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ABSTRACT

\

‘. . . ‘ - . . ‘ ) h
The purpose of: this study was to conduct an indepth analysis of .

Pre]

a school's home—school-community relations program from the perégsi;;._- &

-

tive of the school s staff and the citi?ens wi;hin 1Ls dttendance
‘area. The study was designed ES detcrmine the pfogrammatlc and nonpro—
grammatic activitieé-and‘to”examine the éxisting'relétion§h;ps betwaen:
. Th; operatino fun;tions | . '

. The control functions

. The prfﬁary interaction patterns, and .
.. The importapce and effectiveness of the activitles. .

BN

The conceptual

developed from

The study was conducLed in a single school d1QtliE} us;ng inter—

views and questinnnaires as means of anqwering fourrgen Lesearch ques—

4

tions and two ancillary questions developed_from the home-school—community

relations literature and research.

< ‘ : . .
N All activities and questions were tabulated by computer. Frequen-

o . N

cles Eﬁﬁ percentages were prescnied on all activities and questions.
L L
Relationships, as they related to the research questions, were analyzed'
- by means of a‘Broduct-momént correlation. Differences-between grodps

‘ 23

=
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. . . oy =Y . . \*\
regarding the ancillary qyestions-were analyzed through an interactive
/ . . % R . ! N

t-Test. The major conclusiens were:

visible than the programmatic activit es and therefore
nat as'recognizable by community ‘subp blics.,

2, . The school staff placed high priority on communication
and involvement for both programmatic and nonprogram-
matic activities and saw little effort and resources
expended in analyzing the school community and resolving

~ - conflict. , N : e '

,v;3. ‘The Jprimary interaction patterns focused mainly upon the
’ interaction between the school and the child, and the
. school and the home.
Val .
. 4. A general lack of agreement was found acraoss. a11 respon-’
, dent groups regarding. the roles and responsibilities of
’ school personnel for specific programmatic and nonpro-
' grammatic activities.
The,importance and effectiveness of an activity does .
. not depend upon the control functions, = .

v

’ . R

6.. All respondent groups,with some minor differences, view

" those activities dealing with tj§e operating functions
of communication, involvement, and resolution as the most
effective activities in the home-school-community rela-
tions program. This raises some question as to the

effectiveness of community analysis,

7. The staff, parents, and nonparents do not perceive those
activities intended to interact with the child as more
.or less important than those intended for the home,
" attendance area, or total school district.

[

L s. All_respondent groups agreed that the activities intended
to interact with the home are the most effective activi-
ties in the home-school-community relations program.

9., There was evidence that the control functionsfwduld'

neither increase or decrease the school's interaction
\ with the child, home, attendance area, or total school

district.
10, The control functions were not related to the amount

of analysis, communication, involvement, and resolution
which was ce nducted by the school with the various sub~-

publics.
24
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11, General agreement was found regardlng ‘the’ importance
. of the activities w;thln the school's home-school-
: compunity relatio program.

N

12, Respondents gener ly perce ved the objectives of the N
home-school—community relatio s°program as being
o accompllshed to a limited extent. T

fBased upon the conclusions, some implicatlons for further .

. =, w.w--

‘research and practice were presented.

APPROVED' M\ C\,wwvx \ l\kk u

Marvin J. Frhth

DATE:  ©  August 9, 1976 *
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- | CHAPTER I |

. ) o

. @ - ‘- . . } . :'_v[ ‘GIJO ‘. ‘ . H '-
= The primary purpose of this research -was to conduct an inﬁepth

o . - B

2 . . iy
ttanalysis of a school s home-school community re1ations program f*om (*

) _Pr grammatic activ1ties were def1ned as the formal or recogd.
: @ e
“hizable activ1t1es through which the school 1nteracts with its environ-

’

ment. _Nonprograhmatlc act1vit1es were deflned as the informal
: : Le o e

L .
I
&y

‘activities which a school may conduct in its homesechool-community <

S
* )

relatlons program such as an opendoor pollcy, principal's res ponse to

'

te1ephone ca11s from” parents, and the staff working well-together in

) s

p1ann1ng act1v1t1es for ch11dren. The Operating functions were defined
"?» 4 I\-

&!
P IR /s <L -
. as analysis, communicatléh involvement, and resolutlon.' For a more -

Lo ‘.

detailed definition of the operating functions see Chapter II. The .

R

control functions we efined as the'process of'planning, deciding,
conducting, coordinatMg, and evaluating:on the part of the organiza-

tion to accomplish the operating functiOns of analysis, communication,

R . . -




Qinv°lvement and resolution through programmatic and nonprogrammatic
| interaction. The primary interaction pa!terns were defined as the

,:, 1

linteraction between the school and the community at four interdependent

levels which influence the type of instructional program within an IGE

s)’i)ﬁ.t ff
ichool. Importance was defined as the degree to which at activity is

» perceived as having significance. Effectiveness was defined as . the }v

degree to which an activity is perceived as hav1ng accomplisheﬁ its

" objective. 3 . ' . ; ‘ e
Backgrgg;z of the Study

‘The process of providing for individual differences in both the
cognitive and affective domains has become an important aspect of edu-»
cation. Individually Guided Education (hereafter IGE) was developed “a

. as an alternative form of education to traditional schooling. The

! Wisconsin Research and Developmqpt Center for Cognitive Learning (here- |
sfter R and D Center), developed IGE as an ‘educational ihnovation in
nine pilot schools in 1967, and it spread to well over 2500 schools in f |
1976 IGE was designed as "a comprehensive system of education and

: instruction designed to produce higher educational schievements .

4
through providing well for di£ferences. among students in rate of
learning, learning style and other characteristics" (Klausmeier, et al,;_
1971, Pe 17). Thegaystem was conceptualized as seven components-
l Multiunit school instructional- administrative arrangements.

2. Instructional programming for the individual student .

; 3. Evaluation for ed’cational dec1sion making.

l
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4, Curricular materials compatible with individualized
instruction, '

5. Facilitative intraorganizational and extrao;ganizatibnql
" environments,

~

6. Continuing research and development

7. Ajpfogram of home-échool-community relations (Sorenson,
et -al., 1976, p. 1).

2

‘Multiunit School Instructional-administrative Arrangggépts
T . = : ‘ ;
*"'The multiunit school (see Figure 1) was defined by Klausmeier,

et-alg,’i971, ﬁ. 20) as designed to "produce an eﬁvirbnment in which

~

1nstru¢tioqg1 prograﬁming and other coméonen£s of Individually Guided
Education can be’introduced pnd féfingd." The fhree levels of organ-
ization wiﬁhiﬁtthe mui;iunit scAool are thé Systemwide Péogfaﬁ
_Commitfes'which egtablishes opérating guidelines at the district 1evei;
the instructionél Improvement Committee which functions asﬁghe school
jr’level,to guide the inétructional program; and fhe Instfuction'and '
Resea:ch Unit which carries out the planﬁing, impleméntipé,'and evaluat-

a

ing of the instructional program at the unit level,

Instructional Programming for the Individual Student

The'Instructionél Programming Model (see Figure 2) was desigﬁed
as a framework for mgefing individual student needs thrdugh the develop-
ment of instructional pg%%rams, The .model utilizes inétructiongl
programming, continuous progress, preassessmeng, and criterion fefert
enced assesstent. The instructional process takes‘ipto account thé/r

pupil's'begihning.pérformance, rate'of progress, style of learning, and
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PRORTY. MITON CROATLATIO OF AN 16 SCHA OF 0600 STDENS
Reﬁreseﬁtative teachers Mstrlet | thresentative“ o
- dnd undt leaders - adninistrator peincdpals -
o . or . .
designee o o

Commmni:

represen itive

g Central office and

| ) ( '
T R other consultantg a

#Parent reprasentative

*DiLector of .
. {nstructionsl
-+ uaterals center

$pecial teschers

WTLERA | |

UNIT LEADER €

INIT LEADER B g mrisemy | ]

|35 staff teachers 3-5 staff teachers ﬁ-S staff teachers | |35 staft teachers
*Tnstructional | *Tnstructional Anstructional | | lnstructional
ww, " #1de(s) | alde(s) - atde(s) |
"oferical afde(s] |  AClerieal alde(s) |  #Clerical aide(s) #0lerical aide(s) )
*Student teacher| |- #Student teacher| |~ #Student teacher| AStudent teacher
or fitern or fnters or intern ““or intern

100-150 children 100-150 childeen .{ [100=150 children 100=150 children
Mges b6 IAged 6-9 hges 8-11 - < | [Ages 10-12

"'-fiﬂstfuction and Research Unit
wewss st ruct ional Inprovenent Comaittee

-¥--Systemuide Program Comittee

',

#Inclusion of these persons will vary according  «

to particulaf schoo] settings,

Source: Lipham and Fruth, THE PRINCIPAL AKD INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION Reading Massac yseLts:
Adfsoa-veeley "ublishing Company, 1976,,p. R
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Step 1.
Step 2.

Step 3.

Step 4.

Step 5.

Step 6.

Step 7.

Fig.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING MODEL IN IGE.

@

state the cducational objectives to be-attaincd
the studuat population of the building in terms
level of achievement and in termé- of values and
tion patterns,”’

v

+ L K

Estimate the range of objuctives that may be at-., .
tainable for Subgroups of the student population.

v

|Assess thie level of achievement, lcarning style,
and motivation level of each student by use of
criterion-referenced tests, observation schedules,
or work samples with appropriate-sized subgroups.

~pSct instructiomal objecctives for each chiid to, h_'
) i

lattain over a sgor:.periff of time,

Plan and implement an instructional program suitable}
for each student or place the student in a pre-
planned program, Vary (a) the amount of attention
and guidance by the teacher, (b) the amount of time
spent in interaction among students, (c) the use of
printed materials, audiovisual® materials, and direct
experiencing gf phenoména, (d) the use of space and
equipment (medis), and (e) the amount of time spent
by each student in one-to-one interactions with the
teacher or media, independent study, adult- or stu-
dent-led small group activities, and adult-led large
|group activities. : :

Assess students for attainment of initial objec—

tives, - -
& : v

Objectives not Objectives -attained
¢- to mastery or
some ogper criterio

mastery or some

t

attained to
.

Lother criterio

Reassess the student's

characteristics, or in program, or take &

Implement next' sequence

take other actions other actions.

e

-(Fe.edback)---------b-.-—-—

(Feedback)

\ . R PUNNSRUNN . C

W

- de

'
B ) — -
L ——— o e e e o e b e e o s 4 sl o e e - -

Source: Klousmeier, H. J., M. R. Quilling,'J; S. Sorenson, R S.
Way, and G. R. Clasrud-1971. Individually Guided Fducation

0

and the Multiunit Flementary School: -Guidelines for

Implementation. Madison, Wisc.: Wisconsin Research and °

Development Center for Cognitive Learning.
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.other learner characteristics related to the schoolfs instructionatl

< 1

. oy o -
program, S : /iz
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&

Evaluation for Educational Decision Making

e

Klenke (1975, p. 14) stated that, d
Evaluation” in Individually Guided Education is ‘a process that
éncompasses decisions relating to staff personnel, curriculum
development, resource management, and home-school-community
relations.’ However, the most frequent and critical use of
“evaluation procéesses is in the area of’ instructional decision
making. Within the- instructional process, evaluation occurs ‘at
_three key points: at the beginning of a unit of instruction,
during critical points of actual instruction, and at the con-
clusion of instruction. '

3

’ . R ' -

Curricular Materials. Coggatible‘with Individualized Instruction L5
T

Individual differences of studentg are provided through the \

ugse of a variety of curricular materials in IGE. To enhance the usel\
ability of the materials, the materials should be reliable and - f\\

accurate, learnable teachable and accessible and useable by the staff A

__for instruction. . o . | .

e

) Facilitative Intraorganizational and Extraorganizational Environments

The facilitative environments provided for IGE were the multiunit

organization, the state network, Regional IGE Coordinating Councils,

and the Associstion for Individually Guided Education.

Within. the school the primary facilitative environment is
established through the multiunit organization. The state-
network provides an organized support system external .to the

. school. The state network is a three-tiered arrangement
of inter-relationships between Systemwide Program Coumi ttees,
state education agencies, teacher education institutions, -
and regional IGE centers (Klenke, 1975, p. 15).
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Continuing‘Research and Development

. The local school and higher institutions of learning conducted

research and.developnent focused upon the'pr/Lessesvof learning and

_ teaching for improving practices within IGE Other areas. of'research

3

focus on development of curricular materials for IGE. and mechanisms

for supporting the teaching and 1earning processes.

-~
¥

. - A Program of Home<dschool-community Retations

'nHistoricalip‘home-schoolecommuﬁity.re1ationsli€ viewed from the

-

public relations perspective with communication focused primarily

between the school and community GKindred, 1957; Calhoun, 1965)..
Bowles and Fruth (1976, p. 168)ﬁdef1ned an effective home-schooié
* community relations program from a political perspective as'_‘

. the resolution of both actual and potential conflict among
. various subpublics wiich may be associated with policy
decisions or administrative practices which determine;
1) the use of available, scarce resources; 2) the value
choices- to be- made regarding the educational program; and
3) the- locus of power in the educational enterprise. L

» Kim, et al., (1975),a1so suggested home-school-community relations
utilizing a political context. They viewed the process as Ehe inter-
action betueen the school and the political'system in unich it was
' locatedL The term politics was vieued'asbthe‘kind uhich determine
the composition of the community where people'live, the type of schools
proVided, the kind of educationai program conducted,'and not.from'the
“national, partisan viewpoint. ) ‘ |

| -'The research presented in;thds study was conducted utilizing one,

-

school and its attendance area. Very 11tt1e rescarch has been conducted

33
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from a]political perspective with the school'attendance‘area as the unit
of analvsis;, Summerfield (1971) conducted field research at the local
school level which linked the. neighborhood school the: principal .and .
the attendance area into a political framework His conclusions were |

" that the neighborhood elementary school could serve as a unit of .
analysis with a political framework and that school attendance areas
differ m thetr political‘ style. Sunmerfield found that parental
pressure and influence causes the principal to behave differently and ,

that'parental pressure and influence were dependent upon socio-economic
‘status. | |
Other researchers utilizing a political framevork in studying

the neighorhood elementary school were Stegiert (1971), Holman (1965),
l‘Firestone (1972), and Safer (1972) Their general conclusions w;re "
that professional persons are the personal influence leaders, local
community groups are normally conservative and generally ineffective,
: pressure group leadership is a small dedicated group of individuals,
and little influence is exerted by pressure groups upon‘school policy.

. The-R and'é Center developed_an exploratory model of home-school-
, community relations.. The conceptualizationvof.this modelvutilising
the political.perspective provided insights into understanding edu-
'cational decision making at the building level. The several research

studies will be presented in the next section dealing with the review

..

o

of the related literaturg,
: )
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Review of the Related Literature

4 SRR SH ' ; - ’ -
A  Literature related to: 1) schoolJcommunity'relations, 2) home-~

;l.

school community relations, . and 3). the boundary .spanning aspects of

Hag . )
lp

organizational interaction will be reviewed in this s ction.

I

. :
Schooigcommunigy Relationg ‘ R ‘ e

';a lSchool-community re1ations was conceived as an administrative
* )

""junction with emphasis on one-way and two-way communication between
b‘h

vcogmunity and the school.  Kindred (1957, P 16) defined school-

T
- *

i roéess of communication between the school and the community
s f8r the purpose of increasing citizen understanding of edu-

s Btisnal needs and practices and encouraging intelligent citizen
3 /ifterest and cooperation in the work of improving the school.

7%5 Alexander (1928) G%ferred to public relations in education as
“igéal pub1ic1ty and Walch (1956) as educational interpretation.’ '
ﬁfﬂg Charqgrs (1969, p.- 1028) referred td public relations as:
those functions of an educationgl organization concerned with | N
communicating to the public, or district segments of the public,
regarding the organizatior's programs, policies, services, and

" ‘the like, with the deliberate intent of creating or maintaining
favorable public attitudes toward the organization.

According to Calhoun (1965) and Walch (1956) public relations

deVeloped through historical stages which includcd-' 1) the town meet-

»

ing, the hands- off approach -3) the se11ing approach; 4) the educatlonal

J
intcrpretatioq approach, and 5) the cooperative endeavor approach

)

Walch (1956) includcd the others but did not include the town meeting

Py s

as onec of his stages.
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School public. relations paralleled the development of commercial
public relations:\PTA/O's public opinion polls,wand the school survey
.movement’(Charters, l960)f Administ}ators and others directly involved
in the operation of the schools were primarily reSponsible for school#
public relations (Charters, 1969, p- 1029) '

In districts of over 10, ODO students, Smith (1971): suggested

" that there should be & full-time public relations person Whose role Lo

should consist of planning a program and evaluating objectives. . Norton b
(1970) contended that the systems approach.in school-public relations a
‘was needed as a necessary step toward the initiation.of a “child-focused"
program of school community refationsr Accurate information about the
community and its attitudes is important for intelligent planning and
reducing guesswork according to Kindred (1957), Dapper (1964), Kelley
(1968)p and Norton (1968) In,dealing‘with the communit& either from |
school to home orwhome to school two-way cOmmunication or face-to-face ’
communication are necessary for better public.understanding,bmore

‘effectiveness, and pertinent decisionlmaking (Fusco, lé62;gTrump, 1971;

and Atkinson, 1971) ’

AASA (1950) presented the following aotivities which increase
understanding of school programs 1) speeches 2) the newspaper, 3) radio
and television, 4) slide films and motion pictures, 5) graphic and
pictorial materials,_6)‘the letter, 7) messages to parents, 8) student.\
publication, 9) reports, and 10) ‘exhibits, excursions, and observations..

'Sestak and Frerich (1968) suggested that the twoqmpin functions of

school-community relations were to 1) raise the level of public
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understanding through-{nformation programs, and 2) seek community

"l
support by having citizens participate in meaningful school affairs.
" t
They further stated the needs of a school-community relations program

to be: 1) the education board's legal and'ethical accountability to
theepublic, ﬁ).the school's reliancefupon the extent‘to uhich it.holds
understanding,.interest, and_confidence of the. people, and 35 community
‘cooperation for the best education of children;

The National School Public Relations Association_$l968) stated

that:

educational public relations is a planned and systematic two-
way process of ‘communication between an educational organiza-
tion and its internal and external publics. Its program serves
to stimulate a better undergtanding of the role, objectives, _ . _
and accomplishments of the’osganization. Educational public
relations is a management functipn which interprets public
attitudes, identifies the poli"‘s and procedures of an indi-
vidual- organization with the public interest and executes a
program of action to encourage public involvement and to earn
public°understanding and acceptance,

Several authors supported the necessity of a good school PR
program. Carine (1962) presented the view that the pr1mary goal of a «
PR program should be the development of cultural and intellectual goals
toward an improvement in recognition of the academic side of education.
With a little creative imagination, the grapevine, and patience PR
can change values and create new goals. Williamson (1969) found that
school PR must be considered as essential to administrators as instruc-
tion, pupil services;;and other programs. PR has been associated with
written materials, but face-to-face.contact'is the most important and
. underrated aspect of thelprograml The first step should be_internal
« A-w '
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communication followed by communication between the school and community.. -

Shaw (1962) postulated that a'two-way flow between public and
the institution, recognition of"the_publics within the institution,
and knowledge of the several publicsuoutside the institution were "
necessary for a good PR program. He stated that PR is crucial to the
success of any work done by an educational institution. Harmon (1971,

p- 17) listed fifteen principles for school employers to follow in
developing ""good" public relations. These inclnde: |
telling the truth and- giving thé fact; dress1ng rieatly o .
and cleanly; taking advantage of social contacts to sell
‘the school and its programs; and making the information
program to the public a continuous one.

Good PR is the development of a cooperative, interactive' e e %ﬁ
relationship hetween us and the public for the welfare of the child; |
based on a mutual understanding between school and home. |

. Sumption and Engstrom (1966) presented a view of school-community
rélations utilizing four essential principles: ,1) recoénizing the _
school as belonging to the public; 2) understandin\g that "& schOols_. _ &

: . : 23
have the responsibility to seek out truth and teach people tolliv? g
by it; 3) realizing the necessity for systematic, structnred and active
parLicipation in educational planning, policy-making, problem solving,
and evaluatibn, and 4) recognizing that an effective two-way system |

. of communication between school and community is needed. Ten areas

o

i -} vere listed for the private citizen to contribute toward educational

B | ! sl
S rovement These were: : .t

g‘ '\. ’ ‘» . N .

sl %5 the public school in the modern commun1ty, 2) the school :‘l\’ -

and the community power structure, 3) the role of the community
in education, 4) community participation, -5) the citizen'

- o
' . : .'&}-,‘ ‘
o, o 38
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., advisory committee, 6) communication between schqol and
communi ty, 7). the development and maintenance of communica-
tion, 8) principles of operation, 9) the school and social A
change, and 10) basic issues in school-community relations.

" During thé 1950's and up until the mid 1960'§ public relations
was ghe usual method'gmploied by- the school in interéctinglwith the
bcommunity. 'Recenfiy, however, new var;#blegiﬁgve‘necessitéted a changé.‘V'
in the school's perceptions of the community. Some 6£ t£Z :¢asons wer; _
new federal regula:ioﬁs such as Titie I, rising taxes, an awéreness of

$ - : ) . '
~ the political nature of education, and the emergence of more knowledge=

. . : .
_ able and informed citizens. With this change emerged a broader term

home-school-community relations.

¢

Homeéschool-cbmmunity Relations

.‘Thé‘term hoﬁe-scﬁool-compunity relétions is é new ?oncepﬁ with
emphasis upoﬂ the political process for crea:ing and uﬁde%standing'
.edupgtiénal change. Bow1é8'énd Eruth (1976,‘9._164) propgSed three
general goals for home-school-community relation; iﬁ IGE: |

1. To make the IGE staff aware of and responsive to the’
educational expectations awd available resources to
the community, parents and students. o 1

<

2. To make the community, parents, and students more aware
~ of and responsive to the requisites of the instructional
program as implemented in IGE.

3. To identify and utilize ways and means of activély involving
~ both staff and community in the awareness, commitment,
' changeover, refinement, and renewal of implementing IGE in
the school. ' '
The ﬁrimary objective is the resolution of actual or potential conflict

among the various subpublics which involve'dgcisions relating to the.

. . l, | o  L 39
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v

‘use of scarce resources, values used in determiqing’the educational .
program, and the locus of power in the educational system.

‘\

Horowitz (1962, pp. 177~ 88) discussed exploring the relationships |

’

between consensus,,conflict, and the theory of cooperation in sociolog-
'ical research' He‘presented an argument that” both consensus and conflict
. bl
are phenomena’which may promote or inhibit social operations or politi-
,cal cohesion. Hdtowotz argued for the study of conflict as well ‘as |
consensus in a complex organization since this would be implicit in
conducting research on educational change within qhe schoofqzommunity
as a political system. |

HavigHurst (1968) studied the public schools in Chicago. The
three objectives of his study were 1) to explorc the interactiOn of
»the educational system with the social structure and social forces in’
 a'modern metropolitan area, 2) to make a historical study of the
development»of education'in‘a city deye10ping within,the twentieth :
century;.and'3).to conduct a sociohistorical study?gi education in a
complex community. Some of his findings‘were that the'public schools
were 1mportant in the local politics of Chicago, that Lhe public schools -
ﬁ wereoinfluential in educational policy and received,financial support .
from -the business of the community, and that the public.schools were_
brought into cooperation with noncducational agencies toysolve-social
problems of the city. | ‘ o
Dykes (l9§3,lpp.'34-35) found thatban effective administrhtor

‘was able to influence”the formal and informal power structures. He

: stzfed that the three steps of statesmanship were l) identify,
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Jz) éducaté, and 3) lead. 1dentify the communify‘legders, educaté them,
 and prove that the administrafor is the"commﬁﬁity's,educatibnal leader.
His Premiée is that an éffécfivé édminiét;aﬁof is éble to.infiuence' |
_«{ the fo;&al aﬁdiiﬁfbrméliébwer strugtures. h _ :f““i T »
‘Dye €1967) stu&ied the socioeconomic ana'political'variables |
on.stgté;e&uéationgl policies. He fouqd that the socioecoﬁom;c vafiéhié§ 
ﬁére more-infiuentiél Eﬁéﬁ>the poiitical variablkhlin shaping eduﬁational
policy. | '
e The concepts and competencies (herqéfter'operating-functidns)
pf a home-school~community relations prograﬁAwefe describéd by.quieg
' and'?rﬁth as analy;is, commuq}cation, involvemeht, and respl tion. Thé
" four oﬁeréfing functions were designed to facilitate the ;ééflution of
actﬁai and.potentiél conflict in the'aIIocation of available resources,
- edﬁcation;i values, and power. Definitions for the operating functions
aré found in Chépter IT. Tﬁe following section of .the reviéw of the

literature'utilizes the operating functions as éategoriés.

-

Analysis

Qnal&éis.was defined by Bowles and Fruth (1976, p. 172) as 1) the
Aaccurate identification of issues and their elements; 2) the identificaF
tion of individuals or groups involved with a particular issue; and
‘ﬁ)v;he identificatidn énd matching of individuals or groups with issues.
Issue identification focuses uapn-determiding problems or confli;t within
the community through.either Yon-the-job sense', systemafic surveys,

indepth open-ended interviews, or employing a planned participatory - -

~ group dynamic process. - 41
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Brown'(L966),_Nortoq (1970), and Scribmer (1970) sﬁggestea thé
systems approaéh as a useful tooi in analyzing ﬁhe p§11tica1 life of
a school systeﬁ as well as describing the political realities of edu-
"cational"reform invthe schools. . Scribner ‘summarized the political
systems approach with five major variables: 1) the-social and physicél
characteristics of the environment, 2) the political input characteris-
tics, 3)'tﬁe internal charécteristics of the authoritative decision-
m&king dgency, 4) political syste@ odtput characteristics, and 5) the
environmental response characteristiés with consideration fér their

> -

interrelationships. He suggested that the systems approach is needed
to assure a concentrated and compreﬁensive application of all school
and community resources to the implementation of an effectively ﬁlanned
program.of school-community relations.

Several techniques have been developed to analyzing a community.
Dick (1960) applied scaling and image analysis techniques as a new method
of ranking community inf%gentials. ﬁilks (1965) used a combination of
reputational and issue-analysis tgchniques to identify the leaders in
selected community organizations. He fou;d that the obverlap of leader;
sﬁip structure in the high effort district was much higher than that
foun& in the low effort district. h

Kelly (1968) stated that local boards should undertake an infor-
mations gathering program to help them in decision making and policy
formulation. The focus of the research-information collection should

be on: 1) what is the histor% of school support, 2) what has been the

community's social class structure, 3) what organizations are most

42
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concerncd with the schools, 4) what busino"s and’ employment changes:

are occurring, "and 5) what pﬁit decisions have provoked intended

- .

interest or reactions? B
Spinrad (1965) foeused on reviewing community power studies f",L;;L;;Q
especially those cpnducted by Miller, Dahl, and Banfield Spinrad o
examined 1) the meaning of community power ‘and ixs relation to- ‘the
methods of reputatiou versus event analysis, 2) the. motivation ‘for
the group or the individual to intervene in the decision-making process,.
3) the formal features and _resources of community power, 4) the power
position of business and local government as the'two major institutional

groups, and 5) the power .structure of American.communities. The results.

' [
of this study provide educators with insights into the identification

. and measurement of community power in relation to decision making in

e
. e : ) ’
In a study which reviewed four- school community relationship

the educational enterprise.

surveys in urban settings, Nystrand (1969) attempted to determine l) how

the local schoochommunity interacted and communicated with the community,

\
2) how effective they were, 3) how "the local school-community became

knowledgeable about local school community issues, and\4) how they i

e (3
K %

cultivated public“receptivity,to survey recommendations. The methods
employed were sample»surveys,'case study'techniques, content analysis

of school board minutes and other documents, interviews with local .

jinfluentials, and community mectings. His conclusion was that a research

{framework for analy21ng "home-school- community relations needs to be
N\ «

deve10ped.
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Studies which focused on ‘persons in formal.positions of authority'
for analyzing.the community power structure were do:c by Lynd (1937),
Warner (1949), and Hollingshed (1949). rhe rethational technique
employed by Hunter (1953)'identificd individuals involved in issues,
‘who, in turn, nominated others who were knowledgeable and*influentiaf on
issues. Hunter found that: the power structure included leaders of the : .
local industries,. banks, law firms, and neWSpapers.. Members of. the e :
power structure were not 1nvolved #a school policy or local boards of

education. Educational-decisions wqffdmade by lower 1evel personnel

in the power structure. The power elite was not represented by admin-
istrators, college. personnel, or the clergy. " Dahl (1961) and Polsby
(1963) suggested event analysis as useful in analyzing who' actually
made what decisions, where, when, and why. Vidich and Bensman s (1968)
analysis onlschool politics in a rural setting showed how an administra-
tor can survive in a hostile community through the use.of political
knowhow and ability. In the study outside influences were identified as

creating stress between the{everyday life in a small town and federal

requirements.

Iannaccone and Lutz (1970) analyzed the political aspects of
_education through changes in.the community power structure. McCarty
and ansey (1971) suggested four types of community power structure . \
for possible analysis of community environments. Dykes (1963) and
. Hughes (1967) inferred that for administrators to be influential and
effective they nceded to understand the concepts of power and the

'power structure within the community.
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Mayer (1974) recommended that thé members of a district's power

structure be identifiedifsséntiallplthrough nomination., He stated )b .
. , . o

- A

. that research done at the University of Flotrida found that the most

reliable sources of nominations were newspaper editors, radio and
’televisionﬁkxecutives, and banking and financiai‘ekecutives; Those

¢

individuals with the least reliable nominations were educators and

religious ledaders.
In the more recent research, Kindred (1976, p. %&) presented the
following eleven steps for collecting information that will help planners

to understand the community where the program will operate. "Pertinent

data about the community should reveal:

1. existing needs and expectations of citizens regarding public
education; - .

2, opportunities and means for effecting better cooperative
.relations with various publics

3. the nature of the power structure and the areas of decision
- making; :

4. immediate and long-term problems that need attention;

5. gaps that should be filled in order to produce more public
understanding of educational policies and programs;

* . v
6. situations to be avoided due to a past history of conflict;

- 7. an identification of those individuals and groups who are
' friend}y or unfriendly toward public education;
s

8. changes that are occurring in patterns of community life;

9. the channels through which public opinion is built in
the community,

10. leadership and leadership influence; and

A
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11. the number and types of organizations and social agencies
existing in the community." ’ :

Miles (1975, pp. 285-286) made the following recommendations

Al

- for the type of analysis which should be conducted for an effective

home-school-community relations program: !”y _'
. 1, Administrators should gain skills in dommunity analysis.
’ They should be .able ‘to intuitively, as well as deductively
analyze the type and style of community in which they work.

. 4) 2. Before undertaking any change-oriented programs, educators
should strenuously probe the view of the problematic state in
the home-school~community environment. In counterpoint, they {
should be sensitive and open to criticisms by parents so that
they can include .parental opigion in program managemept in
a meaningful way.. . L

3. Once an innovation is undertaken in the gchbol,;analysis
should be made of the problems and needs which will be
*“* eneountered byéthe;pa:ghgargpqpulatfbn in the: future.

4. School officials should identify and involve key school- - b
community influentials early in the innovation history.
They shouldigain skills of building a-reputational type :
of grid so/that they can identify and win over the opinion
leaders in the school-community environment. '

Krupa (1976) developed an instrument for analyzing‘home-school-
Acommunity relations activities in IGE schools. His questionnaire
~was designed for:

1) determining the roles and responsibilities of principals,
unit leaders, and teachers in implementing selected home~
school-community relations activities; -

2) determining the objectives of the selected activities as
perceived by IGE school personnel; ’

3) determining the intended interactions of the selected
activities; and

4) determining the importance and effectiveness of the sclected
activities. \ '
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The following were some of the\conclusions from Krupa's’study.

First, more activities were not the answer to better home-
school -community relations. 'A well- planned program which -
‘began with accurate analysis followed: by effective communi-
cation and involvement should lead to the resolution of poten-
tial conflict rather than ‘crisis management Second the first
priority of any home-school-community relations program must be
accurate community analysis. The attitudes, beliefs, and needs
of the’ community cannot be reflected in the scMool program
unless the school activity seeks .this information. Many
presently operating activities could be useful as vehicles

for analysis, but they were not perceived by 'school personnel
as having an analysis function. T

Klenke (1975) analyzed the interrelationships between the
3

characteristics of the multiunit»school and the Instructional Program-

ming_Model by identifying and_describing}each in,terms'of the allocation
) E B L ,
of: 1) scarce economic resources, 2) educational v#lues, and 3) power.

Klenke (1975, p. 204) found.that:

The training process should also teach participants a variety
of skills in analysis and- commun1cation in order to clarify
the benefits of the multiunit school and the Instructional
Programming Model in terms of educational values, ‘power, and
economic resources. These skills becomé increasingly impor-
tant during the orientation-of staff students, parents,

and community. , IR ' :

? From the review of the literature related to the operating func-

~

tion of analysis, it is apparent that educators should know how to

~

analyze their community for determ1n1ng the Lype of community in which
they live. When change is to occur, efforts should be made to deter-

mine the subpublics and the participant ind1viduals within the sub-.
. ’ ™
publics, and seek to involve these individuals in the decision making

o

process. Finally, the educator:

4
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. ..must associate the identified issues and issue ¢lements:
- with the participant individuals. and” subpublics so that some
plan for communications, 1nvolvement, and resolution of con-
flict can be anhanced (Bowles and Fruth 1976, pp. 172-173)
The next section of the review of ‘the 1iterature focuses upon

the operating function of communication.

Communication

Communication was defined as the process through'which'informa-'~

tion is exchanged with the various subpublics.- Considerations should
be given to the direction of the communications--onelwa; or two-way; ‘
_its styles--positive or negative° the vehicles-~-face-t®-face, telephone
conversation, or mass media, the ways through which the communication

proceeds--public_or-private, time, and location; and the quality of '

the message--whether it be clear, concise, or accurate (Klenke, 1975,

. p. 71). P

‘Many studies have been completed dealing with communicatfon
patterns and insschoolecommunity‘relations. Miles (1975, p. 287)
reported the educators should use two-way communication patterns to
effectively transmitlinformation and involve others in what is happenf
ing in the schools. The purposes were to allow for interaction,
questions and answers; and give and take on what the school wa:'doing
- for the child.

Stiles (1968) stated that administrators and teachers were un-

orepared in good public relations practices and that this inéﬁequacy

in communications skills often resulted in their dismissel. Belasco

,(1970) believed that administrators should not withhold information

-
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about communicating with parents and all subpublics in the school™

community. Wilder (1968) .implied in his study that differences between

subpublics within the schoolfcommunity were. caused from misinformation

and lack of information. The problems which resulted therefore, were

caused by poor communication. Q i
’ &

Project CAST (1966) found§ through interview1ng key home-school-
community part1c1pants that informal communication is perceived as

’i

more effective than formal commuhi%ation Thomson (1973) inL:‘study

on school- community communicatio sgsy;tems stated that he could find

no consistent pattern of school.community communication. . -
Kindred (1976, p. 75) gave five principal elements of communica- ;

tion theory for the transmission of a message. - These were:

1. the source of information or feeling about something,
2. a person (encoder) who takes the information or feeling
" and puts it in messageyform,
3. a channel that carries the message,

4. a person (decoder) who retranslates or interprets

the message, and B
S. a receiver who reacts@to the message by either

accepting or reJect1n§ it.

Beal and Bohlen (1971) listed five steps which take place when
-a new idea was accepted. These were: ) awareness--the becoming
aware of the idea but knowmng 1itt1e about it 2) information--from
awareness new 1nformation is sought about the idea, 3) evaluation-;'
the idea is evaluated to determine its value for the user, 4) trial--
the user determines'how well the idea works in practice, ‘and 5) accep?

tance--the user accepts the new idea if it was determined to be worth-

while. Marnix (1971) listed six media categories. No single media
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_category was preferred for all informition items and areas. It was
found that general bdilétins5 school oublications,‘and'written contacts
were most often preferred. The categories of masssmedia and’ general

meetings -were least preferred. ‘Written contact was preferred for infor-
mation about the individual child. She also found that parents are

child-oriented .in information desires. In addition, she found that

parents in the nonprofessional occupational level wanted more information

than those in the semi-~ professional and professional occupational 1eve1
Sumption and Engstrom (1966, pp. 105- 107) suggested the following .

as objectives of community relations-.

«
A\ 4

1) To provide the people with information about their schools.

2) To provide the school vithinformation about the community.

3) To develop a commonality: of purpose, effort, and achievement.

4) To keep...the people informed of new deve10pments and .
trends in education.

5) To develop, through a continuous exchange of information,
an atmosphere of cooperation between the school and the
other social institutions of the community.

6) To secure an unofficial but frank evaluation of the program
of the school in terms of educational needs as the community
sees them. . " :

Utilizing a telephone survey, Blizzard (1972) found that a
significant number of heads of household felt the schools were doing a
good job,,bot that they also agreed with the'oecisions made by the board
of education. He a1so found‘that the household head was not receiving:
enough information and wanted more about the schoois. Young (1965),

" in a study of the principals' roles in school-community~re1ations .
between four high and low income communities, found that the high income

r

areas wanted more 1eadership and two-way communication from the principal

o0 o
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than did the low income areas. Atkinson (1971) stated that understand-
ing the two-way communication processvis important. Important decisions

must be based on sound principles of communication'. _
1) Decisions based on understanding of the community,
2) Communication activities should involve many individuals;
3) Knogledge of the social and behavioral sciences-helpful; o
4) Messages should reach the. desired audience and arouse '
~ intended responses;
5) Impact is influenced by the attention received, where it

came from, and what action is proposed; and . &
" 6) The outcome is measured by the tenor of the feedback , o
obtained. e

Grout (1956) and Cohn (1959): determined that articles in the
local newspaper influenced citizens:/knowledge about the public
schools. Winfield (1965) recommended after gathering the research
] on.communication mass media,. and school;community relations;fthat_media

P q
' presentations be directed toward a target audience instead of trying

to appeal to a wide range of people within school- community audiences. ~ "’
Klapper (1949) implied from his review of the literature that face-to-
face communication is a more effective instrument of persuasion than
mass media’because of certain characteristics that are deriwed from
tne personal‘relationships involved.

In a study of communication between 286 families and the school,
Sloan {%973) found that the most frequent way parents learned about
the school was‘through their children, the school newspaper, and parent-
teacher conﬁcrences. The way that parents preferred to be informed
was through 1) the scnool newspaper, 2) parent-teacher'conferenccs,

3) PTA, 4) being told by their child, and 5) a phone call or note from .

the teacher. 51
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In a study which ip'g%Led aq ihtenslveagrpgram on parent- teacher

- “\

>3 " 'ﬁ" J A SH
determined tharﬁ,oth parents and teachers felt ‘that parent teacher—cgéég

ferences provided more information than report cards. Ellis (1968) .

. assumed tha ‘report " cards were, a great hoax. He stated that report

-

cards seldom report what they ¢laim to report, seldom reflect a child's
4 .

-ability to succeed hls effort quotient, or what impact extraneous

factor had in‘influencing,subject matter studied. One of the solutions

that he presented was parent-teacher conferences, or as described by

_ Ellis, the)face-to?face‘confrontation. Mann (1966) ‘found no difference

1

‘cards.

¢

; One of the most viable nethodsfof communication initiated hy
the community was the PTA. Saxe (1975, p. 80) reportedﬂthat ""the PTA
is conmonly considered the‘most'generally accessible channel to provide
a diaiogue between communi ty- and school. )
Sloan, (as cited in Saxe, 1973, pp. 43, 45) surveyed parents
on the most effective way and théyleast effectivelway of communicating
with the school. The most Shg ive home-school communication channels
 were 1) parent-teacher conferences, 2) the direct approach by phone or
in person, 3) PTA, 4) surveys.done by the school, S)K;eriodically
scheduled open forum, and 6) representative pareht council. The least
effective home-school,communication‘channels were 1) the representa;
tive parent council, 2) the periodically scheduled open forum,

® .
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: 3)xsurveys done by the schoolf 4) PTA, 5) thé_direct approa;h by phone
or in person, and 6), parentFteacher;conferences,: | é |
\ ‘Saxe (1975) listed eighteen procedures for parentiinitiated'~
communication by‘sampling 121 principals of Wisconsin multiunit
schools. The procedures with frequencibs of twenty or higher were
1) phone calls, 2) individual conferences, 3) parent visits, 4) note(
letter, 5) PTA/PTO 6) group decision meetings, and 7) parent teacher .
‘conferences and report cgrd conferenceés. ‘
Diener (1972) *ndicated in a study of thirtcen elementary IGE
schools that there is a lack of long-range and short~range home school
communication progrems.~ | .
/I/D/E/A/'s home- school.communications program ‘was' conceptualized
in three phases: Phase 1) pre-IGE, Phase 2) initial IGE and Phase 3)
ongoing IEE. Phase one explained the basic elements éf IGE to parents
.through a newsletter and then a follow~up parent meeting. Examples
of one-way communication'were given and the importance'of‘two-way
communications in dealing wfth parents was stressed in phase one.
- Phase two, suggested "Unit'Open Houses" and the ‘use of "Parent
Advisory Councils", and emphasized that communications was ongoing and
‘personal. Bergen (1971‘ suggested a timeline for Phase One and Phase

)

Two. as found in the Principal's Handbook.

Phase three explained how parents could become involved-in the
educational program by volunteering, helping their children at home,

and becoming involved in héme-school communication activities. "In

order to assist schools in,im%lementing the three phases, the
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Principal ] Handbook and the IGE Implementation Guide provided sample

communications such as letters, meeting agendas, and suggested activi-

-

ties" (Krupa l975, p..24)
The 11terature related to the operating function of communica-.
, tion was, reviewed Some . of the f1ndings were that educators must know
what factors contribute to effective communication with their subpublics

whcther it is direction, style, method, conditions, or quality of the

[ o

:rmessage of communication. Effective communications must utilize these
factors for an educator to effectively communicate with parents and
various subpublics.

The following section of the review of the literature focuses

upon the operating function_of*involvement.

-

Involvement L,

T Involvement was defined as .the inclusion of various subpublics
in the activities associated with theﬁanalysis, communication, and
resolutio:’of actmal and/or_potential,conflict.

The literature reviewed for this section‘focused upon public
involvement as it related to home-school-community relations. Armstein
(1971) described eight levels in her’''ladder of citizen participationg
as'being- 1) citizen control, 2) delegated pover, 3) partnership,

4) placation, 5) consultation, 6} informing, 7) therapy, and 8) mani-
pulation, Cibulka (1974) adapted Arnstein's "ladder of citizen
: participation"'for‘a study of citizen advzsory committees in Chicago.
He fdund that the committee's influence changed from consultation to
o

J
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minforming to placation between 1965 and 1970 and that at no point was

there:a‘high level of formal participation.
Bl@nkenship (1954) nferred that citizen participation was neces-
sary for the local schools to, function properly. He felt that citizens

and other local _groups should play advisory ‘roles in areas of curriculum,

budget building, and policy. .Osborne (1959) presenLed a- program where .
, citizens and parentsdshared their skills and experiences with school
' children. Weinstein (1972) suggested development and COordination of

‘regources of talented volunteers. _ S .

Blumenberg (1971) implied that Ehe answer hinges in utilizing

' A ¢
the council;'which in turn depends upon the principal. She stated

 that advisory councils were‘extrénely useful to certain-pathologies-

affecting our schools, but theyAﬂﬁérhot miracle drugs. Fantini (1969)

presented both psychological and philosophical justifications and

- 4

~elements’ for implementation of community participation. He also

‘examined the difference between traditional schools and community |

-

pa ticipatory schools where the same kind of measures were utiliéed
Havighurst (1974) studied ‘local cdmmunity participation in edu-

cational policy-making and school administrationo The three questions

of concern were: 1) How was the poliey of local-conmunity participation

in educational affairs working? 2) What were its weaknesses and

strenéths? and 3) How could it be improved?! The potential ‘and actual

functions of community participation were discussed in the areas of

budget, personnel and curriculum whigh were®addressed toward. the local

~conmnnity.-~Inwaddition.td"Havighurst,jlarnis“(191414.Héﬁt9n¢(122§)z.nw”ma.
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Selden (1924),.and Locke (1974) presented papers at the Teacher Corps
'Assoéiate Confeeence in Decembef 1974 concerned primarily with citizen
partjcipationland'the reiationships ana understandinés ﬁhich must be
develoéed between the schooi and the community. <

’ Looking at the relationships between gereain characteristics of
'schools,.a determination was ‘made concerning :he extent teachers and
administratofs interacted and identified with tﬁe local community.
Corwin (1974) using a regression analysis foupd'éhe following five var- -

~ iables fof professioh;I contacts‘with parehts: 1) proportion of students &

on welfere, 2) centralization of‘decisionfﬁeking, 3)_employee participa-
tieh in professional associations, 4) staff sen{ofi;y, and 5) stan-

9

dardization. Cunningham (1974) viewed community involvement as an
veducational gam;t The primary emphasis should be toward understanding
and develoﬁing a muteal attack on educational problems;
‘Litwak (1970, pp, 44- 60) expanded “upon an artlcle by Litwak

and Meyers (1966) on "A Balance Theory of Coordination Between Bureau-
cratic Organizations and Community Primary Groups"jhu'develop -a balance
theory for predicting that "the community and the bureaucracy will
optionally echieve their respective goals if they operate at some
.mid-point in distance from eaEh other.," With growing diqutisfaction

with public education, Lahoda (1971) suggested that school syétems

should inform the public about the schools through a planned &%ogram.

The community should be made part;of the school family and together

determine the goals and problems of education and take appropriate
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action. It was furshef stafed that this involvement program should
be gehuine;xmakebéfi;ve engagement of-the-COmmunity was dangerous
business. . .
Conant (1971), Pellegrino (1973), and Wd}mshecker (19f0) stated
“the importance of p?rent partiqipation in the educational.engégﬁrise,
-because,of the greater demands being placed'upon education today. Mdrton
and Morton (1974) élaboratea'onihpw they involyed parents.thrOug? comm“ni;
cation and involving them in the planning ﬁ:oceés as part.of their
program by changiﬁg their Colorado.elemenfary séhoélito an IGE schoql.l
Leis (1970) studied the reig@ionship betwgen schoo1 openness énd
parentél opiﬁion."A positive relationship was found between~opén

32, e ] "g Y 'X .
clf%ate and parental opinion. It was also found that those mothers'

groups which became involved most frequéntly had é’high,sch001 education

*

o

and ranged in age' from forty to farty-niqe. fBakérv(i973) studiedvthé .
‘difference in attitudes of parents, teacheré, and pfiﬁcipalé'in the
decision-making process which might have been causgd by parent:
involvement. |

Involvement of pérents énd citizens in the public schools became
necessary as budget cutéacks increésé.and community support wained.
With thevincreased use of volunteers, training prégrams were hecessafy B
for efficient use of time and.resoﬁrcésw The National Education
Association (1972) provided a multimedia kit for this purﬁose. Murray
(1974) suggeéted that the role of volunteers were: 1) in-class helper,
2) corrector, 3) library,'media-center,.and-learning laboratory aide,

45 classroom guest- speaker, 5) clerical .helper,. 6) club advisor,

57
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7) room mothers, 8) field trip chaperones, 9) contributor to soeial T

and fund raising‘events, and 10) parent advisory council member,

It was suggested by Fitzﬁater (1954) that parents become
involved in planning, initiating, conducting, and evaluating scngqi
projects. Ilioff (1957) indicated that a program involving parents.
in systematic participation in discussion'groups resulted in greater
_achievement in an eighth grade mathematics experimental group‘as |
compfr o~:~control group. Cloward ‘and Jones (1963) stated that the
evaluation of the 1mportance of education was positively related to
parent involvement. Involvement of citizens in home-schoolfcommunity
relations through programs or activities was essential for informing
~ the community about the schools {Bowles and Fruth, 1976). Davis (1974),
Jackson (1974), and Hartman (1974) emphasized tne importance of molun-
teers as potential human resources within the schools. |

In an occasional paper on better home-school-community re1ations
‘by /1/D/E/A/ (1972, p. 24), it was reported that "in order to better
school-community’re1ations, what is needed is not an expansion of
_public re1ations‘§fforts bnt the creation of nen wastof involvement
because many traditional methods and efforts havevlost their credibility
in the current turbulent era." In a*seeond occasional paper on more

effective involvement of the community in the school by /I/D/E/A/ (1972

p. 24), it was suggested that: T C

1. A community involvement coordinator should be appointed by
the central office to work with business and citizen, groups
_ 'in areas of mutual concern.
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2. Community volunteers should be utilized in every school.

3. Local public opinion polls should be used in a continuing
program to’ assist the school “board- inapolicy*making~and—"~"~
communication. .

. &. Lécal businesses should be involved in vocational programs .
to teach students useful skills before graduation. :

5. Involvement with the community by teachers” and administrators
should be conscientious, constructiwe, and continuing if the
dmpact - is to be more than just a news article.

6. Local’ parent-school groups should reassess its responsibilities
to the school and community. Parent participation must be
sought and encouraged for all school activities 1ncluding
finance, curriculum, innovation, and standardization of
terminology. e

7. School administrators are responsihle'for meaningful community
"’ involvement. The welcome mat should be visible and business
and citizen participation in school- sought. :

L . S N .

8. School administrators should respond quickly and p&sitively
to citizen recommendations and requests. Rejection and
confrontation were better than avoiding the issue.

9, Educators should avoid using professional terms and jargon
when speaking with parents and community citizens.

10. Educational problems as seen by the local community should be
dealt with first in any citizen involvement program. When .
mutual trust has developed between educators and citizen groups
expanded efforts could be made in more basic subjects.

a; ! . .

11. School administrators should have more than a cursory acquain-
tance with the local social and political climate in order to
respond more adequately to the community's needs. Participa-
tion involved more than attending prominent civic clubs.
Liechty (1976) is presently conducting research on "Citizen

\ Participation in Educational Systems,"’ Safran (1974) conducted a
' nationwidc suruey’on states which recommended or required parental
. . : .

* involvement in school decision making regarding policy. He found that

there were fourteen statesuwith»SUch requirements for parental -

. L] C
SN
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involvement. Carter (1972, p. 145 stated that the role of the yoiun—

teers today were "directly involved in the very process of,education

"«

itself--as visiting lecturers, kindergarten assistants5 storj te11ers,»:~.‘
@readersﬁsf English themes, and,'most of all, as tutors."_» L
In t%f abpve section, the literature related to the operating

function of involvementvwas reviewed. Involvement was perceivedvas -

active participation of individuals and/or subpublics in the various:

b

aspects of ana1ysis, communication, ‘and resoiution of actua1'0r=j;',ﬂ .
potential conflict. Essentially active involvement by the various A

subpublics was seen as benefiting students and enhancing the\educational f;
program. Five activities customarily used ih IGE schoolsqyerf _Y; f;; LJ;

: 4,{ i ‘_’:. M .
1) home visits, 2) parent visits to ‘the sn@poi 3) parent conﬂerencesg_ .

4) use of parent volunteers, and S) parenq represéhtation qﬂ thesb & R

A .',- Yy

Units and the 152 (Bowles and Fruth ;916, p. A80y. R
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The opééating1£unctiqn dﬁ iggue resziﬁtion is revieﬁsd in t“e‘i .

followin secticn o the reviﬁw 6£ the 1itqrature.; , ; O
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’ _ Resolution ‘was defdned by Bohles th Fruth (137?) as the pr ce§§ <

l\..

T ‘ﬁ 4 ,
of resolving issues«rélas to the actual or F&séntial conflict ' & -

~/ & e

4]
generatedgby the allocationeqfiavailable resouroes, the chq@ce oi

. Resolution

IQ L
va1ues and th d!stribution of pJ;er wi gk the edueati nal system.‘ T
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s,

Bowles aad Fruth (1976, p A268f’deseribed resol

.
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g




- “(_. ’ i : . 55 t.
L . . o _ .. , ~ .
(1975;’p. 2) bresented three suggestions for conflict resolution which
‘wefé:;ri) "to discéver fhose‘elements of our systems which increase
the”likelihoodWof“donfrict;“Z)“tO"deveiop"contingency#piansﬁwhenffnw~«w~~ww»—-
ch;ncé;occurrences create disruptions, and 3) to pfodﬁce and to
‘iﬁprdve'systéﬁs.?or resolving conflict which maximize the benefits X
and minimize the costs to the parties involved." |
"Leviﬁ.and Stein (19;b) présgntéd a case study aboy; their.
‘ attempts to hold school-coﬁﬁunity felations forum; du;ing.the_1968
New York Teachers Strike. Their conclusions %Fre tha; the forums
channelled existing confliqf toward long-term Sehefitq of the
’cpmmunity;
Kelly (1967) examined the california .scfool board recall

~

election as a mechahism for‘the resolutioﬁ of community conflict. It
was stated ghgt the conflict intensity was significaﬁgz;\higher'
during the pre-recall and recall period than at the start: of the recall
campaign. It was further noted that the campaign polarized the
Acommunity and prolqnged the conflict within the community, Xonrad
}_ﬁ "(1966) indicated qgét social status was a good indicator concerning
| a community's ability to manage conflict within a school system.
An ancillary finding was that there w;s no difference i# the social»'

R status of school board members in the conflict communities and non-
conflict commuéities. Minaf (1966) iden(ified community characteristics
'concomitant to electoral conflict. Cémﬁunities with highe¥x educafional i
and occupational levels Qere found to haVe‘lower-levels of dissent.

The findings showed that the low conflict communities possessed

conflict-management skills and facilitating attitudes. ) 4 -
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Nussel (1964) tested the -idea that school-community conflict .

was essential in a democratic society. Althbugh conflict was neces-

sary and desirable in gome environments, it should be avoided in
school-community'relations“because of the resultant intergroup
cleavage, animosity, and bitterness. Wwilliams (1959) found that 88
percent of «citizen advisorz~:ommitteesvachieved their'purpose when the
objectives were clearly understood in the beginning.

Since there are many struggles for power within the educational
power domain, Turner (1970) proposed two basic approaches to mobiliz-
ing political power for educational ends. 1hese were; 1) the behind-
the-scenes action as'identification of holitical power holders and
issues receiving top'priority; and'2) developfient of the largest soii-
dary group. The two basic approaches would be helpful for educatorsw.

‘to enhance their power domain. Snow (1967) conducted research that
among the contextual dimensions relevant to school - administrati063
were two factors-v community resources in socio-economic terms and
conflict proPensity in terms of participation and negative voting
in school elections in four suburban communities. Snow found that
community resource levels and conflict propensity influenced admin-
istrative roles directly or indirectly. Sefond, the different
degrees of success in school-community relations introduded an oppor-
‘tunity to consider the importance to success of the individual :
superintendent's administrative and leadership ability.

'Moser  (1973) researched a Puerto Rican ‘school community utiliz-

ing an issue identification and conflict resolution approach within a
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political framework. Moser found that the Puerto Rican community was

unable to resolve their issugs within their school-community.
. i i : . : '
In the above section the literature related to the operating

function of issue resolution was.reviewgd. The object of a good
home-school~-community felationg program is. the résolution of actual
or potentialhconflict, allocatfng,resources, choo$ing valg%s, and
‘distributing power through the précesses of éﬁalysié, communiéation,

and involvement. For an educator’to be effective, he or she
must be able to analyze issues properly, communicate effectively,
involve others appropriately, and utilize the best mode for
resolution--rational decision making, persuasion, bargaining,

or power-play techniques, as the situation dictates (Bowles

and Fruth, 1976, p. 183).

Related Literature

[y

Several sources of ﬁaterial produced by the R and D Center for
home-school-community reldtions included more than one or all four of
the opesgting functions and therefore cou;d not be classified under
the heading of analysis, communication, involvement, or resolution.

The sources relevant to this'study were:

- 1. Home-school-community Relations: The State of the Art - ,
(Kim, et al., 1975). ' '

2. The Impleﬁentation of IGE and Related Home-school-community
Reldtions Programs and Activities: Seven Case Studies
(Miles, in press). ' ~

The Home-school-community Relations: The State of the Art by: h

Kim, et al., .(1975) defined home-school-community.relations;.and

- _ :
conceptualized three major approaches for improving home-school-:

community relations practices. Further, suggestions were made. for

. 63
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future research and de@élopmengtjniﬁé"three conclusions presented by

Kim were:

The concept of home-school-community relations included such
areas as parent participation, administrators' public rela-
tions function, and a political process. The operational

"definition of home-~school-community relations was defined as

'a reciprocal relations between home and school, or school
and community, externally as well as internally, and in both
horizontal and vertical dimensions...As a consequence, home~
school-community relations activities are conceptualized as
developmental in nature from functional, participatory, and

" political perspectives.'

1.
2.

O
3.

The development of theory and practices in the field of
home-school-community relations provides insights into under-
standing three major approaches available for the improvement
of home-school-community relations practices. ~ Administrative-
function, public-participatory, ang political-configuration
approaches can be distinguished in terms of objectives,
specific programs, theoretical foundationg, and research
studies. Each of the three approaches has different; but inter-
related objectives and specific programs to achieve its own
objectives. Research studies are conducted on the basis of
related theoretical foundations to the approach. '

The classification of the three major approaches provides
guidelines in developing theory, research and practices of
home-school-community relations. As a comprehensive frame-
work, the proposed political systems model for home-school -
community relations is expected to be verified by further

38

empirical studies, and to be used as’ a milestone for a further

step in home-school-community relations develppment.

‘¥

,The—Imblementation ofiIGE and Related Home-school-commhnigx

Programs and Activities: Seven Case Studies by Miles, et al. (1976)

[

was conducted following the R ai@ Center's Fali Iia',t_‘ional 'Evaldatiqn,

Commitfee Session/chaired byDr. Franlp Chase. ‘The ihpetus was to con-

duct/case study research to d&velop understanding of thq“conditionsA

in the field, report implementation histories, and survey the state

of home-school-community relations activities and programs.
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The case study research was conducted in the East Coast,

Midwest, West, and West Coast ranging in size from a small rural area
B S E

to a large city school. The conclusion drawn from the study was "that

-effective home-échool-community integratton into deciaion'making, two-

_ way communication, and making the implementation efforts tangible

and visible are the inportant asbects to successful implementation of

Individually Guided Education' (p..8).

Boundary Spanning . s

4

The ooncepts of boundary spanning were reviewed as a means for

¢

explaining the interaction between the organization and its environ-

ment, and to assist in the identification of hohe-school-community.
relatgons activities and their relation to the roles and reSponsioili;
ties of IGE school personnel. The organiaational boundaries:defined
by Brown (1966) and Miller (1972) served as a mechanism to” filter,
screen, sieve, or censor resources available from the environment.
Utterback (1971) and Berrien (1971) defined, boundaries as ihe input
interface with the environment which act as filters to information,
energy, material, and people that may enter or leave the organization.
Thompsonv(}967) discussed the tunctiona,qf Boundaries as pbotecting
the<organig5tion from pressures steeming from the environment.

Leifer (19745 looked at boundaries with respect to)organizaez'“

tional decision-making as more or less open allowing more or ‘less

environmental influences into the organizationl The degree of

permeability was determined by organizational-decision-makerg. o i%?.w

N L]

. . . - J T TR R R R LD AL EE ]

A



Boundary épénning roles should also be considered along with
» the concept:of bourdary spanning. Aikén and Hage (1972) defined
boundary spanﬁing roles as linking the_focal organization with other
organizations or social systems. The roles described were extremely
» important for the goal attainment of the focal ofganization., The
boundary spanner was conceived-és Ln exchange agent between the
organizﬁtion and its eﬁﬁironment according. to Levine'and'Whité'(1961)
and Rice (1969). |
Individuals responsible for changing attitudes, perceptions,
and values of organizational memberé were deséribed by Bolan (1971)
as boundary_spannefs. Organ (197£5, Aiken ahd Hage (19;2), and Kahq
(1564) discussed the personal cﬂ;racteristics of boundary spanners.
In describing effective boundary Spanning; Daltoﬁ (1970) chafacterized
it as an activity involving different behavié; from organizational |
members. O'Cbnneli and Cummings (1972), Cro?ier (L964), Thompsén
(1967), and Delbecq and Van de Ven (1972) imp1¥Ped that boundary
spanners will be powerfulvbecause of the information they poscess and .
will‘participa;e.moré in the decision-making process. The bo?ada;y =
Spanrer will gain power and become more involved in inter;ctions which
Will’lead to more power according to Hickson et al (1971), Aiken
and Hage (1972), and Allen and Cohen (1969). l |
Boundaries were described as the demarcation line betweeﬂ.thc
organization and its environment. The primary purposes of boundaries

were to filter material, energy, information, personnel, and to

protect the organization fronléfessures stemming from the environment,




M 41

Boundaq}gs were seen as more or less open and therefore regulating the
environmental influences into the'organizatiOn. The decision makers

of the organization exercised the degree of openness,

Boundary spanners were defined

as those .individuals who operate
§ 7 .

at the organization bohndary.v Their purpose was an information process=-
\\\ N .

“ing role bringing environmental information into the organization

,(Leifer, 1974).

From the review of the'literature related to the various

aspects of home-school-community relations,Abbundary Spann;ng'litera-

ture, and research conducted at the R and P Center in the Home-school-
community Relations Component, it.asi‘apparent that few if any schools

had a home-school-community relations pfogram. Many programmatic -

’

and nonprogrammatic activities were identified, but little evidence ,

L f

» : &
was found that schools developed a well-planned program for 1) accurate

analysis of their community and its various gubpubgicé, 2) effective

>

communication and involvement, and.3) effectivgly utilizing these
three dperat;ng funcﬁions in‘thelresbiutién of actualﬂOr'poteﬁtial

conflict. From these conclusions and by expanding upon Krupa's
study‘on'"Aﬁ Analysis of_Home;séhobl-communityvRelations Activities

[ N

in IGE Schools,” the following research wag proposed.

t

Statement of the Problem

.
¢

.. The purpose of thisstudy was to test the Home-school-community

Relations Modéi by surveying'ﬁdditiongl subpublics to:

R YA

N




)
CERT S
“

42

1. Determine a school's programmatic and nonprogrammatic
home-school-communi ty relations activities. . /

2. Determine: the rélationships between the responsibility
. for the control functions, the intended interaction
patterns, the operating functions, .and the importance
and effectivenbss of the programmatic and nonprogrammatic
activities. . .

3. Determine how and to what exgent the programmatic and ¢
nonprogrammatic activities were classified as the Operating
functions of analysis, communication, involvement, and
resolution..

4. Determine the relationship between the staff's perception.
of their home-school-community relations program and. the- .
perceptions of parents and nonparents about the school's -
home-school-community relations program.

i S :

Significance of the Study

-

This study was significant for the following reasons. Research

was conducted to contribute to the development of the Home-school-

SN

community Relations Model, and provided a basis for development

"and,verification of hypotheses. The research conducted.expanded '

rupon a previous study by Krupa (1976) to modify his assessment

questionnaire, to include nonprogrammatic activities in” the assessment,
and to assess parents and citizens within the school's attendance area

about the school's home-school-community relations program.
Organization of theaDissertation

This document is divided into four chapters: :1) background of
the study, review of the’ literature, and signififance, 2). design and
methodology, and limitations, 3) analysis of the data, and findings,. ‘q

and 4) summary of the findings, conclusions, and implications.



Assessment Instrument develoPed‘By Krupa (1976).

o CHAPTER II -

.
(0 oo R R
. o

- DESIGN AND,METHODOLOGY
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T . Chapter II contain a deqcription of the study, methodology,

and’ the: statisticaftgesign for analyzing the data, The chapter is

' oomposed of eight sections which include: 1) a statement of the

proolem, 2} objectives of the study,'3) description of the Home-

school community Relatiopgs Model 4) definition of terms, 5) research

questions, 6) methodology, 7) daLa treatment and 8) limitations.

q . \ .

‘Statement of the Problem.

o ¢
The purpose of this study was to test the Home-school-community

Relations Model by surveying additional subpublics and including non-

programmatic activities utilising the Home-school-community Relations

# Objectives

The. research focused on the folloﬁing four objectives:
~ J . N r

1. To refine the Home-school-community Relations Model.

2..To refine the Home-school -community Relations Assessment.
Instrument.

" 3. .To administer the refined Home-school- -community Relations
Assessment Instrument to a school staff gnd selected d%-
N » oitizens. : S . é;w?

-3

4., To test theﬁproposed research questions.
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The-Home-school-cdmmunity'keiations Model, its literature, and
the concepts of boundary spanging were utilized in the conceptualization
of this .study.

Description of Home-school-community Relations Model

The model for a home-school-community relations program has

three general goals qu increasing the public understanding of the IGE
1. To make the IGE staff mofe aware of and reSponsive to the

educational expectations and“available resources of the
community, parents, and students.

sc‘ool°

v

2. To-make the community, parents, and students more aware
of and responsive to the requisites of the instructional
program as implemented in JGE, and "o ¥

3., Tc identify and utilize ways and means of actively involv~
ing both staff and community in the awareness commitment,

changeover, refinement and renewal phases of implementing
IGE in the school (Bowlesd’ and Fruth, 1976)

The prima y assumption of the model and the assumption accepted
for this study is fhat the development and impiementation of a home-
,schoél-communit§yre1ations program is a politieal process.r The pro-!Jl
gram's objective is the resolution of actual or potential conflict
amonig the various spbpublics which involve decisions'relating to the

use of scarce resources, values used in determining the educational

- program, and the locus of pover in tHli§gucational system.

The Home school-cpmmunity Re hs Modei 'Figure 3> has :ﬁq“

major dimensions: primary interaction patterns and concepts and
. :

: | '70_
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community Relations, in Hprbert Klausmeler, Richard A, Rossmiller,
and Mary §. Saily (eds.), Individually Guided Education: Concepts
and Principles (Madisom, iisconsin: ‘Fisconsin Researeh and Devel—
opnent Center for Cognitive Learning, in press).

- "

Y
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competencies.* Priﬁary‘interaction patterns are defined as the major
interactions between ﬁhe schoellasd the community at four interde- |
pendent levels whieh influence the type of instructsonal program
within an IGE school.  Essentially the primary interaction patterns
are between the teacher‘and the ch%}d; the unit leader/unit staff,
and. the home; the principal and Instructional'Improvement~Committee and
she school community;'and the administration/Systemwide Program
Commistee and the district community.

The concepts.end competencies, opefating functions as designated
in this sﬁedy,are defined aswanalysis, communication, involvement,
and resolution. Thesel0perating functions are necessary for establish-

ing and maintaining an effective home-school-community relations

program;

Analysis
Analysis is defihed as: 1) identifying issues and issue

elements, 2)'identifying key'actdrs and subpublics,‘and 3) associatiag

the issues and issue elements with the key actors and subpublics.

_ The primary purpose for assocating the issues with the key actors and

gsubpublics is to develop a plan to improve communication, involvement,

and theé resolution of actual or potential conflict.

3

*The material in this section was taken from a chapter written by
B. Deam Bowles and Marvin J, Fruth, "Improving Home-school-community
Relations," The Principalship and Individually Guided Education, James
M. Lipham and Marvin J. Fruth, eds. (Reading, Mass.: Addison- Wesley
Publishing Company, 1976, in press)
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Communication is the pnocegs of exchanging/i"-,f
: Y oo

verbal,wor nonverbal The conEeqts °

p

'JA, \,,‘.;,:'

~~conditions for- effective communication and qualié} of the messageyﬁawl ke

are considered essential elements within the~model for an effective VL

home-school-commynity relations program. \
N -

2

Involvement

Involvement is defined as '"the active participation of the
several suboublicé in various aspects of analysis, communication, and

actual or potential conflict resolution'" (Bowles and Fruth, 1976, p.

180). Involvement includes both programmatic and honprogrammatic

activities. Programmatic activities are activities such as PTA/PTO,

- evenlng programs, volunteer programs or other structured events,-

Nonprogrammatic activities are those which the individual has little

control over. the agenda, people ‘involved, or eventual outcomes.

'Examples of nonprogrammatic activities are sponLaneous interactions .

\

betwcen parent and school person, confrontations-with parent groups,

brainstorming,and problcnrsolving sessions.

\

Some of the activities which have been identified as providing

effective communication between the school and school community in

IGE schools are: 1) home visits, g) parent visits to the sdﬁool,
3) parent-teacher'conferences,.4) community volunteers, and 5) parant
z;?fcsentatiou on the Instruction-and'Research Units and the

4 v

. . Vo
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Instruction Improvement Committce. The assumption for involvement of

the school community wighiﬁ the school is that,students will directly
. . i .

I3

benefit from their assistance..‘Secondly, the ‘school community will

likely perceive IGE as a §i€b1e program and w11§'supportAthe innovation
and changes taking place.

Rgsolution is defined as an objectiye of the home-school-
community relations prpgfaq*which uses the groccsses of analysis,
communication, and involvemént in determiningAconfliCt, allocating . ,
resources, choosing values, and distributing power. In resolving
" actual or pg;ential conflict, .four modes are postulatéd: 1) the
fational decision process, 2)'persuasi6n, 3) bargaining, and 4) powér
play (March and Simon, 1963). ﬁtilization of the best mode of resolu~
tion is necessary for solving home-school-community relaﬁions problems.
_In-shmmary, the resolution of actual or potential conflict involves
proper analysis'of issues And participants, eff;ctive communication,
appropriate involvement of the schoollcommupity aﬁd‘utilization of

the most useful mode of resolution whether it be rgtiona} decision

making, persuasion, bargaining or power play techniques.
‘ . *fzﬁ -

Boundary Spanning Concepts

Leifer (1974, p. 1) contended :

...an organizational boundary indicates a limit on the -
extent of the organization. 1In as much as information
derived from the environment is necessary for much organ-
ization decision making, people whose work-related activity
causes them to span the boundary of ,the organization and

\



to bring information into the organization are important
for organization functioning and are called boundary spanners.

The concept of boundary spanning encompasses the control .
functions of planning, deciding, conducting, coordinating, and

evaluating and assumes that the roles and responsibilities of the
A\ ' '

-

organization's interaction witﬁiits environment are clearly defined

" to membership in the'crgenizatidn; This concept of boundary spanning
v
,was employed to identify the reSpon81bi1ities with;n the school.

According to Krupa (1976, p- 40y, Figure 4

'depicts the integration of boundary sPanning‘con;rol functions
with the Home-school-community Relations Model. ' To attain
the primary objective of the resolution” of éonflict and
_the allocation of resources, values, and power the school
must be involved in the operational functions or objectives
- of analysis, communication, fnvolvement, and resolution.
* These objectives are operationalized through a series of
"~ school control, functions ranging from the determination of
the intended interactions, and the school persomnel roles
.~ and “eSponsibilities, to the evaluation and assessment of
" “.. the interactions as they relate to the attaimnment of the
primary objective. The development of the instrumentation
wds specifically related to the functions, objectives, and
interactions as indicated in this integrated model.

7
‘The following are a list of eleven'definitions which were used

to clarify the research conducted.
Definition of Terms

Home-school-community Relations: '"the effective: 1) resolution of
actual or potential conflict in the home-school-community
environment and«2) allocation of scarce economic resources,
differing social values, and unequal political power"
(Bowles and Fruth, p. 1)

Primary interaction patterns: the interaction betwcen the school
and the community at four interdependent levels which influence
the type of instructional program within an 1GE schopl.

RN

* e

49



RESOLUTION OF CONFLICT AND THE ALLOCATION <
: OF RESOURCES, VALUES AND POWER
. .
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SCHOOL OPERATIONAL FUNCTIONS IN HOME=~SCHOOL~COMMUNITY RELATIONS
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Fig. 4. Source: Yalter E. Krupa, "An Anzlysis of Home-school-
community Relations Activities in IGE Schools,"
Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of
‘Wisconsin-ladison, 1976.
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" Operating functions: analysis, communication, involvement, and
¢ resolution as defined in the previous s%etion.

Boundary spanning: the roles and reSponsibilit{es regarding.the
organization's interaction with its environment which is
clearly defined to the organizational membership.

Boundary spanners: 'people whose work-related activity causes them
to cross the organizational boundary" (Leifer, 1974,p. 1).

Control functions: the process of planning, deciding, conducting,
coordinating, and evaluating on the part of the organiZation
to accomplish the operating functions of analysis, communica#

* tion, and resolution through programmatic and nonprogrammatic -

interaction. : -

Effectiveness: the degree to which an activity is perceived as
having accomplished its objective.
-

ImEortance- theﬁdegree to which an activity is perceived as having
significanCe. .

‘,,,

'Activity: na task. leading to the satisfactory'completion of an
objective which consumes either time or resources" (McIsaac,
et al., 1972, p. 4). : S

Programmatic activities: formal or recognizable activities through
which the school interacts with its enviromment such as
PTO/PTA, Parent Advisory Committee, etc.

 Nonprogrammatic activities: informal activities which a school may
conduct in its home-school- community relations program such
as an open-door policy, principal's ‘response to telephone
calls from parents, etc. .

Research Questions

Fogrteen research questions were developed to determine a

school's programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities, the priority

ranking of each activity in terms of ‘the operating functions and

¢ >

the roles and reSponsibilities'for each of the .control functions.
Correlations were found .to indicate relationships between the control

functions, operating functions, primary interaction patterns,

‘ 78
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A}

importance, and effectivenmess of each activity as perceived by staff,

| -
parents, and nonparents.

1. What are the programmatic hnd—nonpxogfamméticAhomezSChoolf
community relations activities as perceived by staff,
- parents, and nonparents? e :

2. What is the priority ranking of each activity in terms of
the operating functions of analysis, communication, involvement,
and resolution as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?

3. What is the intended interaction of each ac:ivity in terms
of, the primary interaction patterns as perceived. by stdff,

parents, and nonparents?
) <

4, Who is primarily responsible for each of the control functions
for the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities as per-
S ceived by staff, parents,.and nonparents?

5. What is the relationship between the importance of the
_ programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the control
& * functions as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?

6. What is the relationship between the effectiveness of the
programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the control
functions as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?

7. What is the relationship between the importance of the
programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the operating
functions as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?

8. What is the relationship between the effectiveness of the
programmatic and_ nonprogrammatic, activities and the operating
+  functions as erceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?

9, What-is the rtlationship between the importance of the
programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the primary
interaction patterns as perceived by staff, parents, and

Y nonparents? . ’

10. what is the relationship between the effectivenggg of the program--
matic and nonprogrammatic activities and the primary interaction

' patterns.as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?
. N ’ ) . \ ‘ .

11. What is the relationship between the importance and effective-
ness for gach of the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activi-
ties as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents? )

12. What is the relationship between the control functions and
the primary interaction patterns as perceived by staff,
parents, and nonparents?

79

-

?




S 53

i ' Jd

13. What is the relationship between the primary interaction
 patterns and the operating functions as percéived by staff
parents, and nonparents? ,

14. What is the relationship between the control functions and
the operating functions as perceived by staff, parents, and.
nonparents? 32 : .

S .

..Figure 5 1is provided 3s an explanation of the: relatiOnships

.t
7

among the fourteen research questions. sl f5f

Ancillary Questions

rd
-l
3

Two ancillary questions were developed for determining signifi-
,cant mean differences between groups at the p £.05 lejel. The meari’

differences were found for the importance and the effectiveness. of “the
. rU b
programmatic and nonprogrammatic dctivities in a school s home-school—
community relations program:
’ n

1. What are the mean differences between ‘the importance of.each, '
programmatic and nonprogrammatic act1vity as perceived by
staff, parents, and nonparents? :

2. What are the mean differences between the effectiveness of
each programmatic and nonprogrammatic activity as perceived
by staff, panents, and nonparents?

Methodology

v

The methodology of the study is composed of four phases consist-
ing of: 1) an exploratory phase, 2) instrument refinement_phase,

. 3) instrument administration phase, and 4) statistical treatment phaee, i

; ) ')
Yy -+ 80
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Phase I

\\. o - éxplor8tory . " - o ’( |

[}

The exploratory phase of the study involved refinement of the -
£ . -

' Home-school-community Relations Model Refinement of the model conj

4

r‘ .‘

N

\

.
f“ﬁ

for two or more year:, 2) e8tablished an Instructional Improvement

A

sisted of reviewing the literature relating to . home-school community

relations, ihterviewing selected'school staff personnel and ciﬁizens

- 7

for identification of programmatic and nonprogrammatic home-school-

.f _}y-

community relations,activities, and utilizing a panel of experts to.

assist.in‘incorpdratirg_the new information into the model. ‘
. “' N ' L' .

The staff of a multiunit school and t'enty;four selected s

) .

. o TR . . D e _
“citizens were tdentified and asked to cooperate-in an exp%oratory
) . T - o

,studv-being conducted_by'the%researcher[between December 1975 an? i

'March 1976 ‘(see Appendix E for corresppondence).' The school'was o
identified according to. the following criteria--'l)"involved'in IGE
\‘/

)

Committee;(IIQ) which meets at least.once a week, 3) organized as

a multiunit school, and &) implemented the'Instructional Programming

Model in at least'one curgicular afeas a N
.The individuals selected from the schoél staff were the prin~

»>

cipal‘ six unit leaders, a teacher from each unit, two instructional

aides, and four classified personnel. A telephone conversation was
held with the principal to explain the purpose of the studz and identify«

ﬂ!%se individuals to ‘be, interviewed ‘The principal then selected the
¥ . . : o -
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staff members and established a schedui
. ) e 2 - i 1
interviewed - "3>1' “";“” ﬁzu,}.P .

e
-«

k “..

The selected citizens‘and parents Were identified according to
Tae .
a reputational nominated random, and.nonparent technique. Five
. . W
B SRR - S
reputational citizens were selected usingpss the criterion that they
'n) g

o hold a public offige in the communiwy; The five nominated c!tizens ' .

" and/or parents selected were individusls whos£$ :3 \; ere obtained :

ghrough the interviewing process.. Bight; ar {randomly selected
through the use of a table of- rapdom

student class list. . The six nonpareh \citizens vere identified from

W p’ .
“ S0 Ta ek : »
_-a lisv developed % the school sdmini t%ﬂor.' _
: - A emi-stg;ctured Open-ended 1 terview:?as}constructed in

ot Lo ‘4'
o erder to achieve descriptive resppn, o the:Operating functions of

analysis, commpnibation, invblv:me‘ and resolution.- Good (1966\

R

RO identified advantag@%tbf this techﬁique as being the stimulus and
. ‘ Sm - »

confidentigl ﬁ%lationships whi&h ;:inherent in this method and the

A -_4.‘.,4,'...

possibility af*following up leads "ndfcIues with the availability of’
aé%ess tdb further dﬁspondents. Fox-(l969) indicated that this method
. is most appropriate when the researcher's purpose 18 to seek- informa-
tion at the Burface or sub-surface level The use of well-choosen ”

questions utilizes the most efficient and effective dara-gathering
..methéd S . —_— o T

The semi-structured interview was utilized to allow the -

. resea{?Qer to ask specific questions but also to have freedom to-ask ?@

add;tional questions which may prexide clues to the identification of
L ‘ - <

C-d ] . . e
. 84
i R i g
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the'operatingﬁibnctions.' The first researc“‘question asked to all
- - { . .

" respondents was: ‘"What. are the programmasic (formal) and nonprogramew
i . : .. B ’

jmatic (informal) home-school-community relationsvactivities in your
school? From this question additional questions were developed (see ff

-4
0
b
W

" Appendix A Interview Sphedule). A checklist was utilized to ensﬂre :;;

: . ;
that all research questions were covered by the interviewer.v oo

I

) X
’u.‘- -

)4
The open-ended question design was used primarily to reduce

ﬁ

-artificiality and to increaségrgpport. :"Information produced through
one oﬁen—ended question often is far superior to that obtaineg by :

even an extended series of closed questions on the same- topic" (Sharp,

.t

1973, p. 6). The questions were designed as an attempq-to identify

...\

the progipmmatic and nonprogrammatic home-school community relationd

-
S
*

activities..

-« Merton, et-al‘ (1965, pp. 12 13) stated that, "One"of the
t, ,# *
principal reaSons for the use of" interviews rather than queationnaires

e ®

is to uncover a diversity of relevant responses, whethet or n@% theBe

have been anticipated by the inquirer."b In addition, there are

several advantages@ié the interview approi Hyman (1954) listed
e )

the advantages of intefviews as: 1) controlling for contextual

effects of other questions on a given answer, and 2) providing

d

- insight into questions throughaprobing and amplifying. Johnson : ‘.

(1950) indicated that interviews I) facilitate control 2) ‘allow
. T for observation, 3) increase motivation, and 4) effect against non- @
'_responses. Gordon (1969) gave the advantages of interviewing as: |
. l) motivating respondents to give accurate and complete informa&ion,

Y085

[
i




2). providing opportunities to direct the re.'&ndent in the interpre-
w

tation of the question, 3) allowing flexibility in the respondent's -

u

ability to respond and. 4) providing an Opportunity to evaluate validity
. J—a\; 3
of information through observation of nonverbal manifestations of

the-respondent 8 attitude.‘ Richardson, et;gl (1965) sgg:ed that the
, two advantages from moderately ?6en‘questions are: 1) the respondent
feels his opinion is important, and 2) the responses‘may be more
ngid than close-ended questions because individuals tend to givel.
yes/no answer% regardless of questions in the close-ended interviews.
_The use of the interview helped facilitate the development of
rapport, influence the validity of responses, and affect the intensity
| of the responses. Rapportrﬁss established through'informal conversa-
tion with each respondentgfwhichfincludedjthe purpose of the stud
a statement or confidentiality, and summaries of responses durind’,
. the interview. Respect for the opinion of the 1nterviewee was stressedr
along with the importance of frank and honest“tesponses. It is
, anticipated that the non-threatening nature of the research and the

relaxed.atmosphere of ‘the interview increased the probability of

valid responses. R

The operating functions of analysis, communication, involvement

AQd reaolution were constructed as probes inlgetermining.which program-

and nonprogrammatic activities were. inﬁe school's home - school-

community,::lations program.\ (see Appendix A for wording of questions)

* The progr ic questions were adapted from the literatute and the

Rand D Center research .on home-school-communit relations in sevqfal
. B : ﬂ: g <
.o . : ‘ . \ ’

’

P ? ~‘ ) | ' . | | | | ‘ . - gg'-».
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1

exemplary IGE schools. The list of aq;ivities were rank-ordered by
- %18 : professors and S
“students involved in.home- school-community/re ations: re;earcb The

,probes in the interview schedule were constructed fronrz t)he rank-ordered

',flist of activities. o ‘n" : S _g-{"" ' '-

PRt

33'% The probes developed for the nonprogrammatic activities were

construtted from the literature and through the aid of personnel

i

f.ffom-the R and D Center involved‘in research<in,home-schoolfcommunity_

\§I'J_/91ations. These were3
K_},Qpenness and’ wiIlingness to help on the:part of ’i
administrators and teachers. g o .

[ D

‘e

o]

[ J% PT@ and PAC. Sérving as a sounding board regarding
Existing and proposed po1icies and practices.

"iIQ}?EK\Faciliti$s7§erVing as a community resource. oy

'{,gl Communication ‘and involvement of non-parent adults. KT

o

'l _ - . Lo

'pkeq to c1assify the programmatic

/&
: ';’lbonding to the operating functions

A " - @ 2
3 s ‘ . ) . . ’ N :. ’ A
o

,f" on 511 the programm:fic and hB amhaticvactivities mentioned
e X \ ‘ K .\ ; e ) T : " . .. .
T cwees (‘Ree Apendix B)\ The items' with thﬁ’.'hilghest T
o ‘ A . oy L
Y €d in,the assessment queStionnaire. ‘"Eleven
5\3.' - ‘, . - P » i ] . . .
- ) T % , R . Ly : o '
/ ll.'u‘ - ;,' L ow : r . o " ‘ o . i fF; N . - . 2
g - - . i ot ¥ . | C =~‘ e }
AN - 8% . .




vities”and ten of thé,nonprogrammatic activities

of the programma
R

were incIuded uestionnaire. ,The reasons. for including only

Iy -

eleven progr' ‘and.ten nonprogrammatic activities vere: 1)'more

than this number of activities would have made the questionnaire too

o
long to administer, and~2) there was a logical breaking point i’ the

frequency count: betweén items eleven and twelve for the programmatic

activities and ten and eleven for the nonprogrammatic activities.

. /

¢ Rank items four and eleven of the nonprogrammatic activities were f_¢~ _
collapsed into one ibem'because of thefﬁ.similarity. ~ d . o o

Instrument Validity ' - o . CL 6‘

Krupa (1976\ in his research estab%ished the c’!tent and
L .
_ construct validity for the assessment instrument used in. “this study..,

The content validity was. developed through a study of the 1iterature

and research ahd examination and refinement by a panel of experts.

ot

The validity for the programmatic and nonprogragmatic activities was

established tﬁrough a study of the 1iterature and interviews conducted

.ﬂv
Y

(gf With selected school staff and citiaﬁns at“the research site. ” ,

i
”% S The construct validity was estaAEished through the identifica—

: i
Y tion of oo?structs which were obtained from the liten‘tnre and a panel

'of expertd& Respondents thg two’ pilot schools critiquqﬁ tﬁe assess-

" ment instr ent and the respondents suggestions wﬁre gkaorporated

into the .que tionnaire. D ':lﬂ ; L "b'.ﬂ S

, ‘ b Co ' 5 k o ,
Instrument~Reliability : L . gggff o A? _—

: _’i-’ In an earlier study by Kripa (1976), " the Home-school-communityl

_Relatiohs Assessment Questionnaire was, _piloted utilizing a test retest *h‘ﬁ
p - | | i o . ’ .
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’ B .. . . P

- ) ) ‘ ’ i O
- . ' R . g

| procedure for the questions dealing with the control functions, the

,/'4 wlor

inte ed interactions, and the import _ce and effectiveness ‘of the

®activities; For all of»the questions measured by Krupa,'a re1iabi1ity_,-"

f'igu e of 87 or higher was found. o @, _ K ‘ R ﬁ
. o, v : “ ;\' 3 .
Sine‘<godifications were made to the assessment questionnaire, .

. a‘test- retest procedure was piloted with severa1 individuals to deter-
. (_ ) .

mine its re1iability. PROGRAM DSTAT2, a descriptiveustatistics and "' ;

'corre1ation'program in the STATJOB serigs of programs, was used for

- _determining the coefficients of correlation for each of the programmatic.

.

~ and J%nprogrammatic activities.#fPROGRAM WISE&STAT. A J" R, an inter-"

ﬂ Lo - v '
the ro rammatic andsnon rammatic activities. Tables 1 and 2 ‘ o
. P g % Pf\gg ] v ».' s ’

V-
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' Tablel T . L
_ TEST—RETEST RESULTS OF ThE HOME—SChOOL-CO“MUNITY RELATIONS -
_QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE . NONPROGRAIMATIC ACTIVITIES )

. ]
& cyrs . . .
L2 . . 1

Y e
- S . . Test—Retest ¢ - - Significance for

Nonprogracmatic ' Coefficients of ol Coefficients of
Activity = . Wm. _ Correlation o "~ forrelation
1. Parent visits to R & -

“ the school o .0 .830 . - . .000‘

P ’ 7 . . )
2. Students' enthusiggﬁ'- o : _ .
in school activit¥¥s G707 2.0 +008
o . . ‘f‘S‘ -

3. School facilities serve . L
' as a community resource - - .862 - - 000 V.

4, Staff generates a feeling
{yf warmth - e .738"

3

5. Pérents demonstrate : : ; .

v sg&port for the achool 4 e 780 . : . ,002. IR

6. sStaff generates a oo T _ g
posj_tj ve 3 tio spnere ,‘)f . *"-7887 . o O 3 .000 é tf

%@j;7;b ﬂiincipiu i staff™ e - > .
8 response parent callsj'w,”:923 S E .000 _—
Bd N ; - [IRe

. 8. Parents have a%cess PG o L ' . &
. to staff NS Lk - ' .558 e
e . . - L e |
‘gltierates rappory &‘? o, ' . i
between t‘emselves an® ol ' DT
parenss

9..

10.
planning activities for:,
children “

% g\
«égtivity 8 was not included in the averaging of the.. correldtions. 7,{-3 v

. \ ) ® ) , o °"':- .‘ ‘!h..a Q’; . i 4
,ﬁi' ® LS *

9q - e




Table 2 '
SR , ~ : ot .
TEST-RETEST RESULTS OF THE HOME-SCHOOL-CO:RfUNITY RELATIONS’
ASSESSMENT - QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES °

¢
Q b
- s

. y Test-Retest A ' Significance for
. Programmatic . - - Coefficients of .- Coefficients of
*. JActivities _ ' Correlation - .-, .Correlation -, -

W

X
TR : .

v T EATEEE . L
,- 1. PTO -7 1 $702 , .009
. . . . ' \ ) g .
. 2. Parent-teacher . - . :
conferences E - .875 ’ .000 ?:QE

.

3. IVolunféérﬁaiééfi; s - . _ _
program A&JF, S . .630 S .026
4. Christmas and Spring "’ . ' ' - * ,r?*'
K music programs ‘  .699 - ‘ .- .009
usic . o A

&5, Parent adwisory hoard  ~ .882 S | ~.000

P )

7. Positive cards, calls, o . : - a
and notes : ‘ -.355 L : " .266 b

wh 1 . o . ’ -t o

6. School mewsletter ~  ..874 | © 000

A8. Use éf conmunity - . ‘ . o
resource-people -~ - - 215 - : ( s i

Parent' questionnaires - . o ,
' or surveys . . .871 S .~ .000

10. Articlés in the . R : N
local newspaper L NT62 . co ) 003 * g

/T\IIL. Progresgti%gbrt.' » 1872 : o S e vw.900w~»m~—ﬁw;~

Avefége'cbriéfgtion for all the aptivitiesfwas‘£_= +.814,'

5.0
i . . : ) - '
kil . . . ‘ . ] ST ‘
._ . -

Activities ;7 and 8 werq not included in the averaging of~tﬁe'¢o€fﬁ}ﬁtionééﬁ




-y

‘results reported in Chapter fourf’

_in%e qu‘atfennaire and in Chapter three.

]
II

'rahle 1 répoml the coefficients of correlation test of reliahility

el

R

for the nonprogrammatic activities. All of the,nonprogramatic activities

. were found to -hav_e’ a significance level of r «.05 except for activity

_'eight. This‘ctivity, "pafents have access to staff;" was found to have o

a weak corrélation and therefore will not be considered in the final

-

-

Table 2 reports !:he coefficients of correlation test of reliability
for the programnatic ’acxivitiea. Most of the activities were: found to

be significant at the r £.05 level except for activ ,' v ._'s.eve_n.and

eight. These ae;i\fities, positive cards, calls, -and n“ ,"'»'and-"?use ’of x
community resource people,” were found to be extremely weak as’ coefficients
of correlation and will not be used in reporting the final-resul_t_s ‘in

Chapter four. e . e W
: Y e C o & :@ o
TRl

‘The nonprogramhiatic ‘and programma ic;;’activities R "parent._s.. have

" access to staff," "pesitive cards, calls, and notes," and "'u'g%.'.of community

resource pecople," were included in the questionnaire and reported in the .

tables found in Chapter three. Thp. reader should be cautioned that no

\
findif:gs or conclusions were implied from the presence of axese actitities

cay

e



phase 1T .

Instrument Refinement

L 3

Based on the findings-from-Phasé I,Irefinement of”the Home -

school-community Relations Assessment Instrument was conducted. The
g2

programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities identified in Phase I were

incorporated into the assessment instrument. Development of the‘
s

_original instrument was detailed by Krupa (1976) Construction of

_ the instrument sonsisted of: 1) deVelopment of questions, 2) scaling,

L2

3) background data, 4) instrument format, S)winstrumeﬁt'validity, and

6) reliability.

T An additional quesgion relating to the planning process of each
'\!
hogi school~ community relations activity Vil added to augment the
. o E
control functions. ' AR :
” 3 ‘,_9_ ) ”5’.: 42 .

The Likert format (scaled tatings of 5-1) for impottance and

effectiveness were changed to include headings for each interval. Theh

Ly

new 1tems were scaled ap S-Extremely Effective, Q-Very Effective,

3-Ef ective, 2- Somewhat Effective, and 1-Ineffective.

"‘-u-

“i The question relating to the intended interaction activities‘

of . the assessment instrument was changed from a single séspohse

question to a multi response question utiting a ﬁfjbﬁ format"_

for each of the four reqppnses._ Response five was eliminated from -

,»_'-'.—'*; .

_',r,'_«.

o

Similarly, the que,stion about the operating*unctions of the

) assessment instrument wag changed t. a rank-order format. Response




x”'adequate in gathering the nec;;sary dara for this study.

"9f the assessment instrument._~

ELe . B

each person on completing the questionnaire and asked fon«theirg“
_

66

five was eliminated to force the respondents'ﬁhto rank-ordering the

question* S ' ‘ ' ., .

The last page of thedpssessment instrument was eliminated

" completely. Since these questions were originaliy expapded modifica-ﬁ

N
it.‘wﬂﬁéé‘ﬁﬁed ti'tat utiliz-

e

n,.

tions of the operating,funct%en’“ques'f%
:ﬁ

operati functions question was

ing the rank-order method in ﬂh@ﬁ

. . Ay
€ 0 s

_The'psnel of experts from,the Department of Educat!%nal Admin-

e

“iSﬁration, University of Wisconsin, and the R and D Center personnel A

involved in'home-school-community relations research were consulted

for input both during and after changes were made in the refinement

e e

N ~ phase IIT T l{} BT
3 ‘ Administering the Instrument { . ) .

Upon completion of ‘the refinement of the Home-school-community

:ReIations Assessment Instrument, the reviged instrumentation was

adminiltered by thv gearcher to fifteen student and faculty

memberg in the Dep jof Educational.Administrationiat the Univer-

N L £

sity of wiscoiSin-Madison. The researcheregave oral instructions to

~ _

comments and coﬁstructive criticism of the assifsment instrument.

Additional modifications of the questionnaire were made from their .ﬁ?f
comments asl critil:ism. T . -
o W . e, “
Toveea Ty
» ’ PR % Tl Lo
"ﬁiu'-‘v.i.‘.’ﬁ 4 ‘:f.'-' iy ) %



The questionnaire was administered to three different popula-

tion8'including: l) the- entire subject e1ementary school staff,

~

2) forty-one parents selected randomly, and 3) thirty individuals
(hereafter referred to as nonparents) who lived in the -elementary

. school attendance area. A1l of the citizens wereweighgeen years of - '
. , . . L S .
age 1der, and did not have children or did not have children
' 2 b
attending this school’ Three senarate quiliionnaires were administered

Wi .

to- the differentpopulations (see Appendix Cy. The questionnaires were
color coded for easy identification, administ]ntion, and coding ," ‘

Oral directions for taking.the quistionnaire were given to

‘ ‘all three gop lagions (see Appendix D) In administering the question-"'

o

‘.naire to the s ool staff, individual dtrections ‘were: given to the
ﬁh

c1assified personnel, and group directions were given to each of the:

B ruole : l_i;‘_t.\f

six I&R units. It was requested by the unit leaders that the researcher

~~w—~—administer ‘the- questionnain‘ duning»their regularly scheduled unit
e
meetings instead of one largy st.aff meetingﬁ‘ The total staff popula-

tion was thirty-six whieh/included -l)‘twenty-four teachers, 2) seven

aides, 3) féur c1assified personnel, and 4) ‘the principal The tWentyefou1
2]

questionnaires returned represented an 80 percent return.

Some staff members were not involved in. the study because of sickness

"L - v - i

duri%?yghe week the researcher was collecting the data at the

+

elementary school.

lﬂ.random‘sampla of sixty parents was taken. 'This represented

slidﬁtly more than ten percent of the parent population. The parent
flation at the time of. Qgta collection was '533.  Letters were sent
R ) 95'..-‘* ' ’




m\\l

pukto’tﬁe random sample of sixty parents asking for their participation N

i

J in the study (see Appen ix f). whhen the researcher arrived at the

elementary school all simfalp%fents were contacted by telephone to
b : :

WY #
ascertain their. willingness to participate. A joint meeting with the. =«
4 -

PTO and selected parents was scheduled for Thursday évening at .7: 30 P.M.
on March ll 1976 For those parents who could not attend the Thursday

evening meeting, additional times were made available Jon Tuesday,

FS

Yo

denesday, and- Friday evenings. In addition
"each day during the week of March 8.vl92 :; :hilable for

parents to either come to the school or

e
.

‘to them. Forsy-one questionnaires wer reaiie spresenting a seventy. .
percent return.

Nonparents living in the elemg hool attendance area

were Selected utilizing a representa?ive“sample technique. Ninety-

six percent of the elementary school attendance area is comprised P

of three housing developments l) Development E with 354 dwellings

I

. 2) Development IT witﬁ 114 dwellings, and 3) Development 11T with
ﬁt&;y-eight_dwellings.g Other dwellings not included in the housing )

Adevelopments totaled seventeen. The data for determining the number

of dwellings (houses) in the housing dévelopments were. obtained
Q;from the Plat Books found in the County Assessor s office. The "
’:‘E ' . - . m )
dwellings occupied by elemghtary school parents were subtracted from . -

the total number of dwellings in each of the housing developments.

A sample size of sixty was determined as being representative 6f the
pﬂonparent population. The number of nonparents selected from each

L
housing development is found in Tab1® 3, » ) . . -;'.

,96'

s )
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- b . . ._:~ ’ . , , ’ '
- . -TABLE3‘-!-
NbNPARENTS SELECTED FROM EACH HOUSING bEVELOPﬁE&T
' FOR  SAMPLING o T
- = — = .
._ Total Number . Number of Number of
. : S of . . Nonparents Nonparents
. ‘ ‘Dwellings, ~_ Dwellings Samp%ed
Development I ) , 354. » '19; . 40
Development iI '.114 o 56 ’ {2
Development III - ' _ 58 27 ‘ .5 :
Other | T BT TR 3 '
"Total R 526 [N 7 A 60
A \ ! : : .. . . . -] ‘ '!." |
Each nonpérent %electgd fecéived‘a telepgone‘call ;nd Qas asked T
to_participate in the study. " Twénty.no;parents either refused to ':
participété or wanted the questibnpaire mailed :5 ;hem..\31ncé.ora{ «
diréctions Qeretgiven, no QUestioﬁnaireé'weFé mailed; Several |
questionnaires were deiiverjz to-neapondents who could not come, to -
the schoél., Ten qﬁestionnaireéwerenevervreturné&.*”The,tptal numﬁér
" of questionnaires returned by the nonpargnt§ was thirty }epreseqting'
a 50 percent return, ' : . _‘ ' ) T ‘r’ )
~Teble 4 summarizes thé'humbef,of:q;éstionna{fegiadmipistered-
and returned. o » ' -‘”’ . H \
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“ 70 -:

’ L) . ‘h
) | TABLE & L
QUESTIONNAIRES ADMINISTERED AND RETURNED BY -%_
| STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS L 1
- ;/'. z\\ ‘ y - o %
; - R : | 7
: . Sample, Number of Number of Percemt. &
LR . 'Size . = Question- Question- Returned %,
' - ) : . ¥ naires naires - ’ ]
& © Adminis- Returned gt
. _ ) tered ' _ - "
staff ’ 36 30 24 80
parents ¢ .60 = 60 41 70-
Nonparents { 60 60 . 30 50
3 ' : .
- T VA : ﬁy;
! o . ) e .. | :‘;\ . 5‘(: 'y
Phase IV ' R R
e v Description of the Statistical Analyses i
- Performed on the Data L K
P : “
- {Four‘statistical ana@yses were performed gn the data i&fthis
atudy.A "Two of these analyses were\performed by pre- packaged »
' programs fr?m the University of W1sconsin Academic Computing Center.
Tw0'o£ the analyses were performed by programs from the Wiscon51n /
Information Systems for Education, PROGRAM DSTAT2 a descriptive :
, statistics and correlation program in the STATJOB series ?f programs
was used for determining the means and standard deviations of the
programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities in a sphoo{jg home -
‘ school;community relations ‘program., 'The means were used in finding .
. . . - s - . L 4 :
the prioritv ranking of each activity in terms of the operating
{

\ i} - ) ‘ ~




AR
: .ctions, and the intended interaction of each activity in terms of
! . N . .
the primary interaction patterxns.

PROGRAM UNISTATl, a descriptive statistics program +n the STATJO0B
"series of programs available at the Madison Academic Computing Center,

2 lQWas;used for finding the frequencies and‘percentages as they related to,

pay

;the‘primary roles and reSponsibilities'for each 6f the cohtrol func-

tions. Intpresenting_and discussing the data,'SO percept or more

. ‘ . . . - ) ‘.' . . -
. agreement was used for determining the responsibilities for the c&ntrol

T T | . ° , . - .
\.. functions. : _ T . / o .

PROGRAM WISE*STAT. ITTEST, an interactive progras in the .
- E R V4 T

Wisconsin Information Systems for Education, was used for determining

s

. .- .
- : :
d1fferences between groups. *The means’and standard deviations from

. DSTAT2 were used for finding signifieant differences between groups

at the p <.05 level for the ancillary question as perceived by staff, .

% o

parentﬁ and nonparents. i L o . ’

PROGRAM WISE*STAT AVECOR an interactive program in the L
A L

Wisconsin Information/Systems for Education was ‘used in research
/ » ~ -

questions five. through fourteen. The mean coefficients of, correlationS‘:

’

from AVECOR were used in determining the relationships for the con-
¢ - ' ol K / .
frol functions, the operating fuhctions, the primary interaction %‘;

.04 Ny
. -

patterns, the importance, and the effectivenéss of the programmatic ' _
&nd nonprogrammatic acti?ities in a school's home-school-comgunity

reldtions program. :. '




.
\\w ) . , .
. .

Limitations 9f the Study

There ‘are three limitations to the study. firsf the study was
limited to a single IGE mu1tiunit elementary school and, therefbre, |
the results of ghe study may not be generalized to_other_IGE schools.

" Second, self-administered instruments utiliaing.written responses are

'subject to intervening Jariables such as truthfulness in the subjects'-

. responses, sincerity, and 10ca1 environmental condiﬁions. Third
the reliability measures were eonducted with respondents not directly

involved in the study. A1so, separate administrations were given in‘
) y.

the test- retestlprocedure and intervening environmental conditions

- ¢ -
may have influeneed the final results. o

» - '
. -
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" CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
: 3

’

S

This chapter includes an analysis of the data in reponse to the
' fourteen research and two ancillary questions found in Chapter Two.

~——

% The data for Research'épeStion One are reported as lists of programmatic}

and nonpfogrammatic activities:‘ The data for Research Questions Two

P o - |
~ and Three are reported as means in tabular format. The format for

. Research Question Four is tabular with‘the data reported in percentages. -

a4
The data for Research Questions Five throughl Fourteen are reported as

. correlations utilizing . a tabular format. The two ancillary questions
are reported in tabular format showing significant mean differences
) between groups. The sixteen parts of the analysis are:

1. ‘The' programnmatic and nonprogrammatic. activities,
. . 2. The priority ranking of each activity in terms of °
S e the operating functions; - '
N H The iritended)interaction of each activity in terms
« - .+ of the primary interaction patterns; ‘ .
4. The primary responsibilities for each of the cohtrol
" functions;. . ..
T 5. The relationship between the importance of the
‘activities and the ‘control functions; ‘
6. The relationship between the effectiveness of the *
- " activities and the control functions; h
. 7. The relationship between the importance of the
’ Aactivities and the operating functions; ,
8. the relationship between the effectiveness of the
actdivities and the operating functions; ;
9, The relationship between the importance of the’ /‘
_ activities and the primary.interaction patterns'
! . 10. The relationship between the effectiveness of the = L
T activities and the primary interaction patterns. '
‘14. = The relationship between the+importance apd effec- .

" tiveness of the activities.. - : -
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12, The relationship between the control functions and =
the primary interaction patterns°
13. The relationship between the primary interaction

+ patterns and the operating functions;
14, The relationhip between the control functions,and ‘
the operating functions; . ) &

15.- The mean differences between the groups for the

. importance of the activities; . ,
16. The mean differences betwéén the groups for the .
‘ effectiveness of the activities, - .

v
.

lhe P ogrammatic and Nonprogrammatic Activities

Yy The first step in analyzing ‘a school's home—school-community

y
'

relations program Arvolved identifying an inclusive 1ist of all the .
F-Y t
activities. The data gathered were.

v

programmatic and nonprogrammatik

\

+ from selected school staff membe s, parents, and nonparents,
§ . |- ) x
o ) i ‘ \ N , _
Research Question 1: &' —-\ : o
/ . “ 4 v _

-, ' What are the school's programmatic and nonprogrammatic home=
school—community gelations activffies. ‘i

o ..
’

Fifty—three programmatic and fifty-three nonprogrammatic activi-

ties were identified (see Appendix \) *\{hf‘fg310&in8 Tist of activities
e

for the programmaticoactivities, .

\

with a frequency of twelve or high
and a frequency of eleven og\higher for. the nonprogrammatic activities
’ \ ,

| "
was utilized in the assessmenf questionnairF. _ -

Ihe eleven programmati# activities ihentified and used in the

- agssessment questionnaire were: .'y

toe 1l PTO "~
2. Parent-teacher conferences , ,
3. Volunteer aide program ' ' /
4. Christmas and Spring music program : ‘
5. Parent advisory board | T .

6. School newsletter \
7. “Positive cards, calls, or nbtes .
8. Use of communfty resource people for instruction
3 .~ 9. Parent questionnaires or surveys . .
\2 : 10. Articles about school in local newspaper - : L
) \- - . ' ]L(Tia' : . : SRR .\

-
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)

il._ Progress report. S . ' /{ d

The ten nonprogrammatic activities identified and used in theA

- -
N 2
~ Il .

assessment questionnaire were: " : . ~
1. The school staff encgurages parents to visit, observe,
and talk with teachers. 4 -2 ‘e
ST 2. Students display their enthusiasm and involvement in . .
’ . the:many activitiés provided fer them,
) . 3. The school facilities function as a community resource, °

- 4, The staff generates. a feeling of warmth nd_ f iendliness .

: " toward all who enter the school, R\ :

5. Parents demonstréE; their positive -suppor t for Jthe school
- _ through their willingness to become involved in the school's -
programs and activities !
- 6. The staff generates a comfortable, non—threatening,
positive atmosphere toward students, parents, and visitors.
7. The principal and teachers respond .to-parent calls the
same day or within a reasonable amount of time, .
8. Parents have easy access to the principal and teachers

; about concerns no matter how trivial.
9. The staff genérates rapport and a feeling of mutual .
s respect between themselv and .parents. ,
10. The staff works well tgfetber 13 planning'activities for “
children . , : R ' .

4

Weak reliabilities were found, as reported in Chapter Two, for the':

activities, parents have access to staff,”" "positive cards, calls, or °

notes," and "use of community resource people for instruction. .

Although these3activities were included‘in_the asses5ment questionnaire
I | ) o o '

.and reported in the tables in Chapter Three, no f¥qdimgs or conclusions

N R .
were developed from these activities as part of the

. v . N )
, : The Priority Ranking of Each Activity in Te
Y ~ of the Operating,Functions,
S o & . o
Research Question 2: | P ’ .
) . )
What is the priority ranking of each activity in terms of the'
. operating functions of analysis, communicatign, involvement,

. and resolution as perceived by staff parents, and nonparents?

] M  In determining.the priority ranking of each, activity, the mean
rankings of each activity were found. = PROGRAM DSTATZ, a descriptive

-

statistics and correlation program in the STATJOB series(of programs

./ . - “ : o -.“.cg :{ | .1[()£3p . wi ' ,ﬁ .

]
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avai1ab1e at the Madison Acade}\1ic Computing Center was userf .for finding

-

the means. and the standard deviations.‘ PROGRkM WISE*STAT ITTEST, v
designed by McIsaac (1972), is an interactive program in the Wisconsin

Information Systems for Education and was used for determining differ— 5‘

3

ences between two groUps dtilizing‘the meang and. standard deviations. :
. ( ‘ . . - ’ ) I ) - \'
%ahigjs reports the data gatheéred. on each activity. The, non=
. programmatic activities .as perceivedfby the staff witﬂ the highest mean .
] i ’ ™

/ S ‘ .
(4.0) were '"parent visits to the school," "parents demonstrate support

t

’ for the school,"‘and "principai and staff response to parent calls,"_. )

!

P . o , .
° for the operatj/g function of involvenent, Parents rankedptwo activi-
ties (mean %‘%) hightst. The first activity. "parent visits to the £

school," was perceived as a function of communlcation. The secohd -

A3

‘Nt

activity, ' parents demonstrate support for-the %chool "IWas perceived as '

a function ot'communication and involyement, ' The nonparents ranked
\ , .
"parents ‘demonstrate support for the school," as a function of communi-
) , L .

. -~

cation, -~ : - ‘ y

SR Table.6 reports the average means for all of the nonprogrammatic

activities for the operating function. . .T .

‘ TABLE 6
(o .
AVERAGE MEANS OF OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

\

\ . ' ’ > - hd '( ) ] - - -
_ T . . staff . | Parent; . Nonparents "
' — , - . — - v
 Affalysis _ (J;.Q - 3.3 ) 3:2
‘ mmunication <l Y34 3.5 ‘ "3
InYolvement : 3.6 . 34 _ 3.3 ) -
Resoldtion € = 3.4 3.4 3.1
» r . /'\/__,‘ .
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- Tahfp 7 shows the'mean scores for each programmdtic activity in

terms ‘of the operating functions of analysis, communication, involve-

w0
a®

. % »
ment, and resolution as perceived by the staff parents, and nonparents.

~
> The activity "parent teacher conferences," as an involvement functionl
4

", received the, highest mean score (3.9) while "Christmas and Spring music
- ]

prograhs" as a: resolution function received the lowest mean score (1. 9)

1
as perceived by the staff ' Parents also ranked "parent-teacher con- f"
ferences" highest (mean 3 8) but as ‘a communication functidn while

ranking "Christmas and Spring music programs" last (mean 1.9) as a

\

O resolution fqnction. Nonparents ranked tpe activity, parent*teacher

i

conferences" as a communication function highest (mean 3:33 while

"Cliristmas and Spring music programs and “dchool newsletrfer" were ranked

toe

last (mean 2.0)y as resolution functions.‘

Table 8 ‘reports- the average mean for all of the ?rogrammatic

JNTE

activities as related to the operating'functionsgg

;’ . . ’

S . ¢ TABLE 8
.AVERAGE MEANS OF OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR:ALL.PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

’ 3

3 — =7
) 7 .

, Staff ' _Parents Nonparents
Analysis . * 2.8 . 2.9 2.7 0

" Communication 3.1 T - 3.3 -~ 3.1

' Invélvement - 43.0‘ Vo pé.o e T 2.9

- Resolutionm . - 2.6 2.7 2.7

o‘)

W34
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" AN PRIGRTTY BAIKING OF BACK yaocmmnc MIVITY I rnms or THE. opmnm B
UKL AS mczxm B STARF, PARENTS AND NONPABENTS S ‘

1 0

’

. ‘ o -S'EI&' . parents Non guug;

- S e - ™ e

™ ' N ] . | . : .
Lt ‘p\ LT 3 .u ' § v :
( _ T TR - R T A
n SR NI I AEER R B E R B
. * Programmatic b A0 8 3 alNE oA i
o Activities - | ; E ‘,‘: - E s EEy E E 0
‘ , Q0 gl E O A & ; O W &
~ Mo C laa|a|asa [ 2e |33 [a2 | 3[4 |38 |34 )28
Parent;::cher conferences #6138 39 438 |38 32|36 {36 {39 |34 [
 Volunteer eide progm 29| 2.8 |60 20 |29 |08 (5627 |27 {28 |40 f2d
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ol nemleer(u0] %2 [27] 2] as 34 |a8 222k a2k 2
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The Tntended Interaction of Each Activity in-Terms. ‘ . {f
of the Primary. Interaction Patterns N : £

’ | ' ’ “ ' L
.Research Question 3: ’ . . - - o j?/.

What -is the intended interaction of each -activity “in terms : i
of the prdimary interaction patterns as perceived by staff ‘
parents,.and nonparents? - . .

LI

In analyzing,the data, the means for each activity were. computed
o . H/_
using PROGRAM DSTAT2 for determining the priority ranking. v 4

Table 9 reports the data é;%hered on each nonprogrammatic activity
The nonprogrammatic activity,"the principal and staff respbnse to parent
calls," ranked "highest (mean 4.,3) for the interaction between the school
and child, while the activity "the staff works well together in planning _
activities for children;" ranked last (mean 2.4) for ‘the interaction
between the school and total school district as perceived by the staff T
Several other activities were found to have means between 4,0 and 4.2.

Theﬁparents ranked two activities highest (mean 4.1) both as
primary interactions between the school and child. These activities

g .

were ''thé.students' enthusiasm in school activities" and "the staff works

well together in planning activities for childrén." The activity ranked .

4

t{ .
. lasg by parents (mean 2.7) was "the school facilities serve as a commu-

-+
nity resource as the primary interaction between the school and the total

‘school district."

Nonparents ranked the’activity; "the principal and staff response

N ) : E . - ”
to parent calls," highest (mean 4,2) as the primary interaetion: between

the school and the home. The lowest ranked activity, "parent visits .to

.
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‘school" (mean 2.5), was viewed as a primary interaction between the
school and the: attendance area..- ' . - ﬁ' . o 4

Table 10 reports the average means for all of ‘the nonprogram-

matic activities as related to the pr{mary interaction patterns.

T jfi%7 ' v
. T o

©tn.y . TABLE0 .o 7

. T bR - , , |
- ' \;'LJ/yEﬁAGE MEANS OF PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS - - R
v \._

FOR' ALL NONPROGRAMMAR;C ACTIVITIES . .

"4 gtaff * ‘Parents | ,  Nompafents .
,&ma&cmm o 3.7 . 1. . 3.5
School & Home '« 3.8 "3.7 e 3.4
_-School & Attendance Area 3.2 , 3.3 ) y 3.1 e, B
~School & District 2,0 - 3.0 " 2.8
S B . ° - _Aﬁ

\,

Table 11reports the data gathered on each programmatic activityf

1

.,The programmatic activity, "Christmas and Spring music programs,' ranked
-highest (mean 3. 9) ‘as a primary interaction between the school and chiid “
as perceived by tHe staff. The staff ranked (mean 1 ) the actib -,'
"progress report," last as a'primary interaction between the school 3wud

the total school district.

' Parents ranked the activity, "progress report," highest (mean 3. 6)
e b
as a primary interac un°between the school and the home while nonparents

\“' N s

ranked the act1vities, "parent teacher conferenceﬂ" Cﬁban 4.1) highest Lo

*as the intended interaction between the school and home, Nonparents ranked

o

113
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&sst (meang;.l) the.actigity;’"progress report," as‘a primary interac-

tion,hetween;the school ‘ the total school district.'

~

1 .
Table 12 reports the average means f£or all of the prOgEammatic

aetivities as related to the operating functions. ' .
. ' et
> Lo . X
. : f TABLE 12 . ',/ A -f_
. g AVERAGE ﬁmus OF PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS *,,‘ R
5 / - : i‘on ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES |
" .

. . L S Staff Parents * * ) NonpareEts
b .

School & Child .. 3.2 30 4.2

_ School & Home 3.4 / 3.3 .5
School &'Kttendenceqérea 2.6 ' 2.7 ) 0, N\\%
School & District 2.3 2.3 2.7

ﬁt ) g \} ’ ' ’ et . 2
Research Question~4f : o . ,
Who is primarily resppnsible forgeach of the control func-

. tions for the prog:aé&atic and nonprogrammatic activitdes
as perceived by staff pare?ts, and nonparents? o

!

.In/determining_who %? primarily responsible for ‘each of the

¢
control functions for the‘programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities,
frequencies and percentageg\yere found. PROGRAM UNISTAT1, ‘a descrip-

tive statistics program in the STATJOB serie:éﬁf programs available at
the Madison'Academic Computing Center, was usded for finding,the fre-
quencies and percentages for Tables 13 through 48, o - ¢

Table 13reports the data regarding the responsibility—for'cen- -

‘j\/’.—'/

ducting or carrying out the nonprogrammatic activities as perceived by'\;\~ .

. | ;‘-'.’ | | ) 11 6
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to schools,

-

e

T . ’ -

the staff. Seven cells i Tablefi3indicate 50 perceht or'more\agree~

\

ment regarding who has the responsibility for conducting or carrying

out the activities. . Over half the staff indicatgd- that the I & R Unit -

Y]
had the responsibility‘for conducting or carryin

’ : o e . .
students enthusiasm'in1school ac,iVities," and "the

out, "parent visits

staff works welI together in planning activities for children.' Over

A
sixty percent of the staff ai;: indicated that the . teachers had thev”

responsibility for conducting Yor carryinguout the), "staff generates a

" feeling of warmth " "the staff generates a' positive atmosphere " "the

principal and staff response to parent ca11s," and "the staff generates-

' rapport between themselves and parents.'

;Iable 14 reports the mean percentage of the responsibillty for

conducting all the nonprogrammatic activities, as perceived by the

4

staff:

&’ .
TABLE 14 - )

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONDUCTING OR CARRYING
OUT ALL NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF

Ve

" Role - , Percentage
///' - 1. Teacher = ’ 37 y

: 2. I-&R Unit . - 31
’ "+ 3, Principal _ 10
4, TIC - . 6
"5, Other 5
6. Board of Education 3
7. Superintendent-Central Office 3
8. . Parent Advisory Board : 3
9. No one 1
10. SPC’ " ¢ A
11. Unit Leader .2

“12. Other Parent Group

v
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Table 15 reports the data regarding'the responsibility for

conducting or carrYing out t \nonprogrammatic activities as perceived

J?\

by the parean. One cell,in'TableIS i idates 45 percent or mo o /2’
» . V4 i

agreemeét regarding who has the responsi ility fof“conducting or carry—-

. .

" ing out the activities. Forty-six PeFFth.Of the respondents indicated

that the principal had.

‘responsibility for.condacting.orgcarrjing out :
: '\" ~ Coowe v
the activity parént visits school'"Table 16 xeports the-meanzﬁeraﬂ.

' centage bﬁ the r ponsibility for conducting a11 the nonprogrammatir

* LN

activities as perceived by the parents in the following rank order.

-i*; - . TABLE 16
MEAN PERCENTAGE OF REé%ONSIBILITY FOR | CONDUGTING OR CARRYING
OUT ALL NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY PARENTS

r

o

Role T y*  Percentage
5 ' ;o B
. , Principal / . e . 31
. Teacher . . ' ' 18
I & R Unit O . Y,

.
®

Other " o
IIC .o ,
Parent ‘Advisory Board
- Unit Leader
' Other Parent Group

Board of: Education

10. Superintendent-Central Office
11. No One
"~ 12. SPC.

.
WONOWV S WN

b-h:h:h::§%;uxgnc\

"Tablel7 reports the data regarding the data regarding the respon—

' . , P
'sibilityvfor conducting or carrying out the nonprogrammatic activities

. .
as. perceived by the nonparents, Three cells in Tablel7 indicate 50

L

percent or more agreement regarding'who has the responsibility for con-
ducting or carrying out the activities.
. ' 120 S e
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Over 50 percent of the nonparents indicatedgthatqthe principal
L‘

had the responsibility for conducting or carrying %ut thef Ysgtaff -

‘ iy
z /

generates :a- feeling of warmth " and therﬂstgff works well together
in,planning activfties for cﬂildren. TabIe 181veports the mean per— ' S
@ 4 . .
. centage of the responsibility for conducting~a11 “the nb%progra atic

’ l

‘activities as perceived by the parents in the following}rank

oy

’ - . TABLE 18
MEAN PERCENTAGE or RESPONSIBILITY FOR- CONDUCTING OR,C
Was OUT ALL NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES 'AS PERCEIVED BY NO ARENTS
Role . ' '_Percentsg4 K
1. - Principal o 3
~ 2. Teacher - o, 23
3. I &R Unit ) : : 10
4, TIIC . \ 7 .
5. Board of Education 6 -
6. Superintendent-Central Qffice 5 i
"~ 7. Parent Advisory.Board 5
8. SPC i 4
. 9. Unit Leader 2 ‘
10. Other Parent Group 2 -
11. No ome 2
12. Other 1

Table 19 reportsthe data regarding:who is reponsihle for’deciding
to include the programmatic activities in the home;school-comhunity relsr.
tions program as perceived by the staff. The highest percentage, 42
percent of the staff, indicated that-it was thevresponsibility of the
teachers to decide tofinclude"bhristmas and‘Spring.music prograns".as a

home-school-community relations activity. Table 20 reports the mean-’
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percentage of decision resgonsibility for all programmatic aétivities‘

in the following rank order: ' -

TABLE 20

MEAN PEBCENTAGE OF DECISION RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF

4

Role . s ~ Percentage
1. Teacher v e ' 17
2. I & R Unit ' T 16
3. . Principal 15 .
4, IIC : 10° ;
. 5. /Other : ' 9 -
6. - Superintenden Central Office 7
7. Other Parentggroup S v
8. Parent Advisory Group 6 -
9, Board of Education . 3.
10. No one . ° L - 2
11.- .SPC. ' L. 1
12, \\Snit Leader : s S |

4

Table 21reports the data regarding whe is responsible for deciding
to include the programmatic activities in the home—school-qpmmunity
relations program as- perceived by the parents. Only.two'cells in

Table 211ndicate 40 percent or more agreement regarding who makes the

decision to include the programmatic actrvities in the homejpchool—

COmmunity relations program. Forty-two percent of the'parents indicated

it was the board of education that made the decision to include the
parent advisory board" as an activity. Forty—two percent of the parents
indicated it was the principal who'made the decision to include,,"articigs
in the local'newspaper,",ag a home—school—community relations activity. ~
Table 22 reports the-nean percentage of decision responsibility fqr all

programmatic activitiées in the following rank order:
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_TABLE 22-

MEAN PERCENTAGETJFQDECISION RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS

t

, Role .- Percentage
1: - Principal : : ' 26°
2. Teacher i " : . 10
-3. " Board of Education - ' 8
4. I &R Unit D 8 -
5. Parent Advisory Board 8
6. Other Parent Group "5 o _,2
7. Unit Leader, v 5 ' ‘
8. Other ’ " - 2
9. Superintendent-Central Office ' 2
10. SPC ) ' 2
11. IIC ) ‘2 -
12. No one . : 7 '

\~Tab1e 23 reports the data regarding who is reéponsible for decid-

\ B
¥
'-

ing té inélndé the programmatic actiﬁ%tieé ;n the homg-school-éommunity sl
relations program as perceived by nonparents. Seventy percent of the
nonparents ;n&iqgted that the principal made the décigion to inqlgde
“articles in the"ioéal ngwspaber"‘as a home-school-communiff relations
activity. Table 24 réports.the‘méan percentage bf-deéisién réSponsibilié&

for all programmatic activities in the following rank égder: -
e ) Table 25 répbrts the data regarding who is reponsible ;or ﬁlanning
. "to inclqde the‘prog¥ammatic activities in the home—séhooi—community
relptions program gsﬂperceived by the.staff. Fifty percent of the staff
reported that ﬁther parent groups had the-reSponsibility for plaﬁning
the "PTO.b Seventy-one percent of the §£aff reported that the‘I&R Uﬁit

had the responsibility for planning "parent-teacher conferences."

‘Eighty-eight percent ‘of the staff reported that the teacher had the
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. TABLE 24 L ‘ v

"» . . MEAN PERCENTAGE OF DECISION RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIG,
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE NONPARENTS

o Role o . Percentage
.1, Principal ' Co 37
2. Superintendent-Central Office . 13
3. IIC o ' ’ 12
* 4. .1% R Unit ' . 7
5. ,Board of Education . . - 6
6. Teacher : 6
7. SPC 5
8. Parent Advisory Board % 5
9. Other Parent Group 3
o 10.  Unit Leader 1
! 11. Other .9
' 12 No one * .3

l responsibility for planning the "Christmas and Spring music programs.
‘Fifty-four percent. of the staff reported,that the "Parent Advisory |

" Board" had the responsibility for planning the parent advisory board
Fifty percent of. the staff reported that the other parent group had. the
responsibility for’ deciding to include the activity, "PTO "o Table
26 reports the mean percentage ior planning all the progrsmmatic activi—

ties in the following rank order:
" | - : TABLE 26
MEAN PERCENTAGE OF PLANNING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC ,‘
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF '

'l

_ Role . Percentage

1. Teacher . 25"y

2. I &R Unit . " - 17

3. Principal R 11

4. Other Parent Group o - 10

5. Other B ) ' - 10

6. Parent Advisory Board . 8 e
7. 1IC : I B L
8. Superintendent—Central Office . ’ 3 »

9, SPC , 2
10. Unit Leader 2
11. No one : -2 )
12. Board of Education ° 0
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Table 27 reports the data‘regarding who is_rcsponsible for
planning to include the programmatic activitics in the home-school-
community relations program-as perceived by the parents. Over half
the parents reported that the parent advisory board had the responsi—
bility for planning for the "Parent Advisory Board." Table 28 reports
.the_mean percentage for planning all the programmatic activities in
the following rank order: |

’ v

TABLE 28

- MEAN PERCENTAGE OF PLANNING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROG TIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS

5 : ' Role’ _ Percentage

1. Principal - * 18

. . 2. Teacher 14
3. I &R Unit } 12

4. Parent Advisory Board ' 9

5. Other Parent Group - : ' 9

6. Unit Leader B N /// 6

7.. 1IC 4

8. Other . 4

9. Board of. Education o 2

10. Superintendent—Central Office .. 2

11. No one . . - ~ .7

12. SPC ' .9

Table 29 reports.the data regarding who is responsible for plan-
: y o ‘ N ) :
' ning to .include the programmatic activities in the home-school-community

relations program as perceived by the nonparents, No ce11‘received 50
percent agreement or more for planning the activities. Forty~-three per-—
cent of the nonparents reported that the principal had the responsibility
for p1anning to include, "articles in the local newspaper. Table 30

¢

reports the mean percentage for planning all the programmatic activities

in the following rank order:
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TABLE 30

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF PLANNING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
' ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE NONPARENTS - ’

-

e »
' Role - ' - Percentage

1. Principal . 25
2. Superintendent—-Central Office 11
3. Teacher , 11
4. TIC 10
5. I &\R Unit ' 9
6. Unit Leader 6
7. Parent Advisory Board 6
8. SPC 5
9. Other Parent Group 5
10. Board of Education 3
11. oOther ' 2
1

12.. No one - : .

“

Table 31 repofts’zzg datd regérding who 1is resp;nsiﬁle‘for coﬁ—
ducting the programmatic'activitie; in the home-school-community rela-
tions program as°percéived by the staff. Four cells in, Table 31 |
indicate 75 .percent or more agreement regarding_who is responsible -
for conduéting the programmatic activities, The highest pqrcentage,

88 percent was that teachers were résponsible fof conducting
"Christmas and Spring music programs." The next highest percen-

ﬁage, 83 percent, was that the I é R Qnit was responsible for con-
ducting "parent—teachericopferences." Tﬁis was followed with

79 percent of the staff reporting tha;.the ﬁarent adviéory board was
responsible for conducting the "harent advisory board." Fifty-eight
percent reported Ehat the other parent g;oﬁp had.the responsifility fof
conducting tﬁe activity, "pTO." Table 32 reports the meanbpercentage
for conducting all the érogrammatic activities in the following rank
order: T )

3 -
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" TABLE 32

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF CONDUCTING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF '

y

- - ‘Role o Percentage
1. Teachers ' 29
2- I & R Unit " - * : 21
3. Parent Advisory Board i : 11
4. Other Parent Group ' 11
5. Other 8 &
.6+ Principal 7
7. 1IIC 3
8. Superintendent-Central Office-; 2
9.  Unit Leader L 2 p
10. No one _ et 2
11. SPC o ' R R
"12. Board of Education ER A S0
Table 33 reports the data regarding who 1is responsible for con—
Uiducting the programmatic activities in the home—school—community rela—
tions program as perceived by the parents. The highest percentage,
68 percent, indicated that the parent advisory board was responsible

for conducting the "parent advisory board." ~The next highest percentage,

44 percent, showed/:ha: ) the principal was responsible for‘conducting

"parent qneStibnnaires or surveys.'"  Table 34 reports ‘the mean percentage

for conducting all the programmatic activites in the following rank order:
Iihle 35 reports the data regarding who 1is ‘responsible for con-

ducting the programmatic activities in the home—school—community rela-

tions prograu\as perceived by the nonparents.r Fourucells in Table 35

indicate 50 percent or mote agreement regarding who ie responsible

for conductiné\the programmatic activities, The nonparents indicated

with 60 percent agreement that the parent advisory board was resgon-

sible for conducting the "Christmas and §pring music programs."

o
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TABLE 34

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF CONDUCTING ‘RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS :

- Role - N - Percentage
1. Teachers , . - 18
2. Principal” - S . 14

3. I&R Unit ) ’, N 14
- . 4, Parent Advisory Board . 11
5. Other Parent Group : .9
6. . Unit Leader.. . - S 7
7. Other ’ . _ i 4
8. No one . - ‘ " - .4
9. Superintendent-Central Office . .9
10, 1IC o .9
11. Board of Education ' : 0

12, Spc ' . : : 0

fift&-séyen éercent.of the nonparents lndicateé tﬁaf-teachbrs were respon-

sible for cbndugtiqg'Wprégreséwrepofts." Table 36 reports ﬁhe»mean per=

centage'forlponducging all the prograﬁmatic’activities in the fellowing

rank order: T ) ' - N |
| TABLE 36 =

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF CONDUCTING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES A6 PERCEIVED BY THE NONPARENTS

» . R

Role . , Percentage
1. Teachers : , .26 4 =
"2, Principal , o a 18 ..
3. I &R Unit - . 17
4. Parent Advisory Board : » - 8
5. 1IC 6
6, Other Parent Group 6 <
7. SPC 4
8. Unit Leader . 4
9. Superintendent-Central Office - 3
10. No one 1.
» 11. Other 1
12, Board of Education ‘0 i
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Table 37 reports the data regarding the responsibility for
coordinating or supervising the programmatic activities. Over 50
percent of the staff indicated that teachers were responsible’for

- coordinating the programmatiq activity, "Christmas and Spring &

music programs and. ) "articles in the local. newspaper." . The staff

 also reported_with' 50 percent agreementfor more that the I & R

- . - < : -
Unit was responsible for coordinating "parent—teacher-conferences,”v *

.and "progress reports." Seventy~one percent-of the staff indicated'
Ak
that the principal was responsible for coordinating ' parent question-
I

naires or surveys. Finally, 67?<percent of the staff reported
thﬂF the parent advisory board was responsibla for coordinating the .

"parent advisory board.' Table 38 reports the mean percentage of the
' responsibility for coordinating or supervising all:the prograqpatic _

. activities in the following ramk order: .

. TABLE 38 -
MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING OR SUPERVISING
ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF

-

: Role » : ’ - Percentage
1.. Teachers . 0 - ' 26
2, 1 & R Unit" .. 17

3. Principal . : 15
‘4. Other Parent Group - . : - 10
5. Parent Advisory Board"- '

6. Other ‘ ) » : . 5 .
7. Unit Leader , : . 4
8. Superintendent-Central Office 2
9. SPC 2
- 10. IIC . 2
” 11. No one ‘ 2 2
‘ .4

~12. Board of Education  ‘
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PERCENTAGE OF ROLE -INCUMBENTS' RESPONSIBILITIES IN COORDINATING OR SUPERVISING THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES IN THE HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY BELATIONS PROGRAM AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF

™BLE 37 .

~
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Programmatic %8 ) g o v wu e3 [
activities 33 g B E 8 2 N H : 3 58 0 %
] a0 wn o o ® H ® M8 OW ZE O
PTO 4 4125 8-| 46
L . : )
_Parent-teacher conferences ?\ 4 21 |63 8 4
" Volunteer aide program , 13 17 {13 (13 8 21 8
Christmas and Spring music programs 4 ) & 4 | 83
parent advisory board - ' 4117 67 4
School newsletter 13 13 | 3. 3
Posi:ivn:d’fds, calls and notes 4 113 |1 4 1 4
¢ .
Use of comuru?/ resource people 8 4 . 4 |38 | 38 4
Parent questionnaires or surveys 8 8| N 4 4 4
. Vs o . '
Articles in local newspaper 17 8 4 | s0 1
Progress report A 418 | 450 |12 13
N
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Téble 39 ;eports the'dataﬂregardiné the respon#ibility for
" coordinating or supervising the érogrammatic activities, Only 46
percent of the parents in§icated that tEe.pfincipal had the respon—
ﬁsibility for coordinating "parent questionﬁaires_of surveys.'" Table 7
40 reportg E?e mean peréentage of the responsbIIity for coordina;ing'
or.supefyising all the progfammafic activities in the foilowing:rank
order: |

<N

‘3’

TABLE 40 e

TMEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING OR SUPERVISINd ”‘
"~ 'ALL. PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS

. Y ' o
N o 7 (S
— % . — - -
Role - R _&.«é"gf_ - Percentage‘ $ Y« AL
1, Principéll : ;ﬂ e, 'f,:;,fi Vo.23' L ‘N. T
2. Unit Leader’y - - ' "= oty 12 o U L
3.  Teachers . ' ~. - " SIS § | SR R
4, 1 & R, Unit . . o L 10 Y, "*_L' Lo <
5, Parent Adwisory rBoarvl&'- = S N
6. Ot)\er Parent Group ‘k Y e AR el >
7. Other. . oo, e ( S ,;_,FJ- é 2

oy

.8, Boargd' of Edi‘xcatim“p R
. 9. SPC b "\R 9/ e s

10. IIC vt N
11. ‘No one | 4“@
.12, SuperintendénR—Central’ Officq

) ) R i
/ T TG
™~ i -:‘N : \ 1}’ J -+ ;,

“ e v q-. . \.‘ . ~

‘Table 41 repbrts th «daé:a regarding E‘ne ;responsi(‘.bility ,for coor -

.

‘ Y LA :
dinating or.. supervisiﬁg/«tge ﬁrogrammatic acti&vij:ieg Oyer 50" z'per:ent‘.
. of the noflparerfts indicaée;l‘—:hat jtﬂfie prippi,pal was resp‘o si‘.ile fc;r J _;, » p
C"Ordfnaﬁif.lg"';arerrl‘t ;:eacher conferenges," the volunt x;aide pr.ogf'ﬁqr;l'!x.; ?
o "p.;rent ad;jo;;ﬂbcatd now afqnt ,queitionnairues or . ’

Atk s ;cu,:ﬁ".‘,i;("‘} ' e
in the local newsp,aﬁr." U S O -;y _ L me g

a 3« . a7 - . ,b : N ‘.-
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TABLE 41
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PERCENAGE OF BOLB IXCIMBENTS' RESPONSIBILLTIES I COORDLNATING OR SURERVISTIG THE PROCRAATIS
ACTIVITIES IX T2 BOOE-SCHODL-CONMINTTY RELATIONS PROGRAY AS JEACEIVED BY NOVPARBATS: | ,

y | Ne30
9 K v &
U AR CHNY B I
o ¢ & ¢ 5oL
: lwa % o N R TR

Programmatic ;g i 5 o ¥ 4 y obhoey o0
s IR R HEE
40 ¥ T{ 7} T{0 0

' Patent-teacher conferences g ol ufr|w
B 1 4 |
Volunteer aide progran Lo rpefe| | q4y T
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r

following rank order: v o b ¢
o TABLE 42
" MEAN PE'RchTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING OR SUPERVISING
, & ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE NONPARENTS
. . .
\.,-3k - - v
\ ‘Role - " . Percentage: ™

1. Principal - . 42
2. Teachers S 10
3. I &R Unit ' 8
4. 1IC 7
S. Unit Leader . 6
6. Other Parent Group 6
7. Superintendent-Central Office 4
8. Parent Advisory Board 4

10. No one _ : 2

11. Board of Education .6

Table 43 reports the dgta regarding ;he fesponsibiiity for assess-
ing or evalﬁating the programmatic aqtivities. Six Eells received 50
percent or more agreement as té whom is reéponsibie-for evaluating the
programmatic activities és percéived by the staff. The stgff indicated
50 percent agreeﬁent or more that the.I-& R Unit was regponsible fﬁr
evaluating “"parent-teacher conferences,' and the "volunt;er'aide p;ogram"
as.programmatic activities. o . The staff then izgicabed with
"~ over 50 percent aéreement that the teachers were reséonsible for eval—A
uating the programmatic activity, "Christmas and Spring'ﬁusic | -
‘programs. " “Finally, over half the staff reported that- the'pafent“advi—i5
sory board was responsible for evaluating the "parent advisory boa;d."

Table 44 reports the mean percentage of the responsib%iity for assessgﬁg

and evaluating all the prbgfammatic activitiqs in the following rank 6}der:

159 -
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VTABLEl44

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR ASSESSING OR EVALUATING -
ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF

i

: Role - ' Percentage
1. Teachers o _ 27
f2. I & R Unit ' , ‘ 22 Cooy
3. Other 11 . -,
4, 1IC 8 ‘ e
5. Parent Advisory Board 8 .
6. Principal 7
7. No one _ 7
8. Other Parent Group : 6
9, SPC 3
10, Superintendent—Central Office - 2

11. Unit Leader
12. Board of Education

o.

!
Table 45 reports the data regarding the responsibilin¥\for assess=~

ing or evaluating the programmatic activities as perceived by the
parents. The parents indicated with 32 percent agreement that

the principal was‘responsible for evaluating the 'volunteer aide_pro-5
‘gram," and "articles in the local newspaper.', Table 46 xeports the \ .
mean.percentage of the responsibility for assessing\and evaluating all -
the programmatic activities in the following rank order. |

Table 47 reports the data’ regarding the responsibility for assess—

ing or evaluating the programmatic activities as perceiv;d by the non-
parents; Over 50 percent of the nonparents indicated that the prin—‘

cipal was responsible for evaluating the volunteer aide program, ' and.
the "Christmas and Spring music programs. Table 48~reports thé mean

‘ percentage of the responsibility for assessing and evaluating all the

programmatic activities in the following rank order: ;Sg
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TABLE 46

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR ASSESSING OR EVALUATING
ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS

Role - ' - Percentage
1. Principal . 22
,g@” 2. I.&R Unit 9
5?‘ -, 37_ Teachers 9
e 4. Parent Advisory Board 7
5. Other sParent Group 7
6. Other. 6
7. Unit Leader 5
8. No one 5
9. 1IIC 3
10. Board of Education 2
11. Superintendent-Central Office 2
12. SPC .7
TABLE 48
» MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR ASSESSING OR EVALUATING

ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES 'AS PERCEIVED BY NONPARENTS

' S ' Role . . . Percentage
1. Principal ' .33
2. -1Ic ‘ - 13

. Parent Advisory Board 11

3
4. SPC . 6
5. I & R Unit 6
6. Teachers 6
7. Superintendent-Central Office . 5
‘ . 8. Board of Education ! 3
. 9. Other Parent Group 3
10. Other . 3
11. Unit Leader 2
12. Np one - 2

Research Question 5: .

What 'is the relationship between the importance of the program-
matic and nonprogrammatic activities and the control functions
as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?
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For testing the significance of-the correlation coefficient,

* ~ -
Fisher's Z-transformation was used. Wetterstrand (1973, p. 4-3) defined

the Fisher's Z-transformation as:

VN -3 A FEg

ij = ——2 loge ————1 . [ ‘
) "3k

rjk approaches +1, ij approaches +00 . . .. The>Z—transfor-

mation is distributed asymptotically as the normal distribution with mean
zero and variance one. Corresponding to each value of ij is a signifi-
cance test probai?lity, whigh is the probability that-é unit normal

variate is greater than [Z,,]. If this test.probability is less than

jk

4
a given level of significance, the corresponding correlation is signifi-

cantly different from zero at the given significance level.

¢

Table 49 reports the data regarding the correlations between

.

the importance o{ the nonp;ogfammatic acgivities and the control func-
tions. The highest correlation, r .= -.360, was reported by the staff

between importance and "the staff works well together. planning activities

>

f%ﬁ children," as a control function of conducting. The lowest correlation

e
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la . CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND
THE CONTROL FUNCTION AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

.

o
Lo

f ‘
‘ Staff _ Tmportance Nonparents
‘ ‘ Perents
. N-24 N4l N30
? ? .‘IO ', ' g ) 4
M - % . ] W W N
£ W g , £ w8 g woog
0 % wl o " % o v o | ] % vl [} w -
n £ y £ o g - o c o & £ W L ' w
v ] " "l % wl w 7] wt f w o w f
T§.2 1 3{9 € "2 T .a|m=~ g 3 v 3
% R d l R i) M - " B ] oo .
I T S I T T O B S
R & 9 0 ala & o ¢ ala & ¢, ¢ ,E
baruat vicits to the school \ .29 ' 6L | ., 065
Sinderss' enthustdsm In school , 1 , ,
activitics AN =150 ,068
~ School fscilitles serve as a ' '
" eomanity resource | 264 ‘ =089 o - 154
Staff geserates a freling of vammthl | - |01 | ' 12 "025
“'1 Parents ceaonstrate support for the - , | ‘
sttt gererates a positive 060 ‘ 196 ol
l atmosphere . . o -
?\ncipal end staff response to | ‘ C il
sarnt calls 087, L | A 240
Pareats have access to staff 09 1 102 A0
§:aff penerates rasnort between | S
theaselves and parents 1 Al -2 | ' 015
o Staff works vell together planning ' .
activities for children - 30 ! Jar M 158 .
0y | o | 170
7
" » "
s M
)

-



g : L 120

” r.=+ 015 was reported bylnonparents between importance and the activi Y,
the staff generates rapport ‘between thenselves and parents," as a
control function of conducting. Table 50 reports the mean correlatlons
between the importance of the nonprogrammatic activities and the control
function 'of conducting. L ( - : ‘
' - S TABLESO | \
! ‘ MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE L

NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES.AND CONTROL- FUNCTIONS
AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

N Control Function Staff Parents : Nonparents
Conducting r=+.120. r = +.041 r = +.077

Table 51 reports the data regarding the corre1ations between the
importance of the programmatic activities and the control functions. " The
¢+ activity, "volunteer aide progran,' was r!ported to have the highest
correlation, = —.537, by the nonparents between importance and the
control function of evaluation. The "PTO" was. found to have the lowest -

correlation, r =.-.001, by parents between t

function of evaluation. Table 52 reports’ the ap > ¢orrelation between

[}

the importance of the programmatic activities and the ‘eontrol functions:

%)Research Question 6:

What,is the rglationship between the effectiveness of the
programmaticfand nonprogrammatic activities and the control
fun¢tions as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?
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- CORRELATIQNS ﬁETWEEN THE TMPORTANGE OF THE- BROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES -~ - - - -

AND THE CONTROL FUNCIIONS AS PERCEIVED BY_ STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

e

1

Importance
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TABLE 52

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE .7~
PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND CONTROL FUNCTIONS , -
AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

mﬁr‘;\ .
A ¥ S
Control %unctions ' Staff Parents Nonparents
Deciding .074 .027 | 1,099
Planning ‘ 072 - .102 -.009
Conducting .056 .164 097
Coordinating -.030 112 E - 014
Evaluating - -.104 -0l - -.029
) » . A . ,‘.U- =

Table 53 reports the data7régarding the correlations between the
effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activities and the control functions.
Only two cells showed,correlations above r =+ 5 yhich in both cases was
_.reported by the staff. A moderate correlation as perceived by the staff,

r = +.584, was found between the control function of conducting and im-

portance for the activity, "parents visits to the school."

The reported correﬂation for the nonprogrammatic activity was
found to be -significant at p = .002 level. Table 54 reports the mean
correlations between the effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activities

o

and the control function of conducting{
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TABLE 53

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND .
. THE CONTROL FUNCTION AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF, DARENTS, AND NOVPARENTS

' Effectiveness
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RS T . " TABLE 54 ' Y A
"¢ MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NON- * -

PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE CONTROL»FUNCTION OF CON~
DUCTINé AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF PARENTS AND NONPARENTS

.
-3 . o N
. . . h . . .
| R , &

—
, Effectiveness . ’ , F
Control Function - staff - Parents " Nonparents
‘ e, ‘:’y‘- ' T ' ‘
o 'Cond}lctingd" - ~.061 - | 028 . - % |

o -

;‘, Table 55 ‘reports Phe data rvding the c0rrelations. between the

N

effectiveness of the programmatic activities and the control functions

; [ 4
\ A miderately negative correlation, r = - .495, was reportéﬁ by th% staff .

for the activity, parent-teacher conferences," in,relationship to

.. effectiveness and the control function1of deciding The one positive
: _ { ,
?correlation, r +. 5, was reported by the nonparents for the activity,

b

parent questionndirdb or surveys," in re1ationship to effectiveness
and the control~function of deciding Table 56 reports the mean -

*  correlatims between the effectiveness of the programmatic activities
. : . . : o P 7
. . g . \
and the control functions. ¢ :
' ‘ ; )
-Research Question 7: ' eé» O v
i S What is the relationship between the. importance of the program-
‘ -matic and nonprogrammatic activities and the operating functions’

<

as perceived by staff parents, and nonparents’ - - -
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TABLE 56 ™ B

4 MEAN CORRELATIONS BE%@EEN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE CONTROL FUNCTIONS -
AS PERCEIVED BY..STAFF, PARENIS, AND NONPARENTS

o
e
P . ffectiveness :
-+ Control Functions s{:;;i Parents '<:)_ Nonparents
i Deciding =017 0271 128
Planning , ‘ -.106 © 7 .058 ~.032
. Conducting Colass 0 an ~.041 -
Coordinating -.093 L111 047
-_Evalnating | ~=.185 ‘_.O32 , -.013

- ‘ : ;?f
.5§@b1e 57 reports'the data regarding‘the correlations between the
'importancedof the nonprogrammatic activities and the operating functions
as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents " Four cells were found,
to have moderate corgelations at r = .6 1eve1 The‘activity; "parents

demonstrate support. for the school " was reported by the staff as havlng

a'moderate re1ationship between the importance of the activ1ty and the

‘1#o§£rating function of analysis The staff also reported a moderate rela-

?iyf&nship between importance and the operating*iunctlon ‘0of resolution for
the activity, ‘principal and staff response to parent ca11s.' Parents ’

reported moderate correlations for the activity, "the staff works well .
* \ H
together in planning activities for ch; dren," between the importance of -

the activity and the operating function of aqipysis and 1nvolvemenL.

AN
'

o R
180
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Thble 58 reports the mean. correlations between the importance of the non-
&

programmatic activities and the opcrating functions as perceived by

Y .
staff, parents, and’ nonparents.

» 128

A ' TABLE 58 | :
"ow
'MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NONPROGRAM~ .
MATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED

BY STAFF PARFNTS AND NONPARENTS L

- W
— o

_ o Importance
' Operating“Functions 5 4 Staff Parents t;> Nonparents
 Analysis= .. .398 316 ° ‘ .328
.393 304 .209
~.393 .298 _
A - Y "
U7 307

&

Al

.‘Qg?ble 59 rep;}hhfthe d;\§4keg&rd1ng the correlations between the

< the programmatic actiﬁi%iés and the operating functions as

2 L.
a

_.by staff, parents, and nonparents. Two cells were found.to

show stéong relationohips. According to Marascuilo (1971, P. 433), a

". strong correla;ion exists fgg correlations of‘f‘ +, 7 or higher in
behaviqta “rgsearch For the activity, "parent adviso;§fboard " parents
. Aq* :
ﬂindicatgﬁﬂéﬂcorrelation, r = +.,702, between importance of _the activity

and the ppﬁﬁating function of analysis. Nonpa(ents indicated amoderate

) cg¥relation, r =+ 623, between 1mportance of the,gyt;vity and the oper-

T

ating function of resolution regardlng-the parent advisory board."
- ‘ ) A . ng ! ,
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Table 60 reportiu‘he mean correlations between the importance of‘the
programmaticféctivities and the operating functions: °

i

TABLE 60

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PROGRAM- .
@ATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED
& BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS -

N

o Importance
Operating Functions Staff - Parents Nonparents
Lo - . o \
Analysis .350 <339 ey . 414
Communication, . .361 19T V431,
Inoolvement .301 347 402 -
Resolution ’ 261 | .291 ' .348
q" ¢ »:. RE
“ ° kg

Research Question 8:

What is the relationship between the effectiveness‘of the
programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities.and the oper-
ating functions as perceived by staff,. par nts, and nonparents?

;‘ Table 61 reports the data regarding the correlations betWeen the

: o.-.

---'_\ S

'effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activities and the operating func=

--tions as|perceived3bxrstaff, parents, and nonparents. Ten cells were

' found to show strong correlations of _r_?»-_l:.T or higher. The ﬁighest

correlation, r = +.811, was indicated by the staff between the impor-
tance of the activity’ "the staff generates rppport between - -themselves

and parents,' and the operatingzﬁﬁnction of communic tion The ten
L <T

' correlations at r + 7 or higher were found to be °i if{cant’ at less

~

than.the .001 level, Table 62 reports the mean-correlation between the

~ i .'f“‘ . 4 e

.- 186 . -
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TABLE '61

CORRELATION BE‘NEE‘( THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NONPROGM}MA'I‘IC ACIIVITIES AND Tﬂ! ERA NG
E’U\CTIO\S AS PERCEIVED BY STAFP, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS T -TI

oéé{‘ﬁiﬁg Staff Parents Nonparents
Functions - Nald A N30
: g 3
K] vl 1] M . 0
AR I U - O
Kot T A IR LR B
Programatie LI A A A AN
hetivitfes s E p » | d E I E o 8 h
| IR EEIEE N
Parent visits to the school 1150 | 468 339,273 ;613 461,323 47118 611,297 130
Students' enthusiasm in school 263145 1,570,536 1 128 | J326(,650 | 196 §.206 | L497 (4297 {.123
gctivities ‘, ' | : '
- Sehool facilities serve as 8 ‘ ,
CO.‘.lmunIlY resource .619 0577 0627 .602 0'026 .2511“2 0120 02310 03‘.1 :603 1329
Stnff generates @ feeling of warnth 1.266] 2021 ,2261 311|459 | 4608] 518 | T04H LS4 | 430 {362 389
a fParents desonstzate support for the | . N o
school J681 .6 j.7563.562 J62 | ,3971,252] 6201 114 .269 .600_ 316
Staff generates s positive atmoaph&re 85 7004 7200 78 305 | J640( 498 L0877 .259| 4329|706 688
* Princippl and ptaff response to {0 | v
* parent aalls Aen|" | 0 695) 613 | 612 dsa 17| L1951 306|160 248
"~ Pateats have access to staff J50[ 2555 | (294 (495 L4868 ;‘458 7L T3] L360] (620) 456 (44 2
Staff generates rapport betveen ' IR | I N . W
themselves and parents ' {583 81T .79 J598 601 497 .600 6351 231 J292] W21 38
Stcff vorks vell together planning , ‘ Tt
activitles fFlehtlévdh ] 78] 19 as| 55T | S0H 622 S| 08| T6O 24| 308
r‘ / . . ) ! :
e #Significant at r <00 C |
'“l"\. | ] .v ‘ l ’ . a u
. j T | ".l'
Ly e o
. h .: ‘:Q‘.jll: Y
168
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effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activities and the operating func- -

S : .
+ tions as perceived by staff,'parents, and nonparents:

w TABLE 62

.

'MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NONPROGRAM-

‘ 'MATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED BY
STAFF PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS
* - R %
I _ . ‘ ,
voo ' ' Effectivenefy
Operating ‘Functions staff . Parents - Nonparents
3 . ' ,
./ e @
> Analysis y ' 501 -~ ° "v;399’;' To.272
. "o h _ y S
¥ Involvement ' .565 .. ...".390 .388
' | R .
gesolution .566 459 .385
' Fr
; .
Table 63 reports théﬂdata regarding the correlations between the_
-\\ ) effectiveness of the programmatic activities and the operating ‘functions

.4.
aS‘perceived by staff, parents, and nenparents. T2n cells were f0und to

&
“ e

N : .
: show strono correlations of r = ¥.7 or higher. The highest correlation,

D

+ 776, was indicated by the staff and nonparengs. The staff indi-

cated a strong relationship between thc effectiveness of the activity,

:*l:\ . v v

parghg_advisory board,' and the operating function of resolution. .The

nOnparents indicated a strong relationship betWeen ‘the effectiveness of
. ‘ ’

.J""ﬂ l e
b R ﬂhe ac ivity, volun er: aid program," and the operating function of
& e £
. : ." R b 4

invblvement. Table 64 reports the mean correlations between the. effec--
p

o . ‘
‘tQVEness of the programmat&\vactiv1t1es and the operating functions as
STy » ! h .
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perceived by staff, parents, and‘nonparents:
o e 64
MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE «EFFECTIVENESS SF THE PQOGRAMd_ E

'MATIC ACTIVITIES AND ‘THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED
BY STAFF, PARENTS AND NONPARENTS ’

/,F/{;‘« ) ’ )
. ' ‘ E : Effectiveness‘
Operating Functions “Staff « farents - Nonparents
) t\ . . g S ? ) . ..“ - . . .- ) o
Analysis B 452 /' 372 441
Communication ' . 464 o !254 ' .500 - ’
i_InvolvementJ . 498 . 406 © 488
*  Resolutioh RN 372 - .379
Research Question 9: . }" . - ' '

e -

‘;. 1] What is the re1ationship between the importdhce of the pro-
‘ grammatic~and nonprogrammatic activities and the primary inter-
action patterns as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents’

Table. 65 reports the data regarding the correlations between the
- importance of the nonprogrammatic activities and .the primary interaction ’
" patterns as percejved by staffa parents, and nonparents.' The highest
c rrelation, r= +. 765 was ind:iated by the parents fér the relation-
ship between the,importance of .the activity, "the/éiiff works_well;
together-in;planning.activities for,children,t}and‘the primary inter:
) Qctioh'pattern betw%en.the echool‘and the home, Table 66 reports the.
; ﬁan correlation between the importance of the nonprogrammatiq activities
P " N - ;
-and the p\r_i}nary interaction patterns" . i ’ |
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~ " Inportance
L frimry. Staff o+ ¥ . Parents Nonpreents
. Intetaction LU R ot a kel
. Datterns d L. b
R IR L
a L T IBEEE TR 7 9990
HERIR IR R
Prograsaatie 80 8¢ 05 SWbl 0504 04 )o';u o ; 29 éﬂ':
et RN BRI EI BT
N 1 d% wi 44 wualas 0 04 Wl BY WZ.ng neY
“Paredt visits to the school 089|095 [o,285 | 530 ] 68 0261 W4T | 2T,
Stutents' nthustasd {n school L O | . ‘, u
mtbitls, G| VJB8 1296 | V108 106 094 |73 | 008 /mst B .18 183
School faotites serverss o - ¢ i 1 o
tommunity tesoutce . vaga ,'385. nSJ&‘ |389 0259 .419‘ 0378 'd2a6 0368 0511 1350 0125
Staff gemmesafeeling of uamth U] 0TT 00| 4360 | 286|435 |46 | 330 IR IR
-~ Parents demonstrate support’for ‘the . | ‘ : I |
bchool - - .405 426 1,636 | 486 | 156 | (363 330 12951318 | 069 260/ 3L ¢
Staft gcncratesapositlve b ) A IR I y
atnosphere, | 0BL000 |09 | 84 ) 303 | 5L | NG | (2| MG (ST LSS
Princfpal and[staff response to @ ] e A 1ol
parent calls | AL L0 (U572 409 1,252 346 1033 o .329 281 186 108
Parents have Accesy tg sg’fﬂ “ JO8 698 | 604 | (382 | 36 .32?"‘.43& W8 .656 .526] A2 [, 269
-  Staf generatgs tapport betveen g . . “"' ' |
thenselves and parefts " | 362[1A579 (4653 | oSS .369@ 3L OO 2151200 | 28| 234] 184
Staff vorks vell together planning ,. S I L I
dotivictes for childred - | A .66’2“.392‘ A0S |20 TOSL08 | L 207) o108 | 150 144) 432
5 ;Significant tralil " -
. : \;‘u.' L ‘ & ‘
\ ! y | ¢

TABLE 65 '

/

BT IV ORI TS OCIOGANTIC KEVLI THB PRIMRY ,
~ INERACTIOH ACTERIS AS PERCEVED BY STAFF, PSRN, AND YbARENTS

: 1
'

0306 . L
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X “TABLE 66

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC N
ACTIVITIES AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS AS PERCEIVED BY
STAFF, PARENTS AND NONPARENTS 7 : _

L

- Importance .
Primary Interaction Patterns ~ staff - Parents Nomparents
'School and Child - .399 o .337 531
School and Home 449 631 - ’.33} i
. b . .' . . l ‘ ] .. 0
School and Attepdance : . : _
N " Area . L, 492 . " .323 +306°
,Sehoel and Total : o , . . o -
School District Y, . 349 238 . 245,

Table 67 reports the data régarding the eorreletions between the

importance of the programﬁatic activities and the primary interaction

‘patterns as perceived by staff, parenEE}\Eﬂg\?onparents. Seven cells R
. * 3 ) . - - n
were found with correlations of r = +.7 or hngeE as reported by the -

u A

. parenfs and nonparents.‘ No significent correlations were indicated by

the staff. ‘Table 68 reports the‘mean correlafionjbetween the importance

@ ¥

of they, programmatic activities and the ﬁrimary’interaqtiegﬂshtterns,

All of the correlations reported at .7 or higher were found toEbe'i

[

significant at least than the .001 léevel.

Research Question 10 // e R . ‘
N . ‘ ° - A

What is the relationship betqgen the effectiveness of the prg-
grammatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the primar?~inter- \
action patrerns as perceived by»staff, -parents, and nonparents9 ‘Y “.»

A
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- s TABLE 68 7 _
MEAN CORRELATIONS\BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE .OF .THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES. AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS AS PERCEIVED
BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPAREN§S

o

|

Kl
L)

- . :

LA L. . ;

' . : : . \ by
—

Importance , ' : .

Primary Interaction Pattersn Staff - Parents Nonparents -
P N ‘ . [ ' ’ ‘ .‘ i S . [ .
. School and Child - = .304 - ' 401 1.372
. s he . S ‘
i School and Home e : 451 5477 , . .530‘
School and Attendance oL i Yo )
_.Arvea - . 423 .335 7 . .435 3.q
School ard Total. . , C
- School/District | 412 194 375 SR
3 < - ‘(

»

s

"Table 69 reports the data reg r%ing the correlations between the
’, eéfectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activities and the primary interac-

4

tion patterns a perceived Sy staff, parents, nd nonparents. Eight
&

cells were fonsd to have correlations of r= .7 or higher. The hjghest

s
correlation, r= +. 912 was indicated by the parents for the¥relationship

1

between the effectiveness of the activity, "the staff works well to-

- <

gether in planning activities for childreh," and the intended interac-

( tion\Btheen the school and’ the home. No strong correldtions were indi-

cated by the nonparents. Table 70 reports the mean. - correlation between

? the effectiveness of the nonnrogrammatic activities and the primary " e

-

interaction patterns. e T

X i" 198 - | _.\,/- o .’_J f;
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TABLE 69 ‘ - .ui‘
- CORRELATIONS BETVEE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NONPROGRMMTIC ACTIVIIIES AW TRE’PRIW\RY -,
I‘ITERACTION PAT'IER!\S AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AXD MNPAREm ‘ o
oL ’ . Effectivenes o
y i:t‘:::zmn . Staf Parents" L Ngnp]rentr
Patterns ! oy B 3 '“.4,1 g w0 ;-
) o YRR R R
3 | ’ '3 o " '3 1 . .u '.o' .
\, RERETR AL TETH I A TR 1
o a4 & T4¢ dowla 4 ‘g wVel @ 4 C6C GU
None a S PR PR A L PNy UL | VR BT
' o 0" 0 0f OmMu|0W O OC Omil QW O 0C Owbh
Progranmatic ', 04 09 0y 0w LETIRY Qmbl oM 08 00 O8Y
kintes SR R R R PRt E P R IT
‘ L CE- gnn,%u-o Wy wZ wdwiY-wy 0Z we e
r o _ —— — .
Parent visits to the school 384 .3}69 323 | 052|504 [390 1259 (L1311 46 |57 | .403 | .156
* suafents' enthusasn o achool N N |
activities (95 | M 1,369 FLT0 | 346 |36 L4721 L3N 409 v
Scheol facilities gerveasa L[ | e " .o A L
commnity resoureg C 92| TOBMTIZRE 4,269 1506 |17 (3071 403 )38 Al
ity generates 2 feeling of wnmrh 309 .53’5 422,238 600 | IT4ML569 | 656 | A7 ' 9|
. Tarents domonstrate support for the " o | - ' e
school . ;| oTA6H (804577 | 1537 |4 394.1.548 450 | (362 | 202 | .76 |a225 -\318'1._' -
- Staff generates a positive- ' ‘ t.'! B ; S
camosphere, 7 553 | 4600 (/689 | 616 |.533 |,672 /494 | 43| 348 .44 | 48D .6&‘2
Principal and staff response o . - | o ]
‘pmnts'hav"e sccess to otoff | 883 | SEESI6 | 546 | 638 | TIML | 410 D[ |0 ',ris L
* Staff gencrates rapport between | AR R Y IR ' NN |
thenselves ‘and pardats 460 (672 | (533 | 453 | SE1e| 649|475 | 3T | (312|619 ) L460) 405
o Staff dogks wen togother planting | AR Ll I R
- activities for children C 4| 628|310 | 1573|698 1 9124,513 | 330 400 17,562,391} .558
\ “ "‘ "V*Sigr'\ifican; at r o001 N
' by ' ) :
1 ¢t l'\' N ' / ' ' " . ) “_, ' _“;,J “5:?.9
. R i ;- ' SN ) / '_9)?}"4%?\1;', ' )" .
! . b{ . ‘ . | ¢ ). ' |
VI v :. &“"0 . 'n ;J’.‘\‘ §
v ™ 5 INELE - ¢ .
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' TABLE 70 ‘ ..
MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TH EFFEGT;IVENESS OF THE NONPROGRAM~ .. .
MATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE(PRI Y INTERACTION PATTERNS AS PER- ‘ \
CEIVED BY STAFF, PARENT§>\Q§;\NONP ENTS .
. -
- . » -Effectiveness *
Primary Interaction,Pattgrns Staff Parents . Nonparents
Py ‘ , y ., . Lo
.School and Chiid § «524 ‘ 525 ' .352
. . - . > ©
School and Home' .622 .680 .. 534
School and Attendance B ,; C
~Area . . +.518 Y w0 - - 315 /////*\\
\ .;' School and Total | " : '
~ School District N L42s .383 ' 286 .

a Ea

»

Ali oﬂ ‘the correiations reported at r = + 7 or higher were found to be
'significant at f/ss than the .001 1eve1. L ' SR

Table 71 reports the data regarding the correlations between the,
effectiveness of ' the programmatic:activities and the primary interac-
‘tion patterns as perceived. by staff parents, and nonparents, Twenty- -
chree ce11s were -found with correlations of r = +.7 or higher. "The

-

highest correlation, r = +.877 was indicated by the staff for the rela-

7

‘tionship between the effectiveness of the’ activity, "articles in the

local newspaper," and the iﬁtended interaction=between the school and
.attendance area. Tabls-72 reports the mean correlation between the effec~
tiveness of the programmavic.activitieswandnthe>primary intgraction -

patterns e C- . C s

S\ y . L o .
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| TABLE )

g

Y
L]
.

CO‘lREIMIO‘{S BENEEY EFFECTNENESS 0P THS PROCRAMATIC AC'HVITIES AXD m PRIHARY
I\TERACTIO‘J PATTERNS AS PERCEIVED BY STATY, PARENI‘S AND LOWAREMS

—

0

[Kc

Aruitea Foidod o G

o Prinaty , , Staff \‘\ . Patents ‘.Noagmm .‘ |
po. Inteietion oMl gl g CT .
Comttens N [T g oo
B A ERL | B
[ "u\ OoWe WO |W oW Wy v'o‘ L] LI R X

- ;o . P LI N IR L B gt
e RN R
Activities i ﬁ§ Gu € 0n ﬁg,ﬁg IRIEEL .cg £u gz

o WO nl nd 0eg | 0y uE 0y Wiy 8% 0z ok niy

n QBT R R KA R T R

- ‘ » ' 1 . - ' . :

Parent-Efher conferences‘ .| WAL | JBOAHAL6 | 608 | (584 |,269 [o371) 269 | 210 {96,207 ,166]
" " | ' '

, .Volunteer alde | program 636 390|384 | 62 | 4502|629 1383 | 079 681|497 (71142
Christmas and Spring nusle pﬂsrm L3 (383 1,59 | 1332 | 0B T2 652 | 23| W4T JOu 1094 Sl
‘Parent atvisory board B[ 061374 L5 | st |00 | | R ARURRY

. | , i | N
School nevsletter V00K JTT2K) 467 | 583 508 V1206 | 086 ( 083 |\ 549 [ .693 ] .43 |
: i : l s

Positive cards, calls and motes [ ,736% (8074{,159 | 185 |.536 |.528 1,379 f 161 .535. W49 | 645 | 1525
Use of commnity resource beopk., A60 | 382 | 632 | 416 10508 {197 |, 18 88| 61| L6 605 49
Patent questionnalres ot tuﬁeyl 3814697 1,285 | 258 {60,669 {375 | 269 | ,387 |61 .530 A
Articles {n local nevspaper (T 689 | 877 | 8564 | 554 335 {390 ) (364) (98 1,585,653 | 264 ¢
Progress tepott 1961 501 1,473, 499 1351 081302 | 080 1.629 6841383 | 164

. ,? | ' ' '

 #Significant at ¢ <001 o / ‘
. ) -
' s

T T

203



‘TABLE 72

.~ MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAMMATIC
*  ACTIVITIES AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS AS @RCEIVED BY

- * STAFF, PARENIS, AND NONPARENTS R b
R - S R~ Ef?ectiveness i . - ‘ﬂf,
-Primary Interaction Patterns Staff ' Parents “ . nonparents‘;i
. F— ;-" B R \/- | S F- .- -
Y. e - L « & ) . 4 B ", . . ‘ )
School and Child . .532 496 . © 4227
_School and Home 719 610 611
‘ 'Q . -
" .School and Attendance oo
Area 5746 % 413 . .600
‘School and Total a S
School District - .532 o268 ) 479 1
. . o o f,/' . - o

All of the correlatipns,reported at r = +.7 or highér were found to be

signiffcdant at less than the .001 level.

~ :
'3

\ ] o i . “ s
Researchfgﬁestion 11: ' ' T _ ' -
~ Whit 1is the relafionship between the importance and effective- \‘\\\\
ness for each of the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities
as perceived by staff parents, and ndpparents? o

'Table 73 reports the data regarding the co;relations betﬁeen the
importgncé and effectiveness for each of éhé nonpragrammatic acti&lties
h aé’perceived by the staff, parents, and nonparents. Four céiIB\vgre -
/_féunq with éor;elations of £_=’+.7 or higher. The highest cqrreiation:
r = .754, was indicated by the staff for the relationship between they
\;mpoytance of the activity, “principal and staff. response to péren; )

calls," and the effectiveness of the activity, No strong correlations

. on this item were indicated by. the nonparents. Table 74 reports
. : j
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. . TABLE .73 o
N CO_RBEIAT ? BBIWEEN MPOR‘QANCE AND "EFFECTIVENSSS; ’;OR EACH OF ‘ ,
Y - e nonrnocmmnc Acnvrm:s B T
4 kY - ’
* ) vy({‘ ' ! -
4 N .
- - - = 4: - N T * | m,
. '~ . - Bffectiveness . ' Importance o ‘ : S
) 1 o .. staff  ‘Parenps < Wijmrents
Non- . ¥ ) ’. ' o B i
. Programatic L N VN=24 . N«gf.~ #N=30 : T
Activities o o . ‘5‘ . Co :
' Parent visité to the sc,hooi : 463 loélo . 133 0
¥ . .Students’ enthusiasm 1n scl)?dl . . G
activities o . #2646
R A e
School facilities serve as a o .
. ' com\unity resource . - T 2062
Staff generates a feeling of - . S L - ’ .
warmth 2. . 262
‘ parents demonstrate support for
the school ¢ o o245
' e '
- staff generates a positive .
atmosphcre ' ' * C - .597
Principal and staff response .’ . 3 :
‘ to parent calls - } . L,754% .436. «537 .
parents have access to staff .BL5% .534 409
0 X N ' R / .
¥ Staff generates rapport between d
themselves and parents . ., «BOAX 456 .249
. Staff works well together . ) ' .
planning activities for ' : : - o , '
chifldren .591 o ST .515
#Significant at r <.09T .
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the mean correlation between the importance and effectivepess of the .

L . _
nonprogpammatic activities,‘ o . . ,
| s , ; - -

. hd v
- s . , . ) ,
TABLE 74 .
- - o s L}
S . . X . S .
MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMPORTANCE ARD EFFECTIVENESS FOR
'BACH OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEAVED BY-

- ) STAFF,. PARENTS (AND NONPARENTS - e . ]
S -,i, S '; ¢
- . .- '_,. : ' . R e .
L ) "‘ L ' P ‘ Imporéancey U X

o '”F~'Staff -~ ‘ '~.Parents C ' Nonparents
Effectiveness 2644 S .502 LT 7 .376

" Table 75 reports the data regarding the correlations’ etWeen the

importance and effectiveness for each of the programmatic activities

/ . ' e ’

as perceived by the staff parents, and nonparents. Twelve correlations

were found with an r = +. 7 .or higher, - The highest correlation, r =+, 801

z

was indicated by the staff for the re1ationship ‘between the. importance
m
ofuthe activity,”"volunteer aide program,' and\the effectiveness of the

>

%
activity. Table 76 reports the mean correla ,“ between the importance

and effectiveness of ‘the programmatic activitigé.
\‘- .~

TABLE 76 -

e ﬁﬁﬁa

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMPORTANCE AND BEFECTIVENESS FOX
EACH OF THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PER&EIVED BY STAF

PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS 3
i Importance ‘ f%
Staff ~ Parents .o ﬁNonparents
Effectiveness  .643 , _.655 - ?,;\ .610 ‘
. “ ‘ ! ~
PR -}‘- 2 . - T!;
L l‘)'\\

206 - - U
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: . TABLE 75 - .

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMPORTANCE AND EFFECTIVENESS FOR EACH$OF
| THE PROGRA*%fE%;-ﬁCTIVITIES o
- LR ." i N /.' .

v Y
c .tf{ﬁ{;?? \Efféétiienesﬁ ) nivgkgéf‘:1m§:::2::éj‘f&bnpareﬁ;ﬁ*"
*. Programmatic S . N=24 . . N=4) » . . N=30_ .
,anftiviciqg_J/f A R PR
Cwlo L ele s s 66
, parent-tcacher conference -:‘  ) ‘;761; | ‘.584u o .375
Volunteer aide program g I 'i3.801* -e733% .758*
Chfiétmaé and'éhriné music programs - . 730%. . .764* ‘, ,628'/
Pareﬁtﬂadvisory poard. . i' il .QOé-' .772* - .6%7 .
School newsletter o “_ . ’ 14.290;7 - .538 . ,750* o
© Positive cards; calls and‘n;tes 4 .396 ‘\¢,Z94 | .6771
IUse,of communi.ty resource people . 345 :657_‘ : ,754*;
Parent qucstiaﬁbaifes.or sd;&eys o .500 ;566-‘¢1":. ;4é6
Afficlés in locél ;eWSpaperl | ,?75*- .66i - i.OS- \:~"
érbgresk report ‘ \ ; '? .658 ':763* 644 _ ”
*Significant a:’g_é.ooi_‘ ) '
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'Research Question 12:
' Wbat is thc re1ationship between the control function$nand .
-the primary interaction pat;erns as perceived by staff,
parents, anfl nonpar(nts" " _— . .
- N\
Table 77 reports the data regarding the correlations betwegp

-~

the control function of conducting and the primary interaction patterns

~

for the nonprogrammatic aCtivities as perceived by\ataff parents,’ and ’

A

‘non—parents. No relationships vere. found in Table 77 with correlations .
at the{5:¥‘+ 7 level-or higher.. Table 78 reportskthe correlations .

- ¢ - .
between the control function of conducting and ‘the primary inferact n

patterni for the nonprogrammatic activi&ies as perCeived by staff
\ - : t

B

- '

parents, and nonparents

TABLE 75 S R

ﬁEAN" RELATIONS BETWEEN CONTROL FUNCTION OF CONDUCTING
" AND \ PRIMARY INTERACTION ATTERNS FOR THE NONPROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONE@RENTS

3

.f_.

- Conducting 3 Ly
Primary Interaction Patterns Staff . ‘Parents = Nonparents -
// Schoot~and Child . .053 .066 .07
" School -ahd Home - ©  .007 -.009 .156
School and Abtendance . s ) .
Area ! ) .027 -.060 029

School and Totall - , . ‘
T School District ~-.024 - - =002 -.032 |

\

! : .

Table 79 reports the data regarding the correlationg between the

interaction®patterns for

czatrol functions of deciding and the primar

e | N o
L L
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the progranmaﬁic activ%Zie;iaé berceived by the staff,,parents:yand

. Vo .
-nonparents No relationships were indicated with correlations of

.

r K +.7 or higher The only moderatk reIath hip.was a negative

, correlationy r'; - 584 indfcated by the staff for the relationship

between who is responsible for deciding to : clude.tﬁe activity,

4 L]

rogress report," and the intended interaction between the school and

s v w

~ child in thﬁ hoPe-school—community relations program ' Table 80 reports

the mean correlations between the control function of deciding and the

\o - ¢
\

primary interaction patterns for the programmatic activities as per-—

ceived by staff, parents,_andtnonparents.°
X : v .

f - . TABLE 80
/ . . , . S . ‘
MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF DECIDING AND ",

 THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIL ACTIVITIES

v AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS ) . '
. Ld
Deciding
Primary Interaction Patterns " staff Parents Nonparents
R . o4 - . ‘ - '
School and Child. - -.113 v . .029 o .022
' Scliool and Home ~.087 L0055 126 -
~—  School and Attendance ‘ ' N ' ‘ »
/' Area . =017 -.008 .101
School and Total .- . ., . | .
.School District = -.058 ' 001 «060 '

4

'
ol

o
A

Table 81 reports the data regarding the correlations'between'the

control function of planning and the primary interaction for the program-
matic activities as.perceived by staff, parents, and,nonparentsl No -
| 3
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’relationships were'indicated witn.eorrelations or r = +.7 or.higher.

A moderate negative correlation, r = - 575 was reported by the staff
b

between who is responsible for plannf&g the activity, "school newsletter,
and the intended interaction between tile school and the total{school Lo
district Table 82 reports the mean correlation between the control
function of planning and the primary interaction patterns for the prq>

grammatic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents.
G)

N o L TABLE 82

P

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF PLANNING
AND THE PRIMARY "INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Planning - -

Primary Interaction Patterns Staff . Parents | Nonparents

School and Child ) -.153 - . .057 7,058

School and Home =178 .031. . -.036 .

. . - . ~

School and Attendance _ . . * .

School and Total

! School District - =197 067 ~.056

: . ,}' .

Table 83 reports the data regarding the” correlations between the
cdntrollfunction of conducting and the primary interactidn patterns for
the prog:ammatic ac ties as perceived by_staff,~parents, and nonparents.

No relationsnips were indicated with correlations of r = .7 or higher.
A moderate negative correlation, r = -.569, was repdrted'by the staff

between who is responsible for conducting the activity, "school

. .
»

Q SR Y : o /,,éj
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newsletter," and the intended interaction between the school and the

. : ~
total school district. Table 84 -reports the mean correlation between

. the control function of conducting and the primary interaction patterns
s o +

for the programmatic activities as pErceived by staff, parente, and

nonparenté.

© TABLE 84 |

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL‘;%NCTION OF CONDUCTING .
AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF’,PA%PNTS’ AND NONPARENTS

: Y A _
_ Conducting . }
APrimary Interaction Patterns Staff Rarents Nonparents
School and Child -.200 048 .062
School and Home “-.185 - .076 , .027
. 1 °
’ School and Attendance o ’ : X _
Area : ~-.128 ~.006 ~-.017
" School and Total . S =
School District ~.251 .095 - .064

A \

T

Table 85 .reports the data regarding the correlations between‘the

control function of coordinating and the primary:interaction patterns
for the progxammaticéactﬁvities as perceived by staff, parents, and non-
parents. No relationships were indicated with correfations of r = i.7

¢

or higher. Table 86 reports the mean correlation between the’ control

[N

function of coordinating and the primary interaction patterns for the

programmatic activities as perceived by staff, parents and nonparents.

[~
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TRE CONTROL FUNCTION OF COORDINATING AND THE rmhmt INTERACTION PATTERNS

\ a

TABLE 85 )

g
¥
W

Fl

S

AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS FQR THE: PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
B o i Lo
Y Loy
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“TABLE 86

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF COORDINATING
~ AND THE PRIMARY "INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
' ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF,. PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS B

— a
€

_ B " Cooxdinating .
: Primary Interaction Patterns " Staff '\\ Parents - - Nonparents’
) i . . ) . . . - . . . I. . .
. . - ‘77 I - - . -
Sehool and’Home - -.171 . ,.033 RN " T
School and‘Attengance e
Area : . "'00159 ) - .036 T - 1036
School and Total ' " . .
School District -.162° . . ..048 ~.070

Tiw

Table 87 reports ‘the data regarding the correlations between the

‘control functiort of evaluating and the primary interaction patterns for
.
the programmatic actiyities as perceived by.staff, parents, and nonparents.

No relationships,weré'indicated with correlations of r' = +.7 or, higher. °
<A moderate negative correlation r = ?-577 was.reported by the nonparents
as not showing a relationship betoeen who is responsible for evaluating.
' the'activity; fvolunteer-aide,program,ﬁ and the intended interaction

between the school and home. Table 88 reports the mean correlation.‘-:»*°

between thetcontrol function of evaluating and the'primary interaction '

‘patterns’ for “the programmatic activities as perceived“by*staffB‘Parents,

and nonparents.

Research Question 13: ‘ ‘ N . \\\
What is, the relationship between the primary interaction patterns
and the operating functions as perceived by staff, parents, and
nonparcnts’ : : .
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_‘TAﬁLE 88 .

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONIROL IUNCTION OF EVALUATING
AND THE PRIMARY INTERALTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
, ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY %TAFF PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

..

» . , S Evaluating ‘

Primary Interaction Patterns Staff - Parents Nonparents
School and Child -.160. .046 ~ - ".070
School and Home - S£e 157 T -.076 - _ .058‘.

v School and Attendance . ‘ : , s _

Area . i "'.273 . - 046 ' ' o ’.—.032
\S{hool and_Total : - . | _
- School District -.257" ;014 . —.013 ;
. : . - ST -

Table 89 reports the data'regarding the correlations between the
operating function of anaIysis and the primary interaction patterns for
the nonprogrammatic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and non—- .’

.'y,

parents. The highest correlation, r= + 717, was indicated by the staff
as showing a relationship between(the operating function of analysis
'and the intended interaction between the school and the total school
district for the activity, "parents demonstrate support for the school "
Table 90 rePOrts tﬂL mean Porrelation between the operating function of |
analysis and t?e primary interaction patterns for the nonprogrammatic
activities as perceived by staff parents, and nonparents.

Table 91 reports the data regarding the correlations between‘the
operating function of communication and the primary interaction patterns

ﬁ
for the nonprogrammatic activities as perceivedfby staff, parents, and

nonparents., Two cells yere found to have correlations at r = +.,7. or
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,hi&her._ The highest correlation, r = +f725’ was indiceted by the panents
as showing a relatienship between the Qnerating f&nction of eommusgtation
and the intended interaction betwéen.the‘sehooi ane home‘fo: the'aetiiity,
.the "staff generates a'feeling of warmth;ﬁ_'The next correlation,tr - Coe

¢+ 721 was also indicated by the parents as showing a relationship

between the operating function of communicﬁtion and the’ intended Jinter-'

A

- :
action between the school and home for the activity, the “staff generates‘
)

7

a positive atmospheré." o | : o

» TABLE 90 | '

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION, OF ANALYSIS
. AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE NONPROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

¢

_ Analypis B SR
'.Primary Interaction Patterns Staff . Parents * Nonpexentf_-7
| | | e N
School and Child . : .505 .338 422
School and Home v -.485 . .490 - 443
School andrAttendance : ' _ S
Al‘ea . . . 0529 _-381 v ! 045\2. : ’
‘ School and Total “ ° _ :
- School District 441 . 433 , 406

Table 92 repprts;the‘mean correlation’ between the 6perating

function of communication and the primary interaction patterns for the
nonprogrammatic aeﬁivities as ,perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents.

rd
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- TABLE 91

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE; OPERATING FUNCTION OF COMMUNIGATION AND THE PROARY- INTERACTION PATTERNS
AS PERCEIVED BY STAPP, PARENTS, AND KOWPABENTS FOR THE NONPROGRAMATIC ACTIVITIES

L )
Prinary | * Communicatdon
Interaction staff . Parents Nonparents
‘ Pattems N'M 2 N'{‘l 3 N'30
- L . v o .; o ] .g §
| W w' WY WO |v %W we 90| % v wovo
P b ORI ELE R Bpani o f.arig
L] ]
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Students' enthusiosm in school N .
activities M5 \254) 40| L263 | ,200( (AST) 4551512 268 | ,548) .065) ,256
School facilities serve as & o /b ‘
com,‘nunl[y Tesource 1196 l536 1686 1626 '0027 0283 *y 0.386 0126 0478 1164 .231
Smﬁgmuuuafuumolumm 603 | 42 533|556 | L453| 725M (428|657 | 565 | .519| .668] ,$35
Parents demonstrate support for the ' '
school . ‘ 6181 W5T2( 337 W61 L179] L448| J402[ 421 | 437 ) .384) \353f (518
Staff generates & positive .| . ‘ ‘
atmosphcte 11‘54 3355 1287 0337 06,09 l721‘ 1605 |671 03“5 0606 0603 |486
Principal and staff response to b '
parent calls S| 81 L202) G2 | (384 J3AT)LITLY G253 | LISLY A0 266 0L
Parents have access to stafl 648 | 502 J422 .4?5 (256) (6171 579) 525 | 510 JSRe' \488) 226
s:aff genbrates rapport between , - ~ |-
themselves and pavents A6 | (654 (423|322 W71 L5821 366|442 | 4351 J403| J544) 564

© staff vorks well thgether planning | ! R - '

activities for children | 498 -698J S25| (667 | (336] L654] 3901 613 | (45 | 32 202 364

#$ignificant st r <001 L
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- TABLE 92 - . » y
o .
MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN -THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF COMMUNICA-.
*  TION AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE NONPROGRAM-
MATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Communication . v

Ptimary Interaction Patterns Staff Parents. : Nonpa;ents
School and Child .518 .323 .375
. School and Home 481 <562 483
School and Attendance , : , .
Area : 448 _ .400 403
& School and Total |
School District 477 s 495’ - «356

Table 93 reports the data regarding the correlations between the
operating function of involvement aﬂd-the primary'interaction patterns
for the nonprogrammatic activities as perceived by staff,_parents, and

nonparents. Four cells were fuund to have~cq;télations at ;_- +.7 or

higher; The highest correlation,fg_f'f.é35, was inqicated,by the staff

as showing a reiationship hetween the oﬁetatingffgnction of involvement

-

and the intended‘ interaction Between the school and the attendance area

for the activity, the. "school facilities serve .as a community resource. "

Table 94 reports the mean correlation between the operating function
of communication and the primary interaction patterns for the nonprogram-

matic activities as perceived by staff, parents,iand nonparents.‘
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CORRELATIONS BETVEEN THE OPERATING FUNCIION OF WOLIBENT AXD Y8 PRIVARY INTERACTION DATTERIS
AS TERCEIVED Y STARY, DARENTS, AN HORRREKDS FOR T NOVPROGRUATIC AGFIVITES
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Staff generates rapport between
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| Staff works vell together planning ] .
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the "staff generates a feeling of warmth." Table 96 reports the mean

163

B S TABLE 94

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION ‘OF INVOLVEMENT
AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE NONPROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Involvement . |
Primary Interact’on Patterns Staff “Parents Nonparents
AL - - _ L
School agd Child, .  .446 .354 T 441
School and Home .604 "+ 515 : .438 g
. School and Attendance . o - . :
Area _ .619 .487 - «396
School and-Total

wE T

School District 548 . .527 ¢ 427

- . R R
o A . LR IX)

Table 95 reports the data regarding the correlations betwee® the
operating function of resolution-aqdvfhe primar& inté:actibn patterns
for the nonpgogrammatic activities as, perceived by staff, parents, and

nonparenté.‘ Six cells were found to have correlations at r = +.7 or

’ highefl The highest correlation, r = +.833, was indicated by the parents

as showing a relationship between the operating function of resolution

~and the intended- interaction between the school and home for the activity,

el
Uy

correlation between the operating function of resolution and the primary -
interaction pattérns for the nonprogrammatic activities as perceived

by staff, parents, and nonparents.
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TABLE 95

AS PERCEIVED BY STAP, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS POR THE NONPROGRAMATLC ACT,EV;TIES

S —

COUELATIONS SETVEEH THE CPTRTING FONTION F RESOLTIO A T SRDARY IITEBACTION PATERS
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TABLE 96
s ‘MEAN CORRELATIONS BETIWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTIONlQLRES.OL‘jTION_

AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE NONPROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, ANB-NONPARENTS
. ‘ . l‘ " -

i

T

:
- X *Resolution
Primary Interaction Patterns "Staff A Parents Nonparents
School and Child §.§?98/ 375 | ‘.299
School and Home 1 503 O 5kh .y .401
. % d )
School and Attendance i ‘
Area s, - 488 445 ' +435
School and Total ‘ ‘ _
School District 457 484 481

Table 97 reports the ﬁata regarding the correlations between the
operating functio of analysis and the primary interaction patterns for
the programmatic activitiesxas perceived by staff, parents and nonparents.

ﬁ
‘Eleven cells were found to navewcorrelations at r = +.7 or higher.

. Seven'of these cells were in the nonparent group, two in,the parent
group, and two in the staff gronp., The highest correlation, r = +.753,
was indicated by the nonparentslas showing a relationship between the
operating function of analysis and the~intended interaction between tue
school and attendance area for the activity, 'volunteer aioe program,"
Table 98 reports the mean correlations between the operating. function

of analysis and the primary interaction patterns for the programmatic

activities.
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. :v;,j'f"';' o TABLE 9 L '
i '. . '. 4 ) VT g s g $ '
MEA'N.‘COR,_' yéss BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF ANALYSIS

(.
:_/.' .
’ £ 2 < /
N . Analysis -
?riﬁaryilnteraction Patterns. . Staff Parents : thparents
¢ . school and Child 427 C.337 , .380

..;:hobi‘ézd Homev B s .505" 403 392

School and Attendance

Area . .436 326 462
fschool'and'Total — ) _
" School. District 4341 s .338 : ‘ 407
' &

Table 99 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

operating function of communication and the primary interaction patterns

for the programmatic activities as perceived by staff parents, and non-

parents. Six cells were found to have correlations at r= + 7 or higher.

s

The highest correlation, r =+, 793 was indicated by the parents as

t s il

showing a relationship betwe the operating function of communicationk,/
’%

-

Vand the intended interaction b een the school and attendance area for
the activity, "articles in the local newspaper,'" Table 100 reports the
mean correlations between the operating function of communication and

the primary.interaction patterns for the programmatic activities.

. -
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| TABLE 100
- MEAN CORRELATIONS BJAWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF COMMUNICATION

AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVI-
TIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Communication ' \
- Priﬁary'Interaction Patterns Sstaff . Parents “\  Nonparents
school and Child 462 - .398 .354
School and Home .506. .545 ' 484 ‘
School and Attendance > . :
School and Total . Co ) '
School District C.421 o <279 447

—

Tabie 101 reports the data regarding'theboorrelations between che
operating function of involvement and the primarylinteraction patterns
for the programmatic activities as perceiﬁed oy'etaff;-parents, and
nonparents. Four cells were found to have correlations at r = #.7 or

o hignerr, The highest'zorrelation, r = +.776, was indicated by the
' nonparents'as showing a relationship between theooperating function of
involvement and the- intended interactionlbetween the school and child
for the activity, "volunteer aide program.' Table‘loz reports the mean
'correlations between the operating function of involvement‘and the pri-

‘mary interaction patterns for the programmatic activities.
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TABLE 102 . ‘

- MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF INVOLVE-
MENT AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIE S AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS ' .

. Involvement ..

Primary Interaction Patterns ‘gStaff . Parents - Nonparents
School and Child . Y L AR
Tt~School and Hone' o .5&7 C j .366 - TL422
. . &"‘ . . " P .
. School and Attendance - , ; o -
. Area o T N BRI
///A‘~T: School and. Total o _“' o fi ) P P n - fi '

School District ~~~ '..332 .. .258 S .435.

- R N PN
). . v . , T I

*
’

Table 103 reports the data regarding the correlations between the
- /‘\
operating function of resolution and thﬁ primary interaction patterns

for theprogrammatic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and non—

parents. Four cells were' found to, have correlﬁtions at X = + 7 or. highert;
« The highest correl:ﬁt:iorr,L I e +, 750~ was[indicated by the staff as showing ;L

a relationship between the operatiné function of resolution and the in- '

tended interaction between the school and home for’ the a&tivity,'fparent §

oy

teacher conferencEs.": Table 104 reports the meap correlations between

e

the operating £unction of reSolution and the primary interaction,patterns:

PRE'S

for the programmatic activities.
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TR 103

CORREIATIONS DETWEEN THE OPERAIING FUCTION OF RESOLUTION AND THE PADMRY I\'IEMCI‘ION PMTERNS
AS PERCEIVED DY STAFR, PARENTS, AND MNPARENTS FOR THE BROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES '

( Prinaty Statt - Resg}:et&:: h Nonpazents'
Interaction W el L
Patterns oy v o RN
J |I" ' “; -'g Y . % '; . 6 "o'
s v % wo w0, lv v we 9wl |w w wewo |
R AR R AL RS
R R I ECL IR AL A
0% 0, 0§ 04k b 0 0g 0dkl B9 D 0g gui
Prcgramatic‘ 2y 28 2L DU (S 34 g6 Gpul oA Ge 4 Geu
I L B R R R R T R RS
, ] ’ - :
M0 ' "‘-', 208 {595 [ 467 | 268|369 | 456 | o722k 36| 5 | 355 467 | Lo
pcencteter eteremes 473 | 1005 0 | s | e | e ||
ol aldeprgan it |50 4 5 | oi|o |  om m | s| |sm
thlstass nd Spring msie programs .554{ LU IR ) T e
%Parent advisory board Lo | | s || | sl s 233 ) L7 548 | 43
School newsletter 354 ..133 160 | 167|086 |.300 | 259] 03] 287|136 J29].262
Postive cards, calls and notes 1,287 [.173 .198 ST 11,509 | 409 | ,190] L8| 215 | 130 .322 .417
Use of commnity resource people . | 461 | 555 |.622 | 524 b.289].162 | 4% 516 | 80 | 2363] 4271
Pazent q'ue'stionnairles or surveys  |,29: ’.649 19 [ ,401 | 367 (490 ) 362,105 .}JB 204 1,062 =065
. N oo . A R
Articeles in local newap'aper. (U1 2593| 480 | 343|206 | 106 | s108{ 056 i 2081 350 | 454
Drogress teport | .615 J36% (465 | 456 | 469 |,183 1 (08 ,430] 190 |.108] 020

20

*Significant at r <001 -
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TABLE 104

- MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF RESOLUTION
¢ .’ AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

. . Resolution . _
. Primary Interaction Patterns . Staff Parents -, . _ Nonparents
e ,
_ R ’ N ‘ . o
School and Child 441 .284, .302
School and Home = .555 +363 ‘ .293
' School and Attendance | : .
“Area - 460 302 .327
| School and Total » . -
School District .426 .329 361 f

D Research Question 14:

What is the relationship between the control functions and
: the operating funct;pns as perceived by staff, parents, and

e/’ nonparents?
:> " Table 105 reports the data regarding theAcorrelations between.the
+ - control function of conducting and the operating functions for the non-

o programmatic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents.
. °

No strong correlations at the r = +,7 or higher were indicated by. the
staff, parenté, or nonparents. Two correlations were reported by the

parents as showing no relationships, r = +,000, The first nonrelation-
i
ship was between who is primarily responsible for conducting the nonpro-

grammatic activity, "principal and staif response to parent calls," and

the operating function of resolution. The next‘nonreletionship was -
e
between who is primarily responsible for conducting the activity, "the
- e
. .

9 249
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTACL FUCTLON OF CONDUGTING oD THR OPEMTING FUNCTIONS AS PERC!IVBD
JY STARF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS POR NONPROGRAXMATIC ACTIVITIES
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corundty resouzce o3 8FL00 1002 | aeL ) 0se |08 {0kt | otns | 002,036l omr
s““ aenemtes [} feeung o! vnmﬁh .010 "1025 '1262 '0182 '.054 '.152 ’.051 0093 ' |039 '0016 |°M 00&0
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staff works well together in planning activities for children, and

the operat%ag fu;ption of resolution. Table 106 reports the mean
correlation between the control function of conducting and the operating

functions for the nonprogrammatic activities.

TABLE 106 ) -
,\‘

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION QF CONDUCTING
AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE NONPROG IC ACTIVITIES
AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENT

, Conducting 7
Operating Functions | Staff v Parents v ' Nonparents
Analysis .040 - los7 .049
. Communicatiom. .04 029 009
" Involvement ; .063 .  =.008 o7 ¥
- Resolution .032 ~.060 . .042

Table 107 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

b..
‘u”/ control function of deciding and the operating functions for the pro-

grammatic activities as perceived by -staff, parents, and nonparents.

A moderate correlation, r = +.569, was indicated by the nonparents as
shoﬁing a relati nship betweZn who 1is responsible for deciding to include
the‘activity, "erent questionnaire:for surveys," in the-hone—school—
community reiations program :ﬁd the operating functidn'of analysis:

Table 108 reports the mean correlationsbetween¢thecontrol function of.

deciding and the operating functions for the programmatic activities.

959
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TANLE 107

* COMELATLONS BEIVEEN TRE CONTRCL FUACTTON OF DECIOLNG AND THE CPERATING FCTIONS AS PEMCEIVED
BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPAREATS FOR THE PROGRANMATIC ACTIVITIES |

Operating Pareats Honparents
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- I TABLE 108 e
"’ MEAN CORRELATTONS ‘BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF DECIDING )
AND THE OPERATIjS FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENYS
g .
A
, Dg¢ciding
Operating Functions _ Staff * Parents . Nonparents
Analysis - T o =064 .013 .051
g Communication _ ° ° =-.098 .028 - .094
Involvement -.207 - .019 i 2104
T Resolution . =107 .058 -~ .03l

. . ’ .
*  Table 109 reports the data regarding the correlations between the
’ &

control function of planning and operating functions for thé program-

matic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and.nonﬁarents. A

-,

moderate correlation, r = +.,425, was indicatéd_?y the parents as showing

‘\) | .a_relétionship between wh  is respolsible for planning for the acfivity,

"parent-teacher conferences," in the home-school-community relations

program and the operating function of analysis, Table 110 reports the
. ) ‘ . . .
%// - mean correlations between the control function of planning and the oper-

i\-, ating function fo# the programmatic activities, .
. ' ° s
Table 111 reports the data regarding the correlationg between the

control function of conducting and the opefaqing funptions for the pro-

°

L o os 4 :
grammatic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents. -A
¢ - - . . B

“moderate correlation, £ = +.571, was indicated by the parents as showing~ ~ -

o

- -
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TABLE 109

]

ﬁORRMﬂONS BEIVELN THE CONTRAL WhCTION OF PLANVING AND TR ORERATING PUNCTION AS PRCEND
N SI:\FF PARENIS AKD NONPARENTS FOR THE PROGRAMATIC ACTIVITIES

(pexating Staff Parente Nonpazents ‘
Functions Ml Il e30 :
' g - £ € |
F 0 . 0 0
) C oW W ‘wWu WU
o6 8 vo6 v lo &
i ¢ 0 L8y 0 f \t\ 0
] v g = N v o 1 v g« o
o vl U ¥ v ) ¢ ¥ L) “ W
g > 3 e g > 3w ¢ M1
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a‘relationship between who is responsible for anducting the activity,

, "progress report," - in the home-school-community relatioés program and
Y ‘
the operating function of communication. : C

. T . )
i _ v
e . ~ _TABLE 110 ) -
MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF PLANNING
AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

b -
"h Planning
Operating Functions Staff Parents : Nonparents
Analysis - -.067 .06} .060
Communication -.056 .138 , . -,028
* Involvement - - =124 .073- . .000
Resolution - =,072 .089 -.027 .
Table 112 reports the mean corrélation betweén the control function
of conducting and the operating functions for the programmatic activities.
TABLE 112
_ MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF CONDUCTING
AN THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
, AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS .
p . ; = Conducting
P R .
%5 o Oﬁgtating Functions . Staff Parents Nonparsnts
Analys%§ =096 .089 . .02
; ' ;'Communicatlon -.119 .156 .052
Sa :InvolJement -.077 .153 .037
'/ Résolption : -.102 v .219° -.071

S 953
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. Table 113 reports the da iregar ing tbe torr La; X etve"_
) RS - we.
the control function %f’coordinating a d the operaqi' 'fﬁnctidms Eor & LY

- o ;* g8 ‘f e Iy v

» K3 B ‘ . l‘\. S
' &., PR
parents. A moderate negative cofrel_ ion r - - 518, was in
e . L s
by the staff as showing the opposite relationship between wﬁo s ;_e{_{\‘:-'

responsible for coordinating ‘the activity, "parent-teacher confereg§e¢ e '-;f‘
.. .

in the home-schodl—community re1ations program and’the operating func- \"
. . ‘ N
tion of communication. Table 114 reportp the mean correlations between

N
the control function of coordinating ‘and the operating functions for

-

the programmatic activities.

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF COORDINATING
AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
AS PERCEIVED, BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

TABLE 114

Coordinating _

Operating Function$~ Staff ‘ Parents‘ - Nonparents
Analysis o om 093  .076
Communication -.137 .108. .019
Involvement -.151 093 -.021
iResolution - —.078. T .144 | -.048

PR

Table 115 reports the data regarding the correlations between the
R
control function .of evaluating andfthe operating functions for the pro-
grammatic activities as perceived by staffp parents, and nonparents.

ﬂamoderate correlation, r = +.458, was indicated by the nonparents as
R

- 261
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Articles in local newspaper 105 | 1190 1,108 [=,201 [ ,009 F,126 | ,248) .256] .19 |.036-.030 - 113

Progress repoxt 066 |+,006 +,142 |-,084 | 07,035 | 232 027 W02 | 126237130

€8T
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showihg a relationship between who is respdnsibie for.evaluating the
activity, "parent quescionnaires or sutveys;" in the home-school-commu=-

nity relations program and the operating function of involvement., Two

..cells were found showing no correlations...A .correlation,.r.= +,000,

was indicated By the nonparents as not_showing a relationship between
the control function of evaluhting the activity, "PTO,".and the opera-
ting function of analysis'in the hqme-school-community_reiations program.
A correlation,_g_- +.000, was indicated by the parents as not éhoﬁing a
:elationsﬁip between the control func;ioﬁ'of'evaluating the ac;ivity,
"sarent advisory bbafd," in the home;school-commgﬁity relations program
_and the opérating funcfion of involvement. Table 116'reports the mean

corrélations between the control function of evaluating and the 6pera—

ting functions for the programmatic aétivities,

" TABLE 116

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CUNTROL FUNCTION OF EVALUATING
AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
‘AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

—+
. 7 AAXN Evaluating L
Operating Functions Staff @+ Parents | Nonparents
Analysis -.113 -.o01 , | ~.023
Communication ~.077. -,052 .008
Involvement -.165 , -.03;'_ 061
Resolution | .az . - -03 .007
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The following section presents the data and findings of signi-
ficant mean differences for the ancillary questions as/found between

staff, parents, and nonparents in terms of programmatic and nonpro-

.. grammatic.. activities;_ N — d B

g TE e g S

~ Ancillary Question 1:
What are the mean differences between thelimportance of the
programmatic agd nonprogrammatic activities as perceived by
staff, parents, and nonparents? :

Table 117 reports the data regarding . the mean differences
between the importance of the nonprogrammatic activities as perceived
by staff, parents, and nonparents. The greatest sigdificant difference
(p < 01) was found between the parents and nonparents for the activity,
the "staff works well together planning activities for children." The
parents ar(d staff and _,nonparents also. indicated a significant _differencé ..

- between théir perceptions of the importance of thﬁ@activity,,"parent

visits to the school." vThe staff and parents‘reported a significant
difference between their perceptions of the importance of the activity,
"the school facilities serve as a.community resource."

Table 118 report; the'data regarding the mean differences betweaen
the importance of the programmatic activities as perceived by staff,
parents, and nonparents. The greatest significant difference (p = .001)
was found between the parents and nonparents for the activity, "progress
report.”" The staff and parents indicated a significant difference in
their perceptions of the importance of the activity, "Christmas and Spring

music programs." Staff and nonparents reporte) significant differences

between their perceptions of the importance of the activities, "'volunteer

we 267
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TABLE 117

MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES“AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NQNPARENTSLJ’ -

L

g

wierrinvonn NODRLOGLAMMALLE coorvrsemsrmrs s SEBEE S Staff- Parents

Activities ' Parents ' Nonp5?55?3““w"“”“N3ﬁ§§féﬁts“"““"“’4

Parent visits '
s to the scm)m : - 0 SR L NS
Students' enthusiasm ggg ~
in school activities ¥ .3 0 ) .3
'School facilities
‘serve as a community B
resource 6% 3 : 3

Staff génerates_a . .
feeling of warmth . 0 3 3

Parents demonstrate
support for the school 1 3 .2

Staff generates a $ ' B T . _
positive atmosphere . Jd S W3 Y ;

@ . :
Principal and staff . v .
response to parent v <
calls - ' A . .2 W2 :

Parents have access
to staff .3 0 3

Staff generates rapport : ' : P
between themselves * '
and parents -0

Staff ﬁorks well to~-
gether planning
activities for children "4 ,1. ) ,6**

* Significant at p <.05
*% Significant at p <.01
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TABLE 118-

MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE QF THE PROCRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

- - ) L g -
Programmatic - =~ Staff- - Staff=- Parents~
Activities : ~ Parents ° °  Nonparents = - - Nonparemts.-.. ..
PTO | | o W27 ar
Parent-teacher - : . L
conferences . 2 -3 S*
}‘Volunteer aide : : _ \
program : 3 . SE g L
Christmas and Spring ' : ‘ _ _
& music programs . 1 6% 2 o N
F parent advisory board S | o . R O
. ) K g
School newsletter . <3 0" ‘ 3
Positive cards, calls, ‘ e ‘
and notes .3 Y § ' : 4
Use of community ' ' - o .
'resource people ' 2 2 2
Parent questidn—' .
naires or surveys . c 3 5% _ < .
Articles in local ) -
newspaper 23 _ el . ‘ S W2
Progress report ;‘ 8%k S 3

* Significant at p <.05
** Significant at p =.01
*kkSignificant at p =001
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~ aide’ program," and "parent questionnaires or surveys.' The parents and
nonparents\dndicated a significant difference between their percep;lons >

“of the-activity, "parent—teacher ‘conferences."

v

Cy . &
£ . : “

Ancillary Question 2 ' ' -

What are the mean differences between the effectiveness " d!
the programmatic and nonprograrmatic>activities as perceived
by staff, parents, and nonparents’ ! _ . s

. Table ll9 reports the data regarding the mean differences

between the effdctiveness of the nonprogrammdtic activities as’ per—

L

b ceived by . staff, parents’ and nonparents.iﬁTwo cells were found to be
A‘. 7 .
) significant at P < 05 level. The significant differences were between

v

~

< ) ;"PTQ.'" .' . ¢ |

b

the staff and the parents and the staff and nonparents for .the, activity,

"parent visits to the school "o ..

.& . Table 120 reports the data regarding the mean differeﬁces'between
' ]
[ 4

the ef?thiveness of the prograﬁmatic activities as perceived by staff,

tparents, and nonparents. The greatest sigdificant difference Cg < 001)
{
“was found between the staff and nonparents and staff and parents for the
- o
activity, "progress tephrt." Staff and nonparents reported a significant

difference between their perception of the effectiveness of the activ ty,

oo " ‘. ‘ “.. Av L. a
. 7 ‘ ' N4 N

¥ ;‘ - . ' Summary . ..

This chapter presented the analysis of- the data. The analysis

‘77

-
-

included results regarding the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activi-

.

ties inoa school s home-school-community relations program. Priority

raﬂ'&ngs ‘and relationships b?tween the control functions, operating

-
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R 7 H .-'
MEAN DIFFERENCES BEIWEEN THE- EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NONPROGRAMMATI@ ;
ACTIVITIES AS PERGEIVED BY STAFF PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS T

L

‘ . ".\\.--
Nonprogrammatic - . staff | Staff- h Parents
Activities © S ' Parents .-  Nénparents . Nonparents
L Lo s L BT . )

«~ Parent visits

to the school . - o
St&ﬁents' enthusiasm : '
in school activities. .. Jd
School facilitfes S -
_.serve as a communit R
— sresoureepg— A—j%ge:" .1 .
Staff gene tes a .. f
“feeling of%garmth \%1»3 Jd
* parents de-aonsz:rate ) )
suppoft for the scheol 1
P
e;Staff generates a8
:;igpositive acmosphere E 2
. Principal and staﬁf - .
response to paggnt calls 3
. - ¢/¥~. _' . .
i Paréﬁts have access Fé" v
to staff b o 07 '
;Staff generates rapport
between themselves ' - - o _
. and’ parents - ‘ .36 06 3T
U&“Staff works well to- ) '
. gether planning’ o ' . :
_activities for children 4 . a1 W3 - 0

* Sigsﬁfiéest,at p <,05

t : ' ‘ - e
o ' . “
] . . . ?
. ‘ . .
r »

ha . !

K
~ -
-

.

.
L

e
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: TABLE 120 , ‘ e
MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN. THE EFFECTIV“ESS OF THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND 'NONPARENTS 5
Programmatic Staff- Staff- Parents-
Activities. Parents Nonparents Nonparents:’
A
PTO ' RN S 6% S22
' Parent-teacher {_{"’;\;‘_' e .
conferences 0 S ¥ <17
. X
: -
Volunteer aide ,
program 2 ' 1 “3
Christmas and Spring — : — :
music programs J RO | & T
_ e = . I
" Parent advisory board 3 o 2 el
School newsletter s a2 T d d1
Positive cards, calls, ’ oY - Ay d #
and notes o 3 ... 0 d .
- . . . rg, . “;
Use of community . : h : oK 4 &
resource people’- Jd _ d N 0
Parent questionnaires [ , 4.,,-,95-7}"' .
“or surveys _ ¥ 0 : @ Jd
. 4 ’ “ . 4 g ’
Articles in local N :
newspaper ° oo, +13 .2 33
_I_’rog_ress Teport 1,0%% 1.0%%% 0o
. . ) : A
e S i 1‘
* Significant at- p_ <,05- e
*k Significant at p = 001 -
***Significant at p <.001 ’ &
U‘“ ' R
J 72 )
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*
Lo . . q
functions, primary interaction patterns, impowtance, and effectiveness
.. : R ) . 9

of each activity were discussed and preseﬁted aé{perceived by staff,

parents, and nbnparents( ~$%gﬁificant differences between staff,
) -

- parents, and nonparents were discussed and presgnted in reldfion ta

-

'Ehe impoftance and the'effectiVeneszref the programmaticaﬂpd'nonpro;

grammaticuacfivities in a school's ome-school~community relations

program.
;R




L'work of the study utilized the theqfetical framework developed by Bowles, v,f
'Fruth. .and Moser. The ‘study was conducted in a single school district
'using interviews and questipnnaires as means of answering fourteen research

'questions and two ancillary questions developedlfrom the home-school-

A,

community relations literature and research _

e - . . .
R ,”;5? This chapter includes a summary of the findings, conclusions, "
{ .'/;: _Z' ,/_‘_/.\ ‘ )

ALY ﬁplications ' The findings and. conclusions are explained utilizing

Bl
. -

1g§%§ researc s//d ancillary questions. The chapter concludes with impli-

L/

"”,ﬂiurther research and for practice.

What’aré tme programmatic and nonprogrammatic ho -school~

communBty ‘relations activities as perceived by se§3¥,

parents, and nonparents? Loty
gl

'-W hat is:?he prioritx ranking of each activity in terms of

--fugo ions of analysis, communication, involve-

Iyeion 45 perceived by staff, parents, and

“.’..-1.“‘_ U s
“‘eath:of the control func:v b, '
‘:progyammatic activities =

: \\nonparents? .

“% .

i
ceived by st&ff parents, ‘and nonparents7
What is the relationship between the'eéfectiveness.of the
programmatic and ‘nonpgogrammatic activities and the control
\fhnctions As perdeive by staff, parents, and nonparents?

L -, i ., .

. 5y . . - ] ‘ .
. 6,\‘ - R . M . . L

C
=
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. 8. What. is .the re1atiOnship'between the effectiveness. of the
. Ce programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities and’ the opera=-,
Y ting functiong as, perceived ‘by staff, parents, and nonparents?

9. What is the relationship between the importance of :g: pro-
o grammatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the primiary
« + 1interaction patterns as perceived by staff, parents, and
nonparents? . : ,
10. what is the relationship between the effectiveness of tﬂg
programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities agg the primary
interaction patterns as perc!ived by staff, parents, and
vnonparents?

11. What is the reletionship between th {mportance and foect-'

- -iveness for each of the programmatic d ne rogrammatic
activities as perceived by sta%f “parents, d nonparents?
' -

" 12, What is the re1ationship betWeen the control functions and .
~ the primary interaction pattgrns as. perceived by staff
parents, and nonparents?

<
M -

13.. What is the relationship between the primary interaction
pattérns and the operating functions as perceived by staff

parentso and nonparents? . QL
e 14.;,tht is the relationship betwéen the control functions and
S " “the operating functions as perceived by staff, parents, and
‘. ' nonparents? _ " . h@{ .g' ” r

%nndllary Questions : ,
o p

1.-4What are. the mean differences between the !mportance of eégh
rogrammatic anf nonprogrammatic activity as:serceived by
“'staff, parents,’. qu nonparents? :
g 4&?@5; : _
2. wWhat are the mean differences between fhe effettiveness of c
each prggrammatic and nonprogrammatic éctivity as perce‘xed
by staff parents ‘and nonparents? ;f &

b Sumhary of Findings 2 w& o ':‘

»J;.Ihe'findings of the study are presented regarding each research

“and ancgglarf‘queation;
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l. What are the programmatic and nonprogrammatic home-~school -

kX community relations activities as perteived by staff,

’ parents, and nonparents?-. ' I - :

r

~

® The staff, parents,'and nonparents interviewed in this study

identified fifty-three programmatic and fifty-three nonprogrammatic
L@

activities in the school's home-school community relations progrd& The

programmatic actlvitxes identified most frequently were;.

a. PTO v : : T

. Parent-teacher conferences ’
c. Volunteer aide program ,
d.. Christmas and Spring mus id. programs J

e. Parent advisory board , -
f. School newsletter

g. Positive cards, calls, or notes

h. Use of community Yesource people for ins
i. Parent questionnaires or surveys

3. Articles about schopl in local newspaper
k. Progggfs report .

“The nonprogrammaticoactivities identified most frequently were:

r enthusiasm and involvement'in‘the B
provided for them. e o
.function as a community resource.
ja ﬁeeling of warmth and fr1endliness
toward a11 -who enter ;2§>8chool. ‘ ,
Parents "demonstrate’ t ripoéitive support “for thq*school
. through their willingness to become. involved*in the
) ‘“Echool‘s programs and activities‘u . N
"‘The staff generates a comfortable, non-threatening,,._
'positive atmosphere toward students, parents, and B
- visitors.
g. The principalﬂknd teachers respoﬂd“"o parent calls the
w-: same day or within a reasonable amount of time.
+ Parents have easy access to .the principal and teachers
-y ?_ about concerns no matter how trivial.
K- 3&;& The staff generates rapport ané a feeling of mutual
.. respect between themselves and parents.

! f& The staff"works well together in planning activdties for

o “children. , .

'2.\‘What is the priority rankxng of each acté%ity in terms of

the operating functions of analysis, communication, involve-
"ment, #nd redolution as perceived by staff, parents, and non-
parents? ? ‘ .

T Sy
v | Q. . 276 : A
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The examination of the priority rankings of the operating func-*

i

tions in terms of the nonprogrammatic activities showed that the staff

....

and n0nparent€ :anked st of the activities as involvement of individ-
&" '

uals or groups within the school. The parents indicated that the

activities were es@entially directed toward communicatid® with the

various subpublics of thé school. ’ o

Staff, parents, and nonparents all indicated that the proggammatic
; .

activities were primag@}y for the purpose of communicating with the :

f 'v.«,

,various subpublics within the school's attendance area.

3. What is the intended interaction of each activity in terms« .
’ of the primary interaction patterns as, perceived by stqﬂf
parents, and nonparents? .?%L z

@ s ,’_.\I; L “

a. Intended interaction/nonprogrammaticﬁgitivities...

'.X v e,
¥ :“". The 8taff indicated that.the primary focus of the nonprogrammatic
: . S oy ‘
activities was’ the interaction betweén the school and the home. Theig;

v ,._.f qai «A

: N “”4 £, . ,
. school and child, and the school and home. ' The nonparents 1ndicé‘gﬁ‘che~ua
"" ‘: e}'. . L. {D" N “ﬁ“

focus of interactfon as beigg between the School and child. DR

Rt
3 . -q e
b. Intended interaction[programmatic acttv1t1es ‘ d
- The staff parent :;gg nonparents indicated that the primary : ;;
focus of the programmatic %p%ibities was thekinuaraction between the ‘”;;fh

¢11

school and home. i

s

¢ ..
Vi L3

ach of the controi functions e

o)
~

4, Who is primagily responsible fo

for the prog¥@mmatic and nonprogrammatic activitles qp . Q\
ceived by staff,” parents, and nonparents.'- o Ak
‘ L e f i
; The role incumbents' reSpons1bilitie§ in conducting or- car;ying -
% ) :‘b . o
aq,z:
out the nonprogrammatic activ1ties in the home-school cdhmunity re1ations e
,Ja .GJ\ “n ' I
FI

| 277 " _ a
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program as perceived by the staff resulted in the following:

k)

a, Conducting,or carrying out/nonprogrammatic activitiesf

Teachers were primarily responsible for conducting or carrying

out the majority of the nonprogrammatic activities, followed by -the

T1'& R Unit and principal as perceived by the staff. Pagents indicated:)

ifmie .
that the principal was primarily v sponsible for conducting the nonpro—

grammatic activities, followed by the tZachers and the T & R Unitl“,

'Nonparents indicated that the principal was. primarily responsible fo&_

conducting the“ﬁonpgpgrammatic activities, followed by teachers, and

D d

the I & R Unit. = ' e

b, The decision to include[g;ggrammatic activities.

4 T ' The role incumbents' responsihilities in conducting or carrying
'out the programmatic‘activities in the home-school—communitv relations
program as perceived by staff parents, and nonparents resulted fh 1‘
-the following finding&.'AThe staff indicated that teachers were the

-primary decision makers, followed by the' I & R Unit and(princip’

¥

‘The parents indicated that the principal\was_the primérywdecision maker,

followed by the teachers.. The nonparents igdicated that the prineipal

was the primary decision maker, fdllowed by the superintendent-centr!l

f .

/\ office, and the"f"“IfIC.

‘:c

c, Planning/programmatic activities.

, The ataff indicatpd that teachers were primarily responsible for '{
: planning the programmatic activities, followed by the I & R Unit,. prin-
. cipal, other parent groups, and others. The parents indicated* \a the
principal was primarily responsible for pLanning:the programmatic activi-

ties, followed by the teachers, and the I & R Unitf‘\ihi nonparents
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e O

e

indicated that the principal was primarily responsible for planning
for the programmatic-activities,-followed by the superintendent-—

central ofi‘pe, teachers and the IIC. Little agreement on who was
&)J
responsible for planning the activities was found by nonparents.
<

.o

d. Conducti;g;or carryingﬁout[progfammatic acLivities.

zt’
The teachers were primarily responsible for carrying out the
il .

programmatic activities, followed by the I & R Unit, parent advisory v

."“_ ents indicated

that ‘teachers were responsible for conducting the programmatic activities,
followed by the principal and I & R Unit. Nonparents indicated that”

. teachers were responsiblé for conducting the programmatic activities,.éu,

h»\, RN Eed

e -

followed by ‘the principal and I & R Yoit.. . 1 r%figh"

e. Coordinating or supervising/programmaticAactiVi;ies.
Ex

The staff indicated that the teachers were responsi%le'for coor-
dinating the programmatic actiVities followed by the I & R Unit, and
prin%ipal. The‘parents indicated'that the principal wasaéésponsibie.
for cookdifating the programmatic activitiea followed by the unit

hleaders, teachers, and;I & R Unit.‘ Nonparents indicated that the. prin-
‘,i cipal was responsible for Coordinating th‘!programmatic activities,' ;

followed by the‘teachers..

f. Assessing or.eValuating/programmatifractivities;

. AN
‘o { . . N '
.-The staff indicated that thg’teachers were res onsﬁé&g for- .

r .
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. " assessing the programmatic activities, followed by the I & R Unit, and

’

others. Only a Bmall-percentage of parents indicated that the principal
was responsible for assessing the programmatic activities followed by
I & R Unit, and teachers. The nonparents indicated that the principal
was responsible for assigging the programmatic activities, followed by
the LIC and the parent advisory board.
5. What is the relationship between .the impbftance of the’ d
programmatic and nonprogrammatic .activities and the
control functions as perceived by staff, parents, and

nonparents?

S a. Importance and control functionAnonprogramﬁatic activities.

The examination of the relationships between the importance of

the nonprogrammatic activities and the control function of conducting -

w, (z‘; :—,{' . . ) .
showed no significant relationships. »
o . . |
b. Importance and control fdnctionlprogrammatic activities. i
; _y"u‘ L ’V.r )
:7 . No significant relationships were indicated by the staff, parents,

or nonparents between the importance of the programmatic activities and -
the control functions ofbdeciding, planning, conducting, coordinating,

and evéluating _

‘\6 What is the relationship between the ef;ectivness of the
programmatic and nonprogrammatic aetivities and the ‘control
functions as perceived by staff, parents, and*nonparents9

e
o +. .

“a. Effectiveness and control func_t/nonpf%gram&tic.Aactivities.

 No significant relationships were reported by the staff, parents,

«. OF nonpareﬁts between the effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activities -

e

) and th »control function of conducting.

i b Effectiveness -and .control functions[prga’ﬁg@atic activities.

$%0

No significant relationshipsiwere indicated by the. staff, parents,

4

»
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or nonparents between the effectiveness of the programmatic activities

and the control functions. S ‘

7. What is the re1ationship between the importanpe of the .
programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities nd the .f PR
operating functions as4perceived by staff, pgrents,'and
nonparents? . . . Cg . ‘? ,‘;? -

a.

No significant re1ationships were reported by the staff, parents, s

\\\\\\ !

-and the operating functions.
‘}y -

'b; Importance and operating,functions/prog mmatic activities.

No significant relationships were reported by the staff between
the importance of the programmatic activities and the operating functions. '
A significant relationship was reported by the parents between the
importance of the activity, "parent advisory board " and theﬁ(perating

relation=
:.9,4) ° \ &

ship between the activity, "use of community resource people " and the

function of anaiysis, The nodparents indicated a. significan

9
LG

operating function of involvement.‘
>
8. What is the relationship between the effectiveness ofthe :
gdc and nonprogrammatic activities and”the )
2 ions as’ perceived by staff, parents, and

[ 4

a. Effectiveness and operating fuﬁctiOns[nonprogrammatic activities.

Several significant relationshipsWere’reported by the syfff for

the effectiveneds”of the nonprogrammatic activi{ies, "parents demonstrate.

-

*~
support for the %ghool " and "the staff generates a positive atmospher
[
and the opiiating functions of analysis, communication, involvement and
° Ry -
‘ esolution. In addition, a significant reiationship was found- between

PR

the effectiveness of: the actizity, "the staff generates rapport between
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themselves and parents', and the operating function of resolution.
The parents reported a significantvrelqtionship‘hetween the

effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activity, "the staff generates a
- feeling of warmth", and the operating function of resolution.

" The nonparents indicated a significant reidtionship between the

k-
effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activity, Mthe staff generates a-
positgge atmosphere", and the operating funiiion of ingplvement. ;o
) b. Effectivenesj and og_rating functions[programmatic activities.

4

Severai significant relationships were.‘ndicated hy'the staff".
o - - s »
parents, and nonparents between the effe7é/veness of the programmatic

activities and the operating functions. The staff-and parents reported

t ST
fv

significant re1ationships between -the- activity, "parentq,dvisory board";

and the operating functions of analysis, communication, ‘involvement, and
. R’nr

resolution.

a o 3

9. What 1is the relitionship between.tve importance of the

programmatic and: ¢nprogramma ~activities and the
’ interaction patterns as perceived by staff, parents, and
nonparents? - v 4.

”Importance and intended interaction/nonprogrammatic activities.

I'd - -

. . The parents reported a significant relationship between the

importance of the: activity, "the staff.works well together planning

| activities for: chi1dren", and the schoohﬁs intended interaction with the’
. 't.\u B - 4 -
home.3f~f

. e .,‘ .
CA

. . . \ RN
No significant relationships were reported by the nonparents for

1

3

\%portance of the‘ﬁonprogrammatic activities and the intended inter-

t
2

8 t@on patterns of the school.



P R ®o1

Ty ': I . . ’ ‘ ) 4 \ . ’ .
"l . . i ’ Q
" b Importance and intended interaction[programmatic activities.

-t

Several significd‘? elationships were reported by the parents
and nonparents mainly" between ”pp importance of the programmatic activi- .
Lk ’

ties and the school's intended interaction with the home. . Only moderate “«
PRVERE
re1ationship8 were reported by the staff between the importance of the

programmatic activities and the intended interaction with the home.

10. What is the re1ationship between the effectiveness of the*f

4-;'-_
s

relationships were reported by the nonparents between the effectiveness

of the activities and the intended interaction'of_the school with the

el
g
.

a [
“

home.

h, Effectiveness and intended interaction/programmatic activities.

Most of the significant re1ationships shown by the s%fff, parents,
\ LR )
and nonparents were between the effectiveness of the programmatic

- activities. and the intended interaction between the school ‘and’ ‘child and?-
& EX
“the school and home. No significant reiationships were reportedxby the

&

nonparents between the effectiveness of the programmatic activities and

the school s intended 1nteraction(with the chi1d

4 *Av. LA

il.' What is the relationship between the importance and .

.f . effectiveness for each of the programmati¢ and non- S o
) ;;fﬁ .' programmatic activities’ as perceived by staff, parents .
S ahd nonparen ts? ' » :

- . ‘ . N o

283 *
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< ' Importance and effectiveness/nonprogrammatic activities. - ,

1 : L~

R . Most of the moderate and~significant relationships found were -
to- reported by the staff bstween the- {mportﬂnce of the nonprogrammatic

1 activitiés and the effectiteness of the nonprogrammatic activities. -
A Y [§ ,

The parentd perceptjons of the re1ation hip between the importance and

, aeffectiveness of the nonprogrammatlc activities was less “than the staff
— ©

b while the nonparent rESponses indicated little re1ationship between the
importance and effectiyeness of the activities. . . ’

b. Importance and effectiveness[programmatic-activities.
~ ’ G . ' . ) . . " '
< " For the*ProgrdhmatiC,aﬁtfzity,'"volunteerVaide program," signifi- -

cant re1ationships between the importance and effectiweness of the:
activity were indicated by the staff, parents, and nonparents ,}Signifi--

cant agreement was also found between the importance and.effcctivness of K'
. the activity, "Christmas and Spring fusic programs," by the staff and®
, . o - . !

i

f and nonparents reportedda significant»relationship

: Barents.‘ The s

™

L between the 1mportan e of the activity, "school newsletter," and its\

' effectiveness. With the exception,of ‘the three items mentioned for the
‘n
programmatic activities, all respondent groups were similar in their

’ perceptions between the img\rtance and effeqeiveness of the activities.

12, What is the relationship between the c0ntrol Functions

‘s g and the primary interaction patterns as perceived by
. staff, parents, and nonparents? . A . g
a. ontrol functions and intended interacLion/programmatic -
. . gctivities. : , Al » : :
e ce " o . —
< No Zicant r¥tationships were reported by the staff, parents,

, B - , ; .
' or nonparents for the con<?01 function of conducting and.thé primary,

. T e + .
interaction patterns for the -nonprogrammatic activities. e’

i
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"’ " b. Codntrol functions and intended interaction/programmatic

- activitges.‘ ; ; _ . .

No significant:relationships were injﬁcated between the control

functions of decidsng, planning, couducting, coordinating, and evalua- . , -

i

7 L ]
ting and the primary interactions between .the cH!ld, school atte?dance

area, .and total school distriqt for the programmatic activities.

[ e e -

_ 13. What\i: the relationship between the primary interaction k \
& , pattérns and the oper¥ting functions as perceived by
N staff,\parents, and nonparents? : s

a. Analys!s and primary interaction patterns/nonprogrammatic
activities. b . :

;

, Only the staff indicated significant relationships between the
operating{}unction of analysis -and the primary lnteraction patterns for

the nonprogrammatic activities. Significant relationships were found
- os \ .

between the ﬁctivity* "parents demonstrate support for’the school", and

’ .
veloe e

the school 8 intended intosaction with the child and the home.. ° S

. a2

S b. Communication and irtended interaction/nonprogrammatic v _
fo actiwities. . S
é’f . ‘ . B X'

. L 1 Significant relationsh1ps were reporé%d by the staff and parents

A
between cammunication and primary interaction paqterns. Signi!icant
' : T .

-

relationships were found between the nonprogrammatic activities' “the

’

‘staff generates-a- feeling of warmth " “the staff generates a positive

:

atmosphere,”" and "the staff works well together planning act1vities fb "
’.

children," and the school's intended interaction with the home. . Cs

A N )

€. ‘Involvement and. intended inteaaction/nonprogrammatic activitiesw\\

No signlficant relationships were iZdicated by the honparents
I

between the involvement of individuals or groups 'in the€ school's home- :
. -~ .. . 7 _ "
school community relations program and the intended 1nteraction with )

-
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the community. Significant relationships were found by the staff for

.

’Jthe activity,."school facilities serve @s a community resource," and. -
VLY, ; ! 1ty ’

4 LAY . .".‘ . N
the intended interaction of the school-with the school's attendance

area, and the total school districﬁ;, Anothen”gignificant relationship

was shown between the activity, "pare ‘ demonstrate ‘support for the:

school " and the school's intended interac 'withvthe hoﬁe. ‘The'

L . .
parents.indicated a significant relationship between the operating func-

°

“tion of involvement -and " the schqpl s intendeé interaction with the‘ N

attendance ‘area for {he activity, "the staff generateS'a positive atmos-
. : ' : , o , .

¢ =

N
t. .

phere." = . - v . D ; { -

d. Resolution and intended‘interaction/nonprogrammatic activitiesr

| ’

L . Several'significant rel&tionships were‘indicated byzihe'staff

parents, and nonparents between the operating function of resolution and

the primary interaction patterns for the nonprogrammatic activiti!%.

~ !

e. Analysis and intended interaction/prog:igmatic activities,

The nonparents reported more signifiéant T

1

ionships than the

staff and parents on this item. Significant relationships were found by
4

‘the nonparents between the activity, "volunteer aide program," #8d the -

school s intended interaction with' the child home, and the attendance
\ L3 v
, area. Also, a significant relatianship w;s ré{orted between t he activity,

’ "articles in the local .newspaper,'} and the intended interaction with the
child. o ; .°?y

ce . : -> . ‘ -

ﬁﬁ, f. ConmunicatiOn and’ intended interaction/programmatic activities.

Several si%?i%icant relationships were reported by the staff

parents -and nonparents. * The 'relationships vwrimarily between com=~
N .

municgating the activities and the intended interactions with the home

-

’ [

e
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and the attendance area. . ) ‘ ‘
' g Iﬁ&olvement and intended in eraction/programmatic activities. N

A The most significant rglationshﬁps

ereiindicated by the non-

parents between involvement in the act vi‘ , "volunteer aide program,"
: g

" and the school!s ‘intended interaction it | the child, attendance area, . B

ahd the total-school district. The staff reported,a~significant rela- .,

— tionship beuqeenxinvolvement in the'a“tiv ty, ''parent advisory board,"
. 1 . : .

S

and the intendedsinteraction with the home. < " - ' u?
1 \ - ’
: v h. Resolution and intended fnteraction/programmatic activities.

- P r
“ ' Significant relationships wefe indkcated by the staff-bet@een

resolution of] conflict in the activigies "parent-teacher conferences,'

\'parent advisory board," and "progress report," and the school's intended

intereaction with the home. . )

14, . What is the relationshig beéween" he control functions and
- the opera ing functions: Fs'percei ed by staff, parents, and
\:r" nonparents ’ : ' s . '

©

"« a. Control fun tion and opqrating,func ions/nonprogrammatic
}k activities. A , : ' g

‘%. - " b, Control functions and oﬁbrating functi ns/programmatic

SR ‘ . activitie° ‘ i _
A . et ——————— R ¥ . ‘ g

Qo sigpificant relationshipsbwere reported by the staff parents

¢
or nonparents between the control fu%ctions of deciding, p1anning, con-

' ducting, coordinating, and evaluatin$ and the operating functions of

‘analysis, communication, 1nvolvementJand resolution. ’ ' j>

~_ 28{7 o
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,"parent visits to the school," and "the staff wbrks well together plan-

Ancillary Questions .- - ) o
- N o ) o o
1. What ‘are the mean differences between the importance of
the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities as’ per—
ceived by staff, parents, and nonparents’

a. Importance/nonprogrammatic activities.
Iy : )

Most of ‘the nonprogrammatic activities pérceived by the staff

~ and parents were .in agreement as to the importance of these activities

- in the school's home-school-community relations program. A significant

N A - ~ -
difference was found-between\the staff and parents for the activity,

"gchool facilities serve as a community resource." The'staff and non-
parents also had agreement as to the importance of the nonprogrammatic
activities except for the activity, "parent visits to_the school "
S{milarly, agreement was found between parents and nonparents for the

importance of the nonprogrammatic activities except for the activities,

ning activities for children."

b. Importance/programmatic activities.
- - ) ”,

staff and paxents indicated\agreement on theximportance of the

-

programmatic activities except for the activities, "Christmas and Spring
music programs " and "progress report. Staff and nonparents agreed {_\
upon the importance of most of the programmatic activities except for
thie activities, "voluntder aide program," and "parent questionnaires or
surveys.' Finally, parents and nonparents agreeq upon the importance of

!
the\programmatic activities except for the activities, "parent teacher

.

conferences, " and volunteer aide program

i 3
2. What are the mean differences between the,effectiveness
of the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities as .,
l")pea:ceived by staff, parents, and nonparents? .
{ y e N

3 . a

we L



' ' | o . - 207

‘as Effectiveness/nonprogrammatic activities.
All groups reported agreement upon the effectiveness of the non-
programmatic activities except between staff and parents and staff and

nonparents for ‘the act1vity, parents visits to the school "

b. Effectiveness/programmatic activities.

-

All groups ind1cated agreement upon the effectiveness of - the

. programmatic activities except staff' and parents and staff and nonparents
]

for the activity,‘“progress report,' and staff and nonparents for the

activity, "PTO." : | - . {

Conclusions of the Study

-

The conclusions of this study are presented in this section using

. oew

the research questions as a format. . . .
. 1. What are the programmaqic and nénprogrammatic home-
school~community relaﬁions activities as perceived
by staff,- parents and’ nonparents? ' .

N ' The home-school-~ community relations program was viewed by all"
subpublics as composed of both programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities.
Generally the staff and parents agreed on the composition of the ptogram-

matic and nonprogrammatic activities. Nonparents were more aware of the

progragmatic than nonprogrammatic activities which 1eadg_to the conclu- s

o LTl

_* sion that nonprogrammatic activities ‘age less tangible and visible and -

_therefore not as readily recognizahle by community subpubiics:other'
than staff and pafents. . . : L
. N . v
2, What is the priority ranking of each activity in terms of
the ‘operating functions of analysis, communication, involve7
ment, and resolution as perceived by staff, parents, and
no arents? ' -
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. Although'the school-staff pIaced'high prioritv\on'communication ’\\

-

and 1nvolvcment in both the programmatic and nonprogrammatic: activities,

»

it is evident that 1itt1e effort and resoyrces are expended to conduct

&

accutate analysis of the cdmmunity According to Bowles Fruth, and

N

Moser - (1976),,inaccurate ana1y81s may lead to questionable cgmmgnication’.

< c Al

involvement, "and resolution practices. As-a re5u1t of,the low priority
' k . ‘.’ \ - ¢ CoN
given the operating function of analysis, the effectiveness of the

- g N
7 . @

. > . . . . . II .
communication, involvement, and- resolution practzhes may be questionable.
. i
3. ‘What is the intendeqd 1nteract10n of ‘each act1v1ty in:terms
-of_ the primary interaction patterns as perceived by staff,
parents, and nonparents7 S oo

' ) Bowles, Fruth, and Moser (1976) stated that the primary inter-
. . ] e / .
) ) / : \ .
action patterns are between: 1) the teacher and .child, 2) the I & R _ ‘

P
[]

4) the admini tration/SPC and the district community. -. TN
\ B . . -

The staff, parents, and nonparents~all indicated that'the primary \

interaction“patterns were between.the sehool and the child, and the sehool,

‘and the home. The strongest 1nteraction was between the school and the
’ K

home. This is similar to the results reported in the Krupa (1976) .
: ' 3
/
4, Who is primarily responsible for,each of the control func- '
tions for the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities
as perceived by staff parents, and noqparents7

, ~From the boundary spanning literature, Leifer (1974) indicated
\ d .

that open-organiza i1l have a higher proportion of boundary span-
S o

ning activities at more 1eVe1s. The staff parents, and nonparents

ra

reported that/?he'principal teachers, and I &oR Qnit were~a11 involved

. | "
in deciding, élanning, conducting, coordi,nating, and evaluating the

- a . .
’ [} . N
“ 3 ! . 4 . ~ -

T ' Ce. \

L. -, ]

programmatic and progrﬁS:?tic activities. Lipham and Fruth (1976)

\
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i

. have stated that‘in'complex organization85%Uch as the school,'more than 7
. ( »E . L . :
. +.one role incumbent is involved in the decision-making/process. This 1
. @ 3.

- generalization was verified by the staff/for most, of the - control func-

tions. Due to the lack of agreement across aIl respondent groups regard-

4 .

’ ihg vho is reSponsible for the cqntr’l functions, it can be’ concluded

that the hwme-school community relatiqns program is not well planned
b 3 o

5well organized, or visible.QJRrupa (l976, P. 124) dicated the Same

result from his study. It should be noteds howeve , that the staff see :

themselves as primarily responsiplé/for the programmatic and non- -

programmatic activit1es in relation to the control functions, whereas,
Ed

the parents and nonparents gee the princ1pal as being primarily responsible

for the control functions.' This leads to the follow1ng conclusion that .
\ M

the role définitions regarding the control functions are not clearly

-

understood by the. parents and nonparents. -There.is a clear difference. 3

of opinion between the parents and nonparents on the one hand and the
)

_staff on ‘the other regarding the major-responsibilities for the control

¢
,.»-' . ~

functions. ) . e
i " . '

5. What is the relationship betwekn-the importance of . the L
: programmatic and nonprogrammatic‘activities and the
-, control functions? = o . -

-

- ' j The data reported by the staff, parents, and nonparents in@lcated

4

."nprogrammatic'activigigg‘and the con®rol functions, Thesconclusion
drawn from this-is -that the importance- of an activity does. not depend

upon thie contr:?kfuhctions of deciding, planning, conducting, coordina .ng,h’

weak relatienships between the iﬁi f&ance of 'the programmatic and
-

and evaluating fhe programmatic and nonprOgrammatic activities.. ’ ;

-

% B
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| 6. What is the relationship between the effectiveness’ of‘the4
' programmatic -and nonﬁrogrammatic activ1ties and the con— ‘
trol funcufons? ; _ '

Very wea& relationships.were %%ported between the‘effectiveneSS;‘

1

> of the activities and the control functiqns. The conclusion is ‘that the

-

effec:ézgness of the programmatic "and nonprogrammatik activ1ties is not

7. v

- depen upon the codtrol functions of deciding, planning, conducting,
9 L. .

cqgrdinating, and evaluating.g

a~

L4
N

- 7. What is the relationship between theiimportance of the pro-

grammatic and nonprogrammatic activities” and _the operating
functions’ R <

. . . . -
X

The\programmatic and nOnprogrammatic act1vities ‘in the home—' Coe

.
'

school community relations program were viewed by staff, parents, and

nonparents as 1mportant in relation to the operating functions;‘ More
. +

’

importance.was placed upon the operating functions of communication and

<&
involvement whic\\leads to the con¥lusion that the school is more aware

. ’ -~

. "' .
of and places more emphasis upon,‘communicating With and 1nvolv1ng

. ¥ \

-individugls in the various activities than.dn analyzingvthe school
i . S : _ .
: eommunity and resolving. conflict. ' b ¥

-

. 8. What' is the relationship between t\'e,effectiveness“of the
. programmatic and nonprogrammatic activitiesxand the. opera-
. ’>ti functions? B . .7

e

¢ \~?he staff viewed those aptivities related to. the operating func~

tions of communication, 1nvolvement, and resolution as more effective
-l

than . analysis, while parents and nonparents viewed the progr;mmatic '

ac}ivities é\neerned with the operat1ng funotions of communication and

-

involvement as most effective. Parents and nonparemts d1ffered as to

\
the effectiveness of the npnprogsammatic activg;ies. Parents v1ewed the

«

activities dealing with the_operating funigipns of communication and
‘-"-' . . ? ) . \ . . .“-“;, ’ I3 ®

o , - b . - 292 - v' . . eij, . l'
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resdlution—as most effective, while nonparents indicated the,activities'l

\ (1

related to the operating functions of involvement and resolution as most
’ ‘
effective. The'conclusion drawn from this- is that all respondent groups

‘ &
with .some minor differences, view those activities dealing With the oper-

@ o ’

A S . : ' . .
ating functions of commuynication, involver ~t, and resolution as the

' }most effective actlivities in- the home-schoo{:community relations program.
A S c s . )

This would raise some question as to ‘the effectiveness of community

.

‘analysis. . - | . IS
‘~. 9. What is the re1ationsh1p between the 1mportance‘of the

programmatic and nonprogrammatic: act1vit1es and the prlmary
.interaction pattern? . ° ,

The analysi¢ of the data-revealed no reIationship between the

4
] -

importance oi/the act1vities and their intended interactions. As a

3 reéﬂlt of this, it can be .concluded that staff, parents, and nonparents

. : N
~ do not perceived those act1vit1es intended to 1nteract with the child as
. 4 .
more or less important than those intended for the home, attendance area,
€ ] . ) . ._- N .ﬁ.'.'
or total school district. . o : ) -5 .
, "10. What is the relationship between the. effectiveness of the
N “ programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the primary
interaction patterns7 '
\ .

LS

Moderate to strong relationships were found for the programmatic

and nonprogrammatic act1vities and the intended interaction etwsﬁn ‘the

/

school and the home. ‘This 1eads to\fhe conclusion that a11 résponaent
groups generally agree that the activities intended-to interact with\the'

, 3 e
‘home #&fe the most effective activities in the home-school-community
- . ’ - - . \

relations prOWf" . o TR :

< o oo - P ‘
11. What is the relationship between\ the importance and effec- .
tic and nonprogrammatit

tiveness for each of the progr
activities? o
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The data rebdrted by the staff indicated. a moderate relationship,

between the importance and effgctiueness of the nonbrogrammatic activities.

‘
hd v

The parents reported less of a relationship between the importance and"

gffectivenesé of the activities, while the nonparents. indicated a weak

v

. R .
‘Yelationship between the importance and effectiveness of the“gctivities.

a4 . -~

For the programmatic activities, all respondent groups reported'modérate~$
. : . - ¢

v

-

' relationships between the importance and effectiveness of the activities. -
: 1N o ) N

The conclusion drawn for the relatiénship between the importance '-

~

and effectiveness of the ponprogrammatic activities is that the further
: , ) = -

Ve

rempved the respondent gr0up.fron the school, tne less important and

‘\effective are the activities. For the programmatic activities, all

- < . .

respondent groyps were in agreement as to the q?derate relationship between
the importance and effectiveness pf the activities. ThiéAiéads to the

conclusion that the more tangible and visible the activity the greater-

-

is the perception of all respondent groups as to the importance and
.. . 2 ' e
) 7 B . . . . R ,
effectiveness of that activity. E A . ~

12. What is the relationship betwaen;the control-functions,
‘and the primary interaction patterns? . - N

No.relationship was found to exist between deci&ing,'p;anning,

- .
-

conducting, coordinating, and evaluating the programmatic and nonprogram-

ﬁg&tmatic acti;i;ies and the-intendgd internctions'oﬁ the school with tné.
nhild home, attendance area, and total schooi nistrict. Thehc?nciufion
d;an from this is that there is no eﬁ}dence that the cOhtrol functions .l'}
of decid1n%, planning, ¢onduct1ng, coordinating, and evalua:ing will )
neiLher increase or decrease the school s 1nteraction*w1th the child

home, attendance area,.or total school district.

L
[}
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l,13¢ What is the'rclationShip between the pfimary interaction ;
' patterns and the oper ting. f&kctions? .

er reported by the staff between the NQ\\

3

gderate re1ationsh4ps

operating function of involvemenﬁ\’ the intended interactions of : g’
o f
the sc¢hool with the home and the sshool with the attendance area regard- ,

. ing the nonprogrammaggc activities., Parents and nonparents did not.

-

pé?ceive moderate or s

g correlations for any %f the operating
Y VIR
“ ~

functions in relation to\ghe pr1mary interactiom patterns for the non- ~

“+

programmatic aqtivities. No moderate or strong re1ationships were -

¥

reported by staff parents, and nonparents régarding the re1ationship

between the primary interaction patterns and the operating functions.. R

N
This leads .to the conclusion that for the. operati g function of

L3

involvement regarding the nonprogrammatic activities, vthe intended ’
. . /
N

interaction of the school will be between. the school a home and the .

:

school and attendance area. For the programmatic activities, it is con= g
. ! . o,
- cluded that the amount of analysis, communication involvement, and

resolution do not relate to the inténded interaction of the school with

the - child home, attendance area, ‘or total school districtli L.
. -“ P ; > ’ ] * 4
~ 14, What is the re1ationship between the . eontrol functions -
and the operating functions? oL ) .
4» e L T K .
From./the data it‘was found that little relationship exists between
- . ~ e TS
decidipg, planning, conductiﬁg,.coordihating, énd evaluating the grogram~
matic and nonprogrammatic activities and the operating'functions of 1//
analysis, communication, involvement, and resolution. It“is'concluded O
U"/\ . '
that the control functions do net relate the amount of analysas, com- { ,
' munication, inyolvement, and resolution which was conducﬁedabyathe school
i a bq ) . . ;,' .
with the various subpublics. : . - <
s ¥ . p o - ! .
‘ . S 295 v : _
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- "' - '. . ‘An@ili;rynQuestions SN . ) .
o “ ’ i
o © + . 1. What are the mean. differences between the progtammatlc o
a - " and noﬁg\ogrammatic activit1es’
. N Little differEnce was found between "how the staff, parents, and\ =

* . J"'Y a%e ! b

nonparcnts perceived the importance of the programmatic and nonprogram-

<

~
-

B matic ac&ivities.ﬂrThis leads to the conclusion that mos t of the ‘ ‘~\<
D . T ["\\' .

espondents are in generpl agreement as to the importance of the
L - -

ectivities with1n the school's home - school -cogmunity. relations program.

[y

i ..
A

: ‘2. What are the mean differences betwebn the effectiveness
* . of the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities?
\\a e .
For the programmatic-éﬁd nonprogrammatic activities little dis-
»

agreement was 1ndicated by staff, parents,»and nonparenCS. This leads
» . .. ‘. - b . .
to the conclusion that réspondents generally perceive the objectives

of the home-school;co!munity relations program as befﬁﬁ‘;ccomplished to

;‘ii& L ! ' - Lo
~ - . . W
some extent. v ’

& : ' ‘
. L (
Implications of the Study
¥ _ : .
Certain implications from the findings and wenclusions are

~

presented for further research and practice,
]

Implications for Further\;e;eakch ~

One of, the limitatiOns}of this study was that research was con- _
F. 4 . . v

ducted in only one school and its attendance area. The school was

selected as hav1ng an exemplary home-school-community relations program

within a homogeneous community. A previous study implied that an exgel- .
Sy \ +

lent relationship existed between the school and the school community.
This study confirmed that. However, to assess the full extent of a
school's home-school-community relations pfogram{;research should be

»
L Y
e

o 296 R
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t .

T . : N ° A
* > <
'y .

& _conducted in two or more schools-and their respective att®ndante areas.

b N -

The schools sampled should be from different types of -communities such =~ *
as: "i)dinert, 2) facéional, 3) dominated,'%f‘d) pluralistic. In order
to generalize, pa:ticulér attgntioq'éhould be directed toward schools

’ . & -
<

without éxemplary home&schdolbcbmmunity relations progféms g;d located P

L
.

-n heterogenepus communities as wé&l.g'

\
¢ i (

" The nonprogrammatig activity, "paren'ts have'access to the staff,"
and two programmatic activities, "positive cards, calls, and notes," and
L T : o . )
"use of community resource people,” were found to be statistically

. ' . 7
+ unreliable &his study. After careful examination of the’data, no

feasonaBF&.e*planation was given'for the low reliability of the items. .
Since the daFa reported on Fhese aétivities were significant in several

_instances, further researéh might be'conqucted to-determines the signifi-
cance of these activitiés in the home-school-community relations progrgﬁ.

- Research has'bgen conducted ‘on staff, parent, and ﬁonph;enf sub- ¥
publiés, gut iittle ;es;arch has been reporied regafding thé child i;
home-schboi-commu;ity rela;{ons program. Bowles and Fru%h\;ngicaté that
children a;e the most important subpublic as stated in their theoretical
model. Tﬂi; study did not directly asgess the child, and a need presently

exists for further researth regarding thelphild's role in the home-school-

community relations program. e : ‘ ' .

_ Finally, the renearch conducted in this study.u" pfimarily '
directed toward fir ng rc_ationships between variables as indicated by
the fourteen research questiohs. Further research is needed for deter-

mining differences between the perceptions of the varfous subpublics in

L2

those research questions where moderate to strong relationships were

. 297
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reported. For instance, mpderate relationships were found by the staff
» Loy . BN .S i

] hetween thekoperatinglfunction'of involvement and’ the:primary inter- . ff
) <@ N . " . v‘ - ’
- ac\ion patterns of the school with’ the home and the school with the 'J4 y

aa . LG

¢ -

attendance -area. A need exists to determine if the modefate relation-/
' NP S
shipa*geported by the staff.are,significantly diffatént from the reld-

tionships reported by the parents amd nonparents. This.additional

'research would aid further deVelopment of a ;omeﬂschool cpmmuﬁipy rela-
.'tions model. , ~; ' ’ | - B ,v :
' Implicationslfor Practice ‘Y:JI - i' ' - I//
' ) - : If a school wishes 'to reach akl subpublics, they/might consider

strategies which would enable them to do ‘so. Due to the lack of involve-
_ment in especially some nonprogrammaticJactivitie&, the school needs to
&uu'

“develop broader concepts of community involvement whfch includes-non-

»

parentéjln both nonprogrammatic as;well as programmatic activities. ~
P g . . ™ . . .

‘The, school apends tremendous energy idfinvolving ard communica-

_ting with parents without the aséurance'that much of the involvement and

communicktion is:necessary or effective.
Mbre activities are not needed to obtain an accurate analy51s of
the community. The staff has failed to emphasize the possible analysis,

functions  inherent in many of the existing potential for: analysis, the

~ N4
fproblem s not one of expending new resources for additional activities

but rather the refocus of presentgactivities'on the operating’function
of analysis. If the school is in fact to develop a prograq/of home-

v school -community relations rather than a series of activities, the t:/
- N
following must occur: 1) The school must accept the operating functions
o
as a framework from which decisions are made regarding what activities

J g

v < ~




reflﬁjts a recognition of the values and attitudes of the Eommunity,

L

are conducte!. 2) The schocl must iHSure that the actiVitiesI:e;Lg t
appropriate operating functions in a(sequence which will ad to

the resolution of potential conflict, 3)'The objectives (operating

~ Y

~functions) of each activity-should be' clear to the’ total staff.- Prin- '

, , & .
1 .o
cipals,'unit leaders, and . teachers should be kpowledgeable regardingl .

their roles and the-responsibilities of thenIIC and I & R Units in

meeting ‘the objfctives. 4) £he principal and IIC must ‘bsume the(ﬁyer—
L 4 -

.all respdnsibility for an ongoing assessment and evaluation\of the -

8
extent torwhich the. needs of analysis, communicatiég in%qlvement

and rEsolutiOn dre being met through ex sting activities. Decisions

‘regarding the addition_of;new activities or the refoeus’ of'existing

[ 4

éctivities'must be made onpthg’pasis of the'degree to which the program

allocation of resources consistent with those values, and the resolut 3
of potential conflict in an atmogfphere of understanding and cooperation
rather than one'of crisislmamagement.

Finally, this study and the study by Krupa (1976) suggest that

there are a number of home-school-community relations activities .

durrently in existence,. but little evidence of a comprehensive home-
'school-conmugity relations program. There 1is a need for research,

.development, and dissemina{ion of information and materials on developing
‘ ' . ]

4

a comprehensive home-school-community relations program in support of
B Y T : . )

IGE schools.

o
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‘ INTERVIEW SCHEDULE .
‘ { e ‘ )
' NAME OF RESPONDENT " i
ADDRESS __
B ¢ J N - H
TELEPHONE NUMBER L
~ 50 -
I. . INTRODUCTION e =S .
: . , <
, Who you are (interviewer)‘ .
' Name = ° _ \

Refer to letter of introduction o

T e

Refer to University of'Wisconsin study :ffiliation

-

'PURPO.SE OF THE STUDY
General Purpose of the Study

To determine and classify the activities included in a school'

,home-school-comﬁunity relations program.
(

To refine instrumentation for use in determining a school'

_home-school-community relations program, :
Specific Purpose of the Study '1 Y.
To determine the formal and informal activities in a school'
home-sahool-community relations program, _ P

~

e
T classify each of the formal and informal activities into’
‘the operating functions of analysis, communication, involve-
ment, and resolution. . \ ,

To refine the Home-school-community Relations Assessment -
Instrument to include the formal and informal activities.

To administer the refined instrumentation to the school's
staff and ‘the selected citizens intérviewed,

- 314
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II1I. AUTHORIZATION

\ . - . . .
% B Refer to’study authorization and letter of intro&uction_again.

" Refer tO!Uﬁiygféity of Wiscansin affild Aon and to whom you
are responsible for these interviews (Wisconsin R & D Center),

t.‘ [ ] i
IV. USE OF THE INFORMATION . : ) v L o ‘ ///
Interviews are part 6ff§ study for the interviewer'é disseftation.

Information will become part of the Home-school-community
Relations Project and the Wisconsin R & D Center,

Use of your pame_and]or quotations?

No one will be identified by name or directly associated |
with quotations. . . . : —

Study may eﬁploy questions to illustrate its observations;
findings, or'conc1usions‘but names or direct associa;ion :
will not be utilized. ' :

»

'
*

v. WHY WE ARE INTERVIEWING YOU - HOW WE GOT YOUR NAME

List of all public officials in the - school district’
including school boards and municipal, county and town officials.

List of non-parent adults who are knowledgeable and info;méd

.about public education in the local elementary school area, -

i . .
Tist of some parents selected at random from school attendance
rosters to get broader representation,

Lié; developed from interviews of persons who have been nominated
as knowledgeable and informed by others}whom we have interviewed.

-

VI. CENTRAL - OPEN-ENDED QUESTION

What are some of the formal and informal activities in the school's
home~school-community relations program?
Allow the respondent to establish agenda - not interviewer.

Noté language of the system,

315 .




. v ... 236
r.'._j " . KS o -
Have respondent operationalize’ responses.
‘ Definitions (What do you mean by ...)? ,
' Examples (Could you give me am example of what you
.. mean by ...)? Lt
" Differences (How does ' differ from what you e
experienced } in another school or place)?

1

Changes (Specific dates); QIs it different before or’ :/
~after a certain event)?. . ¢

2

I8 vus should? (Now, what ,do you think 1t should be L
1ike)2 ' .
Quotations ’

- Places - e .

Names (Who are some others who would be knawledgeable
§ ~ . or informed about ? .0r what do you mean by
they?) :
As you may know there are a number of ‘home~school=community
relations activities carried on by the school, What are
some of the formal activities? Informal activities?

.Are there activities that are used to acquire facts
regarding problems, community educational preferences,
or to identify groups and ind#viduals whose interests
and actions most affect ‘the school program?

Are there activities that are used to dissemin te infor-
mation to, or exchange information with, paren§p or
other communty members’ )

Are there,activities-that are used to involve parents

or other community members in assisting the school with
instruction, recreation, program development or decisions
and evaluation? : .
Are there activities that are used to persuade ‘work out
a-compromise, or resolve existing and potential problems’
with parents or other community members? :

Who is primarily responsible for planning this activity?

Who is primarily responsible for deciding~to include
this activity?
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- Who is primarily responsible for. conducting this activity?

Who is primarily responsible for . coordinat{ng this
activity? '

- ) Who 1s primarily responsible for eyeluating this —
activity? )

Is this-activity best suited for providing interaction
between the. school and the child, the school and the
home¢, the school and its- attendance area, or the‘school
and the total school district?

VII. CHECKLIST - FOCUSED QUESTIONS el
Y : A a
In your. judgment are any of these activities part of the school's
home—school-community relations program? '

T ' Parent—teacher conferences
PTA or PTO
~ Parent advisory committee

‘ School newsl;;ter
Report cards
Volunteer aide program

Use of community resource peopel for instruction

<

. = AN

Postive cards or notes R a N
:»qfarent questionnaires; |

. . bArticles apout school.in local newspaper

Openness ) | : ’
Willingness to help .
Friendliness on part-of total staff . -
Students like school : , : _;
PTO and Egclserve as sounding Board ¢ '
5 > 5 Facilities are 2 community resource

Communicatiqn and involéement of noneparent adults
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“YIII. REFERRALS

| Who are some other 'ﬁnowledg'eable and 'informed persons who
N would. be willing to’ gssist in this study and perhaps be
A interviewed? , / _

iy
K .

Would you be willing‘*t erve as a reference for me to that -
person by either writi ? calling, or allowing me to use.

Ii.;
. . your name for introduct on? (Note other names used in the
% ‘body of the interview) ' RN ' i
2‘511 }7" A ‘ ’ ! : yoow
IX;, Come back or telephone contact for additional data needs, :
_%/J W or for information and clarification. ¢
p 8.4 Follow-up letter of thai\ks. N !
u;_ ..
¢
¥
;?i’ . ,\; , - ' (*\" . t '- .“. . ) y
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Frequency

PRI
M

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16. /

17,

18.
19.
20..
21.
22.
23. -
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.

’ 29. t

30.
31.
32.
33..
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40,
41,
42.
43.
44,

31

T30

26
21
20
18
17
- 15"
13
12
12
9 \

HFHDMMNNNMNMNNMOMNWWLOWWESSESEIVMUILILIWLIONO 0 0D \O
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PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
Item

Pafent-teacher conferences
Volunteer Aide Program -

PTO ”
- PAB ,
School Newsletter . .

Positive cards, notes, or calls ‘

Use. of community resource people for instruction -

‘Parent questionnaire or survey T

Articles about ;school in local newspaper '
Check List (Progress Report)

.Christmas Program :
Carnival (PTO Sponsored) o - .
Information Meetings - :

-Student Tutors -

Back-to~school Night

Orientation Program for new parents T .
Coffee Meetings with parents Con §
Foreign Language Program

Choir 4

Spring Music Program ) : .

. VIP Resoyrice File _ N

‘Parents Helping with clubs

Slide Tape Show

Parent Handbook

Nature Center

Parent Unit Night - - — - — — -

USsSM o

Daily telephone calls by teachers to parents

" School-wide Schow and Tell

Student Guides . '
Welcome Wagon .

Use of serviée ofganizations
Steering Committee

Use of community resources
After school sports activities.
National School Lunch Week
Student groups performing

Unit Newspaper

Student plays

Ecology Week

Follow=around Day

Human Values Program - Lateral Thinking
School Scrapbook

Summer Library Program

7’
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i PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES'
Rank . Frgduency Item ‘
45. 1 " Simulations )
46. 1 Parents dinner for teachers .
47. 1f Building Improvement Committee - s
_ \_458 1 Inservice day for teachers from district
v s to visit : School - .
49. 1 Teacher-student games (volleyball, basketball)
50. 1 - - Christmas cards to parents from staff
51. 1 - Open Enrollment
52.. 1 Unit Meetings
53. 1 - - Week Ski Trip
. ‘ "
‘\
h
b4 . o '.'_; ;%:,f
1 . \ ' \. .
-
& ) g
C
R )
& ’ . ~ ¥
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¢ ;o NONPROGRAMMATIQJQPTIVITIES
' Rank Ffequency : Item : ‘
. - L. Q;‘ 35 Openness to the school
2, 30 Students like school
3. 22 . Facilities serve as community resource
4, 21 Friendliness of total school staff
5., 19 Parents welcome in school
6. 18~ Community positive about séhool «/
7. 17 Non-threatening, ‘pésitive atmosphere '
8. 17 Quick response of principal and teachers to,
parent calls \3' %
9, 12 Parents ‘have access to prindipal and teachers
10, 12 Good rapport and mutual respect ~*
11. 11 " Willingness of staff to work together
12. 8 - PTO/PAB serve as sounding board '
13. 8° ‘/Staff very dedicated honest
14. 8 Principal relates well with teachers and parents
15. 8 - Teachers "adept, professional
16. 7 - Willingness of staff to help
17. 7 Teachers get down to student 8 level -
18. 6 Varied activities for students
19, 6 Teachers mptivate students
20, - 6 Good_ personal, emotional support by teachers
for students :
"2k, 5 Teachers enjoy their work ‘
22, 5 Teachers communicate well w students
23, 4 Teachers interested in chil
24, 4 School allows personalities to deveIop
25. 4 Kids project positive.image of school
26. -3 School comfortable. place to be in ‘
27. -3 Teachers follow through with parents . -
h 28. - 3 Kids free to express themsalves w
29, 3 School like a community cent ‘
. 30. - 3 Ssthff has a good time with themselves and students
. 3. 2 Esprit De ,Corps -
o o 32. 2 Teachers truthful and candid
.33, 2 ‘Appearange of school S
34, 2 staff relationships ope
« 35, " 2 Students have fantasticjprojects
- 36. 2 - Staff comfortable with what they are doing
- .37, 2 - Children polite ~ s
38, 2 . Educational leadership strong
39, 2 Positive teacher attitude :
40, 1 Willingness of- school to have research conducted
41. 1 . . Parents trust in teachers "
42, 1 Warmth of staff toward students i
43, 1 School is a happy place
44, 1 Talking with parents in shopping areas

<
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" NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

‘ o B *

Rank Frequency ' Item
45. 1 Staff bowls together
- 46. 1 Teachers living in school community
47. 1 Kids come first - ' :
48, - a1 . Low absenteeism
49, 1 School like a family
50, @ 1 Staff very cchesive. bunch
51..,7 1 No put off on parent calls .’
52, ¢ 1 Good language used in building by staff and
_ students . ’
53. 1 School high point of studeqtfs day
{ o
7/ — ¢
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STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS
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? ' BACKGROUND DATA
Elementary School Staff
\ ’ .
a A. Your Position?
< 1. Teacher
, "2. Unit Leader . N
3. Principal
4. oOther .(specify in blank A) A,
B. 571 B
1. Male

2. Fenale _ B.
C. Highest levéi ‘of professional preparatio: co;pleted?

1. Less than Bachelors Degree

2., Bachelors Degree

3. Masters Degree

4. Masters + 30 credits

5. PuD C.

D. Total years you have been working in an IGE school? D.

E. Do you live in the district where your school {1
located? -

! - . 1¢ Yes Y
2. No . E.

F. Have ydu participated in a\workshop or -some other
. training experience which included the subject of
Home~school~community Relations?

1. Yes
2. No .
¥ C. Total years of teaching eiperience or working in
education? G.~
. H. Total years teaching or working in the district? H,
»
a2 I. Total years teaching or working in your present
school? ) ‘ I,
[
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BACKGROUND DATA

Parents
How would you best describe your occupation?

Sex

1. PFemale
2. Male

Highest level of education éompleted?

1. Less than 12 years
2. Between 12 and 14 years
3. Between 14 and 16 years
4. More than 16 years.

Have you pargicipated in a workshop or some other
training experience which included the subject of
Home-school-community Relations?

1,  Yes
2. No

Number of pre-school children?

»y

. Number of elementary school ¢hildren?

Number of secondary school children? -

Number of childrén in private scpdof?
Number of post-secondary schpoi:childreﬂ?

5 .

Number of .children not attending school?

Number of years living‘in'school
attendance area?’

Number of years living in city?

~
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How would you best deacribe your occupation?

rs
Sex
1. Female
2. Male

Highest level of education completed?

1. Less than 12 years

_2. Between 12 and 14 years
3. Between 14 and 16 years

4. More than 16 years

Have you participated in a workshop or some other
training experience which included the subject of

Home-school-commiunity Relations?

1. .. Yes
2. No

Number of pre-achool children?

Number of elementary school children?

Number of secondary school children?

Number of children in pr

Number of post-secondary school children?

Number of children not n:}endina achool?

ivate school?

v

Number of years living in achool

attendance area?

Number of years living in-'city?

BACKGROUND DATA

Non-Parents
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m.-u?t- COMRNITY RELATIONS ASSESSMENT QUESTIONMATRE -
N SINE_ONE

Directionn: . - . .
Plaase anmwer the frllowing auvstions {n terrs of the Elementary School by placing the
numbar of the appropriate vasponsss in the space provided for each queation on the separate answer
sheet. Place only ona answver {n gach epece. Do Place answers on thie shest.

QUESTIONS ’ - RESPONSLS

A, Who in pripacily responsthle for conducting or
Teprrying out this activiey?

N\

board of education
auperintendent or
Systoswide Progran
Principal -
Instructional lmpre
wnit loadar

wnit members as a gr
individusl teacher
Parent Adwisory Boary

r central offive personnel
ttac (SPC) .

t Committos (IiC)
(14R unic)

L X X XV W Y Sy
LI D T T I RN I I ]

. 10 - other pavent group : .
11 - Do ona presently rasponsible - .
. 12 - other .&
8. How Important ie this activity in the home- Response for questioca B
schonl-comsunity relstions proaram? R )
» Extremsly Very Somevhat )
, Important laportant Isportant Important Unisportant
' 1 ' i 1 "
S 4 3 2 1
C. How sffactivs fa this activity {n the home- . Responsa for quastion C
school~community relations program? . . .
) . + Rxtramely Very - . at
Rffective Effective Effactive Effactive Ineffsctive
\ . . “ " i M 1
< . S 4 } 2 1
D. How well does this activity provide sommynication Rasponss ecele for questions D-1, D-2, D-3, D&
or interactign hetveen ' .

1 - the achool and ths child
ety -

22 the school and the home? Rxcellent Good Good Adequate  Inadequate
- '3 L V' L
3 ~ the achool and its sttendancs area? S 4 3 2 1

4 - tha achool and tha total echool districe?

E. Hov well does this activity sccosplish the Besponss acale for questions -1, E-2, E-3, .!-L

following:

1 - to acquira facts regarding probleme, -~
cokn!ty aducational prsfarences, or to
identify groups and individusls vhoss intersats v
and actions most effect the school prograa?

Vory.

2 = to disseminete tnformation to, or exchangs Excellent Good Good Adequetes  Inadequata
information with, psrents or othsr — M s 2 N
community membetr? S 4 3 2 1

3 - to involve parents or othar community
nandars in assisting the school with

» tnstruction, rscrestion, program davelopment
or decisions, and evaluation? ,

4 - to persusde, work out a compromiss, ot rasolve

existing and potential prodlems with parsate
* or other community mesbers? .
4
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N - ’ -
1y
he . Z
3 .
g108 _TVO ]
Dirzections: R ’ . , :
B Planrss anawer tha followisg quastions in tarms of ths Elementary School by placing the number

of the appropriata rasponses in tha aspace provided for ssch queation on the separate snsver sheet,
Placs only oae ansver in each apace. Do not place anavers on this shest.

. ] _ quesTIoNS ' RESPONSES
e ‘ A lmo Is primarily rasponaible for making the o Reaponsas for questions A, B, C, D, &4 E
, . deciafon to includs thias activity in the .
hume-achool-community ralaticoa program? - X
. _ 1 - board of education '
b B. Who is primarlly reaponsible, for planning for 2 ~ superingendent or other central office parsonusl
this activity tn tha home-school-community 3 - Syateswids Program Committas (SPC)
relations propram? . 4 - principal
~ . S - Tastructional Isprovement Cosmittss (1IC)
C. Who is primarily responnibla for gonducgipg or. - § = unit lasder- . .
] ' gnrgtan: this nctivity? 7 = unit mesbera as a group (l&R unit)
8 -~ individual teschar
D. , Who s primarily rssponsible for ¢ ooﬂtgngtn. 9 ~ Parent Advisory Board
or supervising this sctivity? 10 - other patent group
R . . : 11 ~ no ons presantly rupoutbh
E. Who is primarily rasponsible for ssssssieg or * 12 - other ,
svaluating this sctivity? N . ' . K
R : : . L
, 7. How fmportant fa this sctivity in the home- . Rsaponsa for question ¥ . .
school-community relstions progras? [] )
Extremely Vary Somavhat
! N Isportant Important Isportant Isportsnt Unimportant
L ) i — 1 1 -
A S 4 3 2 1
' G. How affectiva fa thias activity {n tha home~ Ingonu for queation G
U e achool-community ralations Rrogram? C s, wEL G
- ST ~ .® LA " lltn-lly Vary Somevhat
! l!!u:in Effective Effactive Effactive lugffactive
- L ] 13 3
s [} 3 2
H. tlow well doaw this activity provids communicstion Reaponse acals for questions H-1, li-2, H-3, H-4
or intaraction butween )
1 - the achool and the child? R
. : Vary
2 - tha achool end tha home? Excallent Good Good Adequate Inadequats
. . . i L 'l Y i
Py 3 - the achool and ita sttandancs arss? s [} 3 2 1
© 4 ~ tha achool and the total achool district? .
L. ttow well doea: this activity accomplish the Reaponsa acsls for questions I-1, 1-2, I-3, I-4
following: }
1 - to scquiras facta regarding probless, comsunity
aducstional prefarances, or to idsntify groups *
and individualas whosa intarsats and sctione i
moat affact the achool progras? .
. ' .. Very = . i
. 2 - fo disseminats information to, or sxchenge Excallant Good Good Adequate Inadequats
- ) information with, parants or othar M 3 2 2 1
: co-mt:y wawnbara? - s [ 3 ) 2 1
3 -~ to involve parente or othar community, mesbars
in asalating tha achool with ipstruction,
racreation, progrsm davelopment or daciaions 7
and evaluation? -
4 = to persuade, work out 8 cé-pro-.lu. or resolve R “
axisting snd potsntiasl problems with parents
or othar community membara?
. ‘ .
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 Blrections! Mo mﬁond by placing ooly ose muaber i each space,

he school ntall encour-
egen parenty to visle,
edearve, and talk vith
teschers

L

The lt;ﬂ ety e
(ortable, non=thraatendng,

- positive ntmoaphare towdv

studeate, parents and
viaftors

w

. 0 SIE O ‘
 Boweeschool-commnity Melations Assessant Questionngire
ANSVER SHEEY -
Students dtoplay thale Yoo school fuctlitys
enchislasn and fnvolvement | function as o comunlty
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VERBAL DIRECTIONS

1. Please note that there are three- sections to the questionnaire:

’a) Background data, b) Questionnaire, and 3) Answer Sheet, v
. ‘- \
. 2. Please note that there is a side omne and two to both the \i)
T questionnaire and answer sheet,

3.  Mark all answers on the answer sheet.

. 4. Look at the questionnaire, side‘bne, uestion A. Reference is
" made to an activity. This activity is found on side one of the

answer sheet. There are ten activities on side one. Read the

question and activity; then select one of the twelve responses

’ found under "Response for Question A," on the questionnaire,
and place the appropriate number in the blank beside A under the
~first activity. Remember that the answers are always placed on
the answer sheet. : S - R

5. Continue in the same manner with question'B.' Note that the response
for question B is a scale. Place a number from 1 through 5 next
to question B on the answer sheet.- - I

6. .The remaining questions are similar to question B.

7. Once you have completed side one, ‘turn both the questionnaire and
the answer .sheet over to side two. Answer the questions in the
same manner as‘you did on side one.

8. If you have any questions, please feel free to ask for assistance
' at any time. ~

g
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\ the v . -
. Wisconsin ) ’ '
Research and Development nter
for Cognitive N :

Learning

the University M,Wisig:omin-wzs West Johnson Street- Madison, Wisconsin 53706 - (608)262 - 4801

) 5

e - ‘. oy

N o ~ February 26, 1976

Beattie Elementary School is serving as a research site for the
Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning at the University
of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin. The research in home~-school-community
relations is being conducted in two phases. X :

Phase one involves interviewing selected school staff members,
parents and citdizens in the school attendance area. This phase has been
* completed. Phase two involves administration of a home-school~community
relations questionnaire to the staff, parents, and citizens in the school
attendance area. ~ :

. Your thame was selécted as being a parent in the Beaétie Elementary
' . School attendance area through the use of a random sample technique.. It
. 18 hoped that you will be willing to participate in taking the home-school-
community relations questionpaire. -

A joint meeting is scheduled with the Beattie Elementary School PTO
4 and selected parents and citizens on March 11, 1976 from 73230 to 9:00 p.m.
h in the school to explain the work which is being done at the University of
Wisconsin in the area of home-school-community trelations, and to administer
the questionnaire. The ‘approximate time for taking the questionnaire is
forty-five to sixty minutes. : :

1 will be contagting you to determine whether or not you are,avail;
able for the March 11t meeting, and to answer any questions or concerns
you may have. . : . s

g ' sdoery,
o ke

\\ - Roy/¥. Lake °
)Project Agsistant - )

Ve
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ﬁntlcml Evaluation Committee

<

Francis S. Chase, Chairman

Emetitus Professor

University of Chicago

Helen Bain

Past President .
National Education Assaciation

" Lyle Boume . f

'

Professor

University of Colorado

Sue Buel . - -
National-Evaluation Comiittee
., Roald F. CampBell -

! Emeritus Professor

The Ohio State University
Geotge E. Dickson -t
Dean. College of Hducation
University of Tolclo

University Advisory Committee

John R. Palmer, Chairman
Dean School of Education
William R, Bush -

Deputy Director

R & D Center

David E. Cronon

Dean |

College of Letters and Science

Diane H. Eich

Specialist

R & D Center

Evelyn L. Hoekenga

Coordinator :

R & D Center

Dale D. Johnson _

Associate Professor ,
Curriculum and Instruction

Herbert }. Klausmeier

Member of the Associated Forulty

R & D Center B

Auocut'od Faculty
Vemon L. Allen '

i+ Educational Administration
: P. Carpenter
A'n’.i.mnt Professor
Cumiculum snd | ion

.. Maxvin J. Fruth

‘Professoc

R, ional Admini

John G. Harvey
Professot «,

" Mathematics

Cutriculum and Instruction
Frank H. Hooper
Professor

Child Development

:lexbeﬂ J. Klausmeier

" .V.A.C. Henmon Professor

'Educatienal Psychology

Joweph T. Lawton M
Assistant Professot

Child Development

Lany R. Goulet
Professor
University of lllinais
Chester W. Harris
Professor

University of California - Santa Bmham

William G. Katzenmeyer
Professor . '

Duke University

. ‘Barbara Thompson
Superi Jent of Public 1

. - State of Wisconsin
- T oanna Williams |
Teachers College
(fuluu!liiu Universily -

. James M. Lipham

R & D Center
Wayne R. Otto
Associate Director
R & D Center !
Richard A. Rossmiller
Director
: ,:k' R & D Center
] . Elizabeth J. Sunpsun
FLN Dean
Scbool of Family Resources
" and Consumer Sciences
Len Van Ess
. Assuciate Vice Chancellor

Member of the Associated Faculty

University of Wisconyin - Madison

L4

Joel R, Levin
Professor
Educations] Psychology

L. Joseph Lins .
Professor
Institutional Studies A
James M. Lipham

Professot

Educational’ Admmstntion

Donald N. Mclsaac

Professot

Educati 1 Administ

Gerald Nadlet

Professor

Industrial Engineering

Wayne R. Otto

Professot “
Curticulum and Instruction

Robert G. Petzold

Professor ¢

Music

Cuniculun.: and Instruction

.
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"Thomas S. Popkewitz
Assistant Professot
Curticulum and Instruction
Thomas A. Romberg
Professor

Curticulum and Instruction
Richard A. Rossmiller
Professor

Educational Administrati
Dennis W. Spuck
Assistant Professor
Educational’ Admini
Micheel . Subkoviak
Assistant Professor
Educational Psychology -
Richard L. Venezky
Profeswor

Computet Sciences

J. Fred Weaver’

Professor

Curriculum and Instruction
Larry M. Wilder

Assistant Proflessor
ChilBWevelopment




