideration as the basis of the evaluation. 

Issues were generated early in the evaluation along 

These 

wit h 

t:he identification of groups of pepple who to be 

in vo 1 ved. 

b . Purpose 

Thi5 evaluation has been of an adult education proiram) 

specifically 

literacy. 

a group parent training program in aspects of 

It was undertaken 

an external evaluation. 

in 

My 

response to a request 

overall concern was 

ascertain the worth of the program in some way and 

for 

to 

the 

process of design and implementation saw this defined more 

s pecifically. The client asked for an evaluation cf a 

current program therefore the eval uation had a formati v e 

purpose for program improvement. But it was also to be of 

use for future planning and this invo lved some 

consideration of the worth of aims, the efficienc '.,J 

obtaining outcomes) and a guage of the potential of 

of 

the 

program, so it was also future or ie nt e d. 

this final report I see a past orientation ) 

Now as I write 

the evaluation 

has a rol e in justifying the inclusion of this parti c ular 

program 1n the Languag e / Re ~d i ng Ce ntre's opera t ion. 
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In the course of the evaluation I have seen it my 

role 

to e5tablish the purpose5 of the evaluation, 
to decide on data collection and inclusion, 
to organize and analyse these data, 
to provide a selection of these things in a 
suitable reporting format. It has not been my role to 
make the judgments of worth myself nor to draw final 
conclusions, this is for the client to do. As a 
responsive evaluation the emphasis has been on 
providing full description, the processing of 
judgments and suitably selective reporting so that the 
client has information to u5e in hi5 deci5ion making. 

c. Audience 

This evaluation was requested by the Director of the 

Language/Reading Centre. 

implemented this program. 

He is the person who designed and 

This report is primarily fo~ him 

however as a responsive evaluator, I have been concerned to 

attend to the interests of a number of other people who 

need to know the results of this study. Here would 

include the teacher working in the Language/Reading Centre, 

support personnel, the program participants and outsiders 

such a5 professionals with the A.C.T. school system, School 

of Education staff and developers of related programs. 

The primary concern has been to provide the client with 

information 1n ti me 1 y and ~seful formats. The other 

audiences have been addressed during the different stages 

that of the evaluation 1n the action/reaction components 

are a feature of a responsive evaluation. have been 

aware that the5e different audiences have had different 

concerns about the program and this is where the adaption 
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of the briefing panel presentation idea ~as been of value. 

Different information requirements of a selected panel of 

people were generated as a set of Issues for consideration 

in this evaluation. The client of the evaluation was on 

this panel and he provided his requirements and pref e rences 

but 1n other people also provided input. 

Throughout the evaluation stages} 11 feeding" i n f o r ma t i o n 

between individuals and groups served to monitor different 

concerns and thi~ has been an important consideration 1n 

reporting. 

d. Issues 

Deciding on 

evaluation was a 

the way to structure the concerns of this 

two step process. Reading the literature 

provided me with a mode 1 that I thought would 

appropri a te. At the same time through observation 

discussion concerning this perticular program, I began 

be 

and 

to 

consider practic~l needs. Using the responsive evaluation 

plan 

we rk, 

focus. 

with an Issues panel component from 

a range of Issues were drawn up as 

The re was agreement o n the list of 

Robert Stake's 

the evaluation 

Issues, that 

these did identify concerns that people wanted information 

about. These Issues were arranged by the evaluator as 

guidelines far the collection of data and they were 

reconsider e d a t different stages of the evaluation plan. 

The Issues for the evaluation were se t out a s follows: 

1. Perceptions of the program held by s pecific groups 

including par e nts, Centre staff and others 1n t e rms of 
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content learnings, changing relationships and gains made. 

2. Centre based details of operation 

Are the program intents matching the perceived needs? 
Is this particular type of corrective intervention the 
most appropriate? 
What should be happening about program change in terms 
of resourcing specifically personnel, research, funding? 

e. Resources 

This evaluation undertaken by one person was expens 1 ~,e 

in ti me but it received 

evaluation was undertaken 

no financial 

as a Field 

support. 

Study and 

The 

the 

evaluator had full responsibility for all aspects of design 

and implementation. Where possible use was made of 

existing sources of information concerning the program and 

every effort was made to collect additional information 1n 

a co-operative, collegial The evaluation was 

demanding of time and effort but I consider this important 

for this study because it was in response to a need, and it 

to provide an evaluation cime~sion for 

which is costly in terms of human resources 

otherwise limited resources allocation. 

f. Evidence 

Reports cont a ining assessments of this adult 

program have been made on the basis of evidence 

a program 

within an 

education 

collected 

i n t e r ms o f a s e t o f I s sues . This took many forms and was 

collected through a range of instruments. The in forma t ion 

was con ce rned with perceptions and judgments about the 

value of the program from participants, descriptions of 
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program activities and outcomes, speculations about causes 

and effects and statements about the status of the prog r am. 

To monitor the quality of this evidence I tried to keep 

the focus on relevance, at each stage data was cons i dered 

and re-considered to see who and what was involved in terms 

of the Issues. The data were subject to recurrent 

triangulation to ensure validity. In the selection of data 

from different sources, the Issues were the focus for 

analysis though considerably more data were collected than 

were selected for reporting. 
/ 

g. Data gathering 

A numb e r of data collection strategies were considered and 

the following were selected for inclusion. 

1. Participant observation 
2. A pre-program questionnaire 
3 . I n t e r v i e ws w i t h t h e D i r e c t o r 
4. Paper tracking 
S. A review process 
6. A parent discussion group 
7. A teacher/counsellor discussion group 
8. A Portrayal document and reaction 
9. A series of dialogues 

10. Interviews with the children of the parents involved 
in the program 

The research instruments were taken from the general 

context of natura I ist ic inquiry and were considered 

suitable and appropriate across a range of fa rma l and 

informal procedures. The pre-program questionnaire was one 

existing instrument which was used and it was incorporated 
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as a part of an overall systematic mesh of techn1ques aimed 

at collecting appropriate information in a cumulati \.,e 

for info r mat ion and re ,3 ct ion . 

h. Analysis 

The type of data produced, the methods of reporting and 

the concerns of the client and other audiences were t he 

critical factors considered 1n the analysis phase. 

and Naturalistic observation_, discussion_, interview 

dialogue transcripts, written respons~s to relatively open-

ended review questions and the questionnaire 

mass of 

analysis. 

data 

This 

that was not suitable for 

qu a litative dat a which 

provided a 

quantitative 

took 

respons ib i 1 i ty for organizing in different 

the 

for 

presentation to different audiences. In this process the 

adaption of the briefing panel presentation was very useful 

because diff e rent peopl e helped to winnow and simplify the 

information so that it could be reported as appropriate. 

1. Reporting 

One of the paramount concerns of this evaluation has 

Two been to provide an evaluation of use to the client. 

reports 

provided 

have been compiled and other information has bee n 

1n discussion and short summaries of evaluation 

activities. I t has not been the evaluator's task to draw 

conclusions and judgments about the program. 

1s complex and different people see it 

Writing a Portrayal doc ument was an attempt 

The prog ra m 

differently. 

to present 

these perceptions for the client so that he could take from 
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the material what he could use for his own information and 

j 1.Jdgmen t. My background and understandings have been 

important in the organization, selection and processing of 

this evaluation task. consider that the responsive 

evaluation plan selected, the research strategies, the 

analysis of dat a and the type of reporting were all my 

responsibility. have tried to consider these ingredients 

in an iterative manner, moving back and forth in the 

e•valuation 

of others . 

process to monitor my unde~standings with those 

J , A record of evaluation acti v ities 

A running record of the different major e•va luat ion 

activities was maintained. This has been included as 

appendix 8. 

7.2 Evaluation re5ult s and conclusions 

Given the nature of this responsive evaluation which 1s 

designed to present descriptions and judgements to the 

client, it 1s not appropriate to present evaluation results 

and conclusions in this summar y ~ection of this field 

the study. 

client, 

report. 

and the 

Two separate reports ha v e been written to 

the portrayal document and the final evaluation 

The3e contain the necessary detailed description 

processing of j udgements about the program. 
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Chapter U and Chapter UI n :C ~, this field study are concerned 

with research techniques, data gathering and reporting form 

the bases for the results and conclusions described 1n the 

evaluation reports. 

7.3. Potential value of this study 

This study has two significant dimensions. 

1. The development and implementation of an appropriate 

evaluation to provide descriptions and judgments abou t 

this particular program. This ev~luation involved the 

practical application of Stake's work on responsive 

evaluation and briefin9 panel presentations. The 

decision to conduct the evaluation 1n this way was based 

on the beli e f that this type of evaluation would 

considerabl e utility. Both grounded theory and the 

character i s't i cs of this particular program situation 

were well matched to fit, work and communicate purposes 

this evaluation. Stake's work was directl y' 

applicable 1n terms of 

the identification of Issues for consideration , 
the flexibility of the plan sequence, 
attention to audienca requirements, 
naturalistic inquiry based methodology, 
portrayal of th e 'multiple realities' held of the 
program. 

A review of the literature has indicated a strong, 

current interest 1n evaluations developed 

paradigm. 

within 

the alt e rnative 

evaluation, 

qua l i ta t i ve 

based 

methods 

evaluation This 

on Stak e 's writings and us1ng 

,::,f data collection is one Wa'.,) cf 
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implementing t y pe o f e v aluation From within this 

part of the field of e~)aluation. As e ~-'a l u at.o r 

recognise the criticisms levelled at this differen t way 

of conducting research. Ho lve ve r, the client of the 

evaluation and other a1.Jd i ences have indicated the 

usefulness of this e~aluation 1n providing formative 

data for decision making. On this basis consider t he 

study has value as a prac ti ca l evaluation with potent i a l 

application to other small sca le programs. 

:2. The program itself is a d ist inctive adult educat io n 

program. The P .:, rent Traini ng Evening Group Semina r 

program 1s 

educ a tion. 

a dif f erent r1e w dimension in Australian 

Thus the e v aluation is concerned with a 

program 

features. 

characterized by a number of distincti v e 

It is one program develop in g within an integrated 
systems approach to literacy. 

This program is an innovation . As far as can 
ascert a i n f rom my research, this parent training 
program 1s different from othe r programs operating 
i n Aus t r a 1 i a . 

The parent group training provides instruction i n 
teaching skills to assi~t parents to work at home 
as teachers of their own ch ild r en. 

Throughout the evaluati on have been i nt e rested to see 

this program a ttempting to implement a parent/t eacher 

partn"ership . 

considerabl e 

The idea of this pa rtne rsh ip 

currenc y i n educat io n generall y though 

has 

to 

date there ha s bee n little attempt to develop programs 

that pr ov ide suc h specific experiences . The A. C.T . 

118 



school system 1 1n particular, support;:, the 

parent/teacher partnership 1n education for the benefit 

of children . Thi5 program from the Language/Reading 

Centre at the C.C.A.E. for parents and their children in 

A.C.T. schools 

approach, 

conducted within an integrated systems 

a practical example of what can be done. 

This evaluation draws together descriptions and 

judgments about this program. This information can be 

made use of to provide information about the program. 

This evaluation of an innovative program has been 

exploratory and small scale but it does serve to provide 

an assessment of parent training in a literacy program. 

As such the evaluation can serve to make available some 

information about this program, t o p o r t r a y wh a t i t is 

1 i ke. Since the commencement of thi~ study, . I have been 

made aware of a number of different programs within the 

areas of parent training, language and reading and adult 

education that 

been documented. 

are appearing but as yet they have not 

This study provided an example which 

could serve as a lighthouse for further developments in 

these areas. 

7.4. Future directions 

Further research in related areas to this study are 

provided in this listing: 
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1. Longer term studies. This study was of one particular 

parent training group program. Studies over longer t 1 me 

frames are needed to develop the research profile. 

2. Integrated program studies on the interaction bet1-veen 

the different programs operated within the Language/Read i ng 

Centre. The Parent Training Evening Group program is part 

of an integrated systems approach to remediation. I t l 5 

one of three programs and its relationship with the day 

training parent tutoring and the tu~oring of the school 

students needs to be assessed. 

3. The study began to look at the 

knowledge process. 

complexity of the 

transmission of Parents are taught 

to teach to their own children. The effectiveness 

of this process and appropriate measurements provide 

another evaluation dimension that needs investiga t ion. 

This study has focused on descriptions and judgements 

of a program as one way to evaluate that progra m. 

Alternative evaluation studies could provide other data 

which would have utility. 

This evaluation has been concerned with a program of 

c o rrective intervention. Studies of competent child/ parent 

interactions in which success f ul involvement i s evident 

could illuminate this work by providing e xamples that could 

be made us e of in skills tr a ining. 
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6. Other parent training programs 1n reading and literacy 

are being developed with i n t he A.C.T. context, inte r state 

and in New Zealand. Comparative studies as case studies or 

evaluation research have potential. 
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,\ppendi x 1 • 

Informal observation schedule.(based on material from Dr.L. Kendall) 

As a participant observer, what are my assumptions, interests and 

goals in this project? 

Take into account the following; 

The Settincr 

• Peculiar characteristics? 

• Is the setting comparable with another? 

• What is the general social setting? 

• What sort or interaction is expected? 

• What are the characteristics of the people? 

The Actors 

• Who are the persons in this particular setting? 

• · tlhat do they look like? 

• ;!hat does the main participant look like? 

• (-/hat are the relevant socio-economic characteristics, age, sex, 

status? 

Behaviors 

• mat do the people do in the course of interactions? 

• Is there a standard of behavior that people present? 

• Are there di££erent types of behaviors depending on circumstances? 

Are cycles of behavior the same length, give · reasons • 

• How do you see cycles of behavior being defined here - time and 

duration? 

The description includes 

What is happening, 

when it is happening, 

what is being said, 

who is saying it to whom, 

what changes are occuring in the physical surroundings. 

Components . 

1. Running description. 

2. Analysis of ideas and inferences. 

3. Personal impressions and feelings. 

JJ,7 



CANBERRA COLLEGE OF ADVANCED EDUCATION 

SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 

LANGUAGELREADING_CENTRE 

Parents' Training Programme 

Re s p :mde nt 's 
Code Number 

This questionnaire is concerned with parents' views about their 
children's reading and writing and with our attempts to support 
parents in helping their children. 

We are asking parents to respond to this questionnaire because 
we need to know whether our programme is fulfilling parentsr 
(and their children's) needs. We would like to know, in addition, 

·whether parents' views about the aims of a suitable tra5.ning 
programme are generally similar t o our own. Lastly, we would 
like ·to assess whether the programme brings about some of the 
changes it aims for. 

The responses you make to the questionnaire will be lmown only 
to the Language/Reading Centre staff. To help preserve confid
ent iality your responses will be given a code number. We will 
ask you to respond to the same questionnai re at the end of the 
programme, using the code number. I t is our intention to use 
only group information for comparing your responses at the 
beginning and the end of the programme. 

Wax Kemp 
Senior Lecturer in Curri culum Studies, 
Director, Language/Reading Centre 



INSTRUCTIONS 

On the accompanying pages you will find a number of stat ement s . 
Some of these statements are about your child, others are about 
your views on literacy and its teaching, and others are ab~ut the 
training programme itself. 

Be side each statement you will find these 
numbers : 3 2 1 1 

The numbers on the right side of the double line show an ascending 
order of agreement with the statement. 

1 means "I agree slightly11 ; 

2 means "I agree quite strongly11
; 

3 means "I agree emphatically". 

If you agree with a statement you put a circle around the number 
which shows how much you agree with it. 

2 3 

For example, you might show your response to the following statement 
like this : 

I believe that sahool attendanae should 
be compulsory. 3 2 1 1 Q) 3 

This response means that you agree with the statement quite strongly. 

The numbers on the left side of the double line show an ascending 
order of disagreement with the statement. 

l means 11I disagree slightlyn; 
2 means "I disagree quite strongly11 ; 

3 means "I disagree emphatically11 • 

If you disagree with a statement you put a circle around the number 
which shows how much you disagree with it. For example, you might 
show your response to the following statement like this : 

I believe that paI'ents should pay oash 
eaah week for their ahildren's 

• education. 6) 2 

This response means that you disagree with the statement 
emphatically. 

Please go ahead now with the questionnaire . 
Pleas e r e spond to eac h s t a t ement. 

1 
1 _1 __ 2_..,.3 



1. 

I believed that, from the very beginning of 3 2 1 
school, my child would have difficulty in 
learning to read and write. 

I believe now that my child will never learn J 2 1 
to read and write. 

I believe that my child's difficulty has been 3 2 1 
caused by poor teaching. 

No-one can be held responsible for my child's J 2 1 
reading and writing difficulties. 

I believe that my child will learn to read and J 2 l 
write when he/she is a little older. 

I sometimes think that I must be responsible J 2 1 
for my child's learning difficulties. 

1 2 . 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 J 

1 2 3 

1 2 1 

1 2 J 

I believe that my child's problems in learning 
to read and write are caused by an inherited 
condition. 

3 2 1 1 2 3 

I was surprised to find out that my child has 
difficulty in learning to read and wri te . 

3 2 

I believe that my child's learning difficulties J 2 
are caused by an undiagnosed medical condition. 

I have a clear idea of what is causing my J 2 
child's difficulties in learning to r ead and 
write. 

My child tries very hard in reading and 3 2 
writing tasks. 

I believe that my child learns easily enough J 2 
to cope with most tasks apart from reading 
and writing. 

My child is constantly expressing concern J 2 
about not coping with reading and vVriting 
tasks. 

/30 

1 1 · 2 3 

1 1 2 J 

1 1 2 J 

1 1 2 3 

1 1 2 3 

1 1 2 3 



2. 

I have found it difficult to convince teachers J 2 1 
that specialist help has been necessary for my 
child. 

Teachers have repeatedly expressed their concern J 2 1 
to me about my child's learning difficulties. 

MY child does not want to be given help by me J 2 1 
in reading and writing. 

I have repeatedly tried to help my child with J 2 1 
reading and writing. 

I regard my child's ability to read and write J 2 1 
as more important than anything else that the 
school might teach. 

I believe that I am unable to help my child with J 2 1 
reading and writing because we have become too 
angry with each other when I have tried to help 
in the past. 

I believe that a parents' training programme is J 2 1 
only a stop-gap in helping my child. 

If I had the choice between doing the C.C.A.E. J 2 1 
parents' training programme and getting some 
other specialized teaching for my c~.ild, I would 
prefer to get specialized teaching help. 

I am attending the C.C.A.E. programme because it J 2 1 
will help me to become a suitable teacher for my 
child. 

I cannot help my child unless someone shows me J 2 1 
how to teach reading and writing. 

I believe that I can be an effective teacher J 2 1 
for my child. 

I think that it would be helpful if I could J 2 1 
make contact with other parents whose children's 
learning difficulties are similar to my child's. 

/3 I 

1 2 J 

l 2 J 

l 2 J 

l 2 J 

1 2 J 

1 2 J 

l 2 J 

l 2 J 

l 2 J 

1 2 J 

1 2 J 

1 2 J 



J . 

~~~~~~~ ~~:::: 

I would like to be able to assist rny child (or 3 2 1 1 2 3 
someone else's) at school when the C.C.A.E. 
parents' programme has finished. 

I believe that my child's reading d.ifficul ties 3 2 1 1 2 3 
will disappear if someone teaches him/her to 
sound out words. 

The biggest problem in giving help to my child 3 2 1 1 2 3 
is lack of time. 

My child sees me reading something nearly 3 2 1 1 2 3 
every day. 

My child sees me writing something every few 3 2 1 1 2 3 
days. 

I 3 2J 



Appendix 3. 

Interviews with the Director 0£ the Languag~/~eading Centre. 

Interview 1 

In this interview I asked Mr Kemp to describe the operations o.f 

the Language/Reading Centre and to outline the type of evaluation 

that he would be interested in having developed. 

Interview 2 

The parent training program - How do you as the Director and 

designer perceive this program? !.Tnat are your aims and objectives? 

Interview 3 13.10.83 

Structured format. 

1. Where did you first get the idea for a parent training component 

in the Language/Reading Centre program? 

2. ).re there other programs and writers which have had a vital 

influence on your thinking in terms of the program design? 

3. Could you clarify for me how the parent training component of 

the Language/Reading Centre is run? 

4. How is the program funded? 

5. Do you have any hypothesis for change for making some measure

ment of (i) the performance of the student, 

(ii)the performance of the parent? 

6. How do people exit from the program? 

Interview 4 

1. \o/hat are your reactions to the portrayal document? 

2. How do you see the next stage of this evaluation? 

3. •Nhat are some of the implications associated with this eval

uation for the development of your work? 
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APPENDI X 4. 

Program description. 

Listing of written records. 

1. Background. 

Correspondenc e 
1. Circul a r to schools re day training program 
2. Notice to parents re parent training seminar program 
3. Parent information form - a vailability for parent 

training 

I nformat i on 
4. Registration form f or the Language and Reading Cen t re 
~- Information booklet t i tled 

, 
0. 

7. 

'Language and Reading Centre. 
and Counsellors' 

Information for Parents 

Map showing location and parking for Language / Reading 
Centre 
Language / Reading Centre time t ab l e of program, da t es 
and times for the semester 

8. Unit outline and schedu l e o f seminars Reading: 
Assessment and Teach i ng 

9. Guidelines for teacher management of a parent 
training programme August 1983 

Program des c ription 
10 . Pre-program questionnaire 
11. Printed hand-out materials: 

12 . 

13. 

De,.1e l oomen ta l 
Protocol s f o r 
Parent ~1anual. 
Mr M Kemp. 

12. 9.83 Prompts, mean i ng 
19 . 9.83 NIM 
26. 9 .8 3 Sk il l s check. 
18.10.83 Ex pressi v e writ i ng 

Record s lo. L i teracv ) J u l y 1983 
us e 1 n s pec ial li teracy di agnosis 

Rebuilding Literac y , October 1983 
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If ppertd1>1 S. 
SEMESTER 2, 1983. 

PARENT TRAINING PROGRAM IN THE LANGUAGE READING CENTRE, C.C.A.E. 

1. When you began this Parent Training program what did you expect 
you would learn from it? 

-------------------------·-----------------------------------------

2. What do you think attending the program has done for you? 

------------------------------------------·------------------------

3. If you were to come into this program again what sorts of changes 
would you suggest? 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------



2. 

4. Was there a stage in the program that you feel was your critical 
high or low point? 

SESSION 

High 

Low 
or 

1 

15 Aug. 

Put a 

or 

Comment: 

2 3 

22 Aug. 12 Sept. ·1 9 

High point 
as 

Low point 

4 5 6 7 

Sept. 26 Sept. 10 Oct. 17 Oct. 

-- , 
I --

applicable in the box above. 

8 

24 Oct. 

-------------------------------------------------------- ·----------------

5. Any other comments that you would li ke to make about tb~ program? 

-------------------------------------------------------------
I .;, I 

...,, 0 



APPE !'-lO IX 6 . 

The Parent Discussion Group 

The list of questions de veloped together by facilitator and 
evaluator as the basis of small and large group discussion. 

1 . Write down three words to describe changes to you and/or 
your child because you went to Max's course. 

2 . Mat er i a 1 s 

a. 
b. 
C • 

When should the manual be distributed? 
What use have you made of it? 
Handouts - were they of any use? . 

d. Would some sort of graph or chart be useful to 
the parent/child sessions at home? 

rt~co rd 

3. What sort of o r ganizational problems have you had at home to 
do with working with your child? 

4. What do you see as shortcomings of the cour5e? 

5. What sort of persua5ion did you have to do to get your child 
to co-operate'? 

6. Which teaching activities do ~ou use regularly and why? 

7. L,Jhat do y ou th ink it is important to do as 
succeed with your child? 

a parent 

8. How can we best help you at home - who should come in? 

to 

9. Why are you concentrating on teaching reading at the moment? 

1 0 . What is 
chi l d? 

the very next thing You're going to do with your 

11. Is there anything else you think the evaluator should know 
from you about the program? 
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Append i x 7. 

The interview schedule o.f questions .for school students I whos,:: 

parents h3d attended th~ evening semin3r program in semester 2, 

1983. 

Introductory statement. 

I have been looking at the program your MunyDad came to with Hax 

late last year. I have come to ask you to help me find out if 

parents can be trained to help their own children at home. I 

want you to thin..'< back to that time last year so you can remember 

when you worked with ~rwr/3ad. 

1. Can you remember the early part of last year, before you 

started working with HunyDad. How did you feel about reading then? 

(This question was expanded as necessary to nominate other aspects 

of literacy as applicable) 

2, Last year, in third term, MunyDad began to help you while she/he 

was in Max's program. 

a. Can you tell me what things you did together? 

(Specific examples were sought and I prompted as necessary.) 

b, How ofte~ did you worx together? 

c. How long do you think you did these activities together? 

(This question often involved further questions speci£ying particu

lar times.) 

3. ',ihat was good about working with !·1um/dad·2 

4, Does MunyDad still help you like this at home now? 

5. a.Do you think Mufo/1)ad really helped you when you worked together? 

b.Are things any better for you at school this year? 

/Jf 



APPE!'-10 ! >< 8 . 

A record of evaluation activities. 

Date 

12. 4.83 
17. 4.83 
18. 4.83 
19. 4.83 

4. 6.83 
21. 7.83 
26. 7 .83 

3. 8.83 
5 . 8.83 

15. 8.83 
22. 8.83 
23. 8.83 
'25. 8.83 
8. 9.83 

12. 9.83 
12 . 9.83 
13. 9.83 
14. 9.83 
19. 9.83 
19. 9.83 
22. 9.83 
26. 9.83 
10.10.83 
10.10.83 
13.10.83 
17.10.83 
20.1 0. 83 
24.10.83 
24.10.83 
3.11.83 

17 . 11.83 
21.11.83 
21.11.83 
24.11.83 

15 . 12.83 
15.12.83 
15.12.83 
25. 1.84 

6. 2.84 
7. 2.84 

1-5.4.84 
26. 4 . 84 
30. 4.84 

Topic 

Taped Interview - general 
Evaluation background 
A.C . T. E & R re5ources d i scussion 
General discussion on Parent 
Training 

Personnel 

Max Kemp 
Bill Donovan 
Janet Hunt 
Ma x i n e K i s s 1 i n g 

Interview techniques Arlene Howes 
Field study discussion Sally Guggenheimer 
Scope of evaluation Max Kemp 
Program observations Maxine Kissling 

11 11 Max Kemp 
Parent training seminar 1 Max Kemp 

11 11 
" ,/ 2 Max Kemp 

Evaluation sequence Di. Banks 
Aims and objecti ves of the program Max Kemp 
Que5tionnaire discus~ion Max Kemp 
Field study discussion Sally Guggenhei~e r 
Parent training sem i nar 3 Max Kemp 
Evaluation sequence Bill Donovan 
Supervision Cal Zinke! 
I5sues panel discu5sion l5sues panel 
Parent training seminar 4 Max Kemp 
Supervision Cal Zinke! 
Parent training 5eminar 5 Max Kemp 
Evaluation sequence Bill Donovan 
Parent training seminar 6 Max Kemp 
Structured Interview Max Kemp 
Parent training seminar 7 Max Kemp 
Supervision Cal Zinke! 
Review process questi o ns Di. Banks 
Parent training seminar 8 Max Kemp 
Supervision Cal Zinke! 

11 Ca 1 Zinke 1 
Facilitation planning Sally Guggenheimer 
Parent discussion Parent group 
Teacher /counsel lor discussion Teachers in 

Reading Recovery 
Parent Training Programs 
Int e rventions in language 
Review of Portrayal 

II II II 

Evaluation perspective 
Int e rview5 
Supervision 
Work in progress seminar 

13 9 

training group 
Barbara Watson 
Ted Glynn 
Mari e Clay 
Max Kemp 
Ma x i n e K i s s l i n g 
Sally Guggenhe .imer 
Children a t schools 
Ca 1 2 i nk e 1 
CCAE students a nd 

staff 



21. 5.84 

7. 6.84 

Topic 

Participant observer Parent 
Training Program 
Parents as tutors 

1 40 

Personnel 

Ma :<ine Kis!>l i ng 

Stella Watson 


