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ABSTRACT

4

The purpose of.this Study Was to conduct an indepth analysis of

a school's home-school-community relations program from the.

tive of the school's staff and the,gitizens within Its attendance

area. The study was designed to determine the programmatic and nonpro-

grammatic activities, and to examine the existing relationships between:

1. The oPerating fanctions
2. The conxrol functions
3. The priNory interaction Vhtterns, and
4. The itport e.and effectiveness of the activities, ,

The conceptual framew of he study utilized the theoretical framework

developed from the Wisconsi R & D Center's home-school-comtunity

relations model and the literatur

The study was conducted in a ngle school distric) using inter-

views and questionnaires as means of answering-fourteen research ques-

tions and two ancillary questions developed from the home-school-community

raations literature and research.

All activities and questions were tabulated by computer. Frequen-
. .

cies did percentages were presented on all activities and questions,
A

Relationships, as they related to the research questions were analyzed'
,

by means of a,product-moment correlation.. Differences-between groups

2 3
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*

regarding the ancillary qj1estions .were analyzed through an interactive

t-Test. The major conclusions were:

1. The n onprogrammatic activitiee were 1 ss taiIible and
visible than the programmatic actl.vit es and therefore
not as recognizable by community'subp blies.

2. The school staff placed high priori on communication
and involvement for both programmatic and nonprogram-
matic activities and saw little effort add tesources
expended in analyzing the school community and resolving
conflict.

'The yirimary.interaction patternalocused mainly u-pen the
interaction beiween.the school and the child, and the

, school and the home.

.4. A general lack of agreement was found Across all 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.

6., All respondent groups,with some minor differences, view'
those activities dealing with tillp 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 Apt perceive those
activities intended to interact with the child as more
.or leas important than those intended for the home,
attendance area, or total school diatrict.

8. 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 functions would,
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 Conducted by the school with the various sub-
publics.

2 4
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11. General agreement was found regarding the,importance
of the activities within the school's home-school-

-,

community relation program.

12. Respondents gener a ly percef the objectives of the
home-school-community relatio 5-program ao being
accomplished to a limited e ent.

'Based upon the conclusions, some iMplicattens for further.

'research and practiCe were Presented. .

25

APPROVED:: C,AiLrkiv. 11\,/jc.

Marvin J. FrUth

DATE:
August 9, 1976
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. - 1

The primary purpose of thfa research was to condutt anDindepth
,,A. , ,,,

analysis of2.''a sthool , home-school-community relations.prograM f oni:

thesperspective of the school's staff and the c tizens within.it
4

4
attendance area. The study was designed to det nmine existing r$lation-

,

ships amo programmatic and nonprogrammatic ctivities, the

operat unctio 8, the control, functions, the primary interaCtion

patter , ond the perceived importati8e and effectiveness af these

activit s/and functions.

Pr.granunatic activities were defined os the formal or recoga
4 *

hizable activities through whichthe school interacts with its,fenviron-
,

v.)

ment. Nbnprograhmatic activities were defined as tile informal

activities which a school may conduct in its home-4chool-community 4
I.

relations program such as'an opendoor policy, principal's iesponse to

telephone calls from/Parents and the staff working well together in
e.

planning.activities for children. The operating functions were defined

l--*;1-
as analysis, communicatiChinvolvement, and resolution.. For a more

detailed deTinition of

control fpnctions we

conducting, coordinat

tion to accomplish the

the operating functions see Chapter II. The'.

a

efindd as the process bf planning, deciding,

and evaluating on thespart of the organiza-

operating functions of analysis, communication,

4
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jnvolvement and reiedution through programmatic and nonprogramiatic

interaction. The primary interactioaTafterns were

interaction between the achool and the community at

defined as the

four interd4endent

levels which influence the type of instructional program within an IGE

'ichaal. Importance was defined as the degree to whia ad activity:is

perceived as having significance. Effectiveness was,defined as.the

degree to which an activity is perceived as having accomplished its

objective,

Backgre 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

ab an alternative farm of education to traditional schooling: The

4

Wisconsimitesearchfend Delielopmept Center'for Cognitive Learning (here-

after It and D Center), developed IGE as an educational ihnovation'in

nine pilOt schools in 1967, and it spread to well over 2500 schools in

1976. IGE was designed aa "a comprehensive system of education and

instruction designed to produce.higher educational achievements
4.

through providing well for differences:among students in rate of

learning, learning style and other characteristics" (Klausmeier, et al.,

. 1971, p. 17). Th stem was conceptualized as seven icomponettst

1. Multiunit school instructional-administrative. arrangementi.

2. Instructional programming for the individual student:

3. Evaluation for edticational decision making.
---/

2 7
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3

4. Curricular materials compatible with individualized
instruction.

5. Facilitative intraorganizational and extrao;ganizational
environments.

6. Continuing research and development.

7. A-program of home-school-community relations (Sorenson,
et -al., 1976, p. 1).

Multiunit School Instructional-administrative Arrangements
iF

The multiunit school (see Figure 1) w;ts defined by Klaubmeier,

et al., 1971, p. 20) as designed to 'produce an environment in which

instructional programming and other components of Individually Guided

Education can be'introduceA and refined." The three levels of organ-

ization within the multiunit school are the Systemwide Ptogram

Committee which establishes operating guidelines at the district level;

the Instructional Improvement Commiitee which functions attple school

r-level to guide the instructional program; and the Instruction and

Research Unit which carries out the planning, implementing, and evaluat-

ing of the instructional program at the unit level.

Instructional Programming for the Individual Student

The'Instructional Programming Model (see Figure 2) was designed

as a framework for meeting individual student needs through the develop-

ment of instructional pArams. The model utilizes instructional

programming, continuous progress, preassessment, and criterion refer-

enced assessment. The instructional process takes into account th

pupil's beginning performance, rate'of progress, style of learning, and

28
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FIGURE 1

PROTOTYPE MULTIUNIT ORGANIZATION OP AN IGI SCHOOL OF 400-600 STUDENTS

oiwomporumwooMemororwrossoisimoimuseummuspeommousevinerompossiamw

Representative ieachers District Representative

end. unit leaders administrator ,principals

or

' designee.

Communif
, )

Central office and

AL
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other Consultants

I.

iwmowwwommosommaftamOpmemeOf

*Parent representative

uNn LEADER A

..................

*D4ector of , *Special teachers

instructional

. material's center

%.0WIIMIONMIFFIFEr,

UNIT LEADER

40~

UNIT LEADER C UNIT LEADER D

3-5 staff teachers

*InstructiOnal

e(s)

* erica aide(s)

*Student teacher

or iitern

100-150 children

Agei 4-6

3-5 ataff teachers

*Instructional

aide(s)

*Clerical aide(s)

*Student teacher
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100-150 children,

Agii 6-9

-----Instruction and Research Unit

Nmeoginstructional Improvement Committee

-----Systeside Program Co ittee

3-5 staff teachers

*Instructional

aide(s)

*Clerical aide(s)

*Student teacher

or intern

100-150 children

Ages 8-11

3-5 staff teachers

*Instructional

aide(s)

*Clerical aide(i

*Student teacher
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*Inclusion'of,these persons vill vary accordina

to particular school settings.

1

Source: Liphan and Fruth, TaE PRINCIPAL AND INDIVIDUALLY GUIDED EDUCATION, Reading Massaeusetts:

Addisoa-Weeley Nolishing Company, 1976p. 32.
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Step 1.+

Step 2.

Step 3.

Step 4.

Step 5.

Step 6.

Step 7.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMING MODEL IN ICE

State the educational objectives ro be.attaine y
tNA stud.!nt population of the building in terms of.'
level of achievement and in termi.Of values and ac-

tion patterns. "!. I ,7

f
Estimate the range of objectives that may be y

tainabic for Suberoups of the student nopulation:''

'4
Assess the level of achievement, learning style,
and motivation level of each student by nse of
criterión-referenced tests; observation schedules,
or work samples with apnropriate-sized subgroups.

4
-ISet instructional objectives for each child to.

attain ovci a tort .tieriod of time. l

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 of phenomena, (d) the use of space and
equipment (media), 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-4ed large
sroup activities.

Assess students for attainment of initial objec-
tives.

Objectives not
attained to

mastery or some i

other 'criterion, i

i

Reassess the stucrent's
1characteristics, or V

take other actions I

I

Objectivesattained
to mastery or

some other criterio

Implement next'sequence
in program, or take
other actions.

L(Feedback).

---1

:1
P.

Fig. Source: Klausmeier, U. J., M. R. Quilling, J. S. Sorenson, R S.
Way, and G. R. Glasrud,l97l. Indivi'dually Guided Fducacion

and the Multiunit Elementary Schooli Gwidelines for

Implementation. Madison, Wisc.: Wisconsin Research and

Development Center for Cognitive Learning.

31.
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other learner characteristics related to the school's instructional

'r
program.

Evaluation for Educational Decision Making

Klenke <1975, p. 14) stated that,

Evaluation'in Individually,Guided Education ii process that'
encompasses decisions relating to.staff personnel, curriculum
development, resOurce management, and home-school-community
relations. However', the most fiequent and critical use of
'evaluation prodesses iiOri 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.

Curricular Materials Comnatible'with Individualized Instruction

Individual differences of siudent are provided through.the

use of a variety of curricular_materialS in IGE. To enhance the use-,

ability of the materials, the materials should be reliable and

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

for instruction.

Facilitative Intraorganizational and Extraorganizational Environments

The facilitative environments provided for IGE were the multiunit

organization, the state network,.Regional IGE Coordinating Councils,

and the Association 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 Committees,
state education agencies, teacher education institutiona,
and regional IGE centers (Klenke, 1975, p. 15).

32
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ContinuingAiesearch and DeveloOment

The local school and higher institutions of learning conaucted

research and.development focused upon the pro,Lesses of learning and

teachidg for improving practiced within. IGE. Other areas of research

focus.ori development of curridular Materials for IGg and mechanisMa

for supporting the teaching and learning.processes.

A Program ofRome,ischool-,community Relations

historically home-school-commudity.relations_is viewed from the

public relations perspective with communication focused primarily

between the school and community (Kindrea, 1957; Calhoun, 1965).

Bowles and Fruth (1976, p. 168) defined an effective home-school-

community relations program from a political perspective as;

the resolution of both actual and potential conflict among
various subpublics Witch 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.

Kim, et al., (1975) also suggested home-school-community relations

utilizing a political context. They viewed the process as he inter-

action between thd school and the political system in which it was

located. The term politics was viewed as the' kind which determine

the composition of the community where people live, the type of schools

provided, the kind of educational program conducted, and not from:the

.national, partisan viewpoint.

.' The research presented in'..this study was conducted utilizing one,
II-

school and its attendance area. Very little research has been conducted

33
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.

from a political perspective with the school attendance area aS the unit

of analysia. Summekfield (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 in their political style. Summerfield found that parental
. (s,..

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 framework in studying

the neighorhood elementary school were Steiert (1971), Holman (1965);

Firestone (1972), and Safer (1972). Their general conclusions were

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 urion school policy.

The R and D Center developed an exploratory model of home-school-
,

community relations. The conceptualization of this model utilizing

the poli401 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

of the related literature.

34
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Review Of the'kelated Literature

. .

9

Literature related. t6 1) school.:cbmmunity relations, 2) home-
. .

school-community relationsnd 3)_the bonndary spanning aspects of :

.....-

organizational-interaction w04:11 be reviewed in this s ction.
.

.

,

.
Schoo -Community kslatiOnt.

JSchooi-community relations was conceived as an administrative
,

.,

"Yfunction with emphasis on one-way and two-way communication between
,-

4k
)....t colunity and the school. Kindred (1957, p. 16) defined school-

;commn itydielations as:
rr

a. rdeAss of communication between the school and the community

the''purpose of increasing citizen understanding of edu-

.4kti...
dnal needs and practices and encouraging intelligent Citizen

tetest and cooperation in the work Of improving the schooh
. .

,Alexander (1928) Qbferred*to. public relations in education as

14 al publicity and Walch (1956) as educational interpretation.
io

!

CharlOrs (1969, p,-1028) referred tooLPublic'relations. as;

those functions of an educationpl organization concerned with
comTunicating to the public, or district segments of.the public,
regarding the organizatioWs progkams, 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 included: 1) the town meet-

ing; the hands-off approach; 3) the selling approach; 4) the educational

interpretation approach; and 5) the cooperative endeavor approach.

Walch (1956) included the others but did not includc'the town meeting

as one of his stages.

3 5
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School public.relations paralleled the development of commercial

public relations, PTA/O's public opinion polls, and the school survey

movement (Charters, 1960). Administ4ators and otliers directly involved

in the operation of the schools were primarily responsible for school-`

public relations (Charters, 1969, p. 1029).

In districts of over 10,000 students Smith (1971) suggested

that there should be a full-time public relations person whose role

should consist of planning a program and evaluating objectives. Norton

(1970) contended that the systems apProach in school-public relations

was needed as a necessary step toward the initiation of a "child-focused"

program of school-community rerations. Accurate information about the

community and its attitudes is important for intelligent planning and

reducing guesswork according to Kindred (1957), Dapper (1964), Kelley

(1968)e and Norton (1968). In, dealing with the community either from

school to home Or'home to schOol, two-way communication or face-to-face

communication are necessary feor better public understanding, more

*effectiveness, and pertinent decision. making (Fusco, 1462; Trumpi 1971;

ana-Atkinson, 1971).

AASA (1950) presented the following activities which increase

understanding of school programs: 1) speechet, 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 two,pain functions of

school-community relations were to 1) raise the level of'public

3 6
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understanding through -information Programs, and 2) seek community

support by having citizens participate in meaningful school affairs.

They further stated the needi" of a school-community relations program

to be: 1) the education board's legal and ethical accountability to

theopublic, '2) the school's reliance upon the extent to which it holds

understanding,.interest, and ..confidenCe of the.people, and 3) community

cooperation for the best education of children.

The National School Public Relations Association.(1968) 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 underAtanding of the role, objectives,

and accomplishments of the/dicianization. Educational public

relations is a management functii which interprets public
attitudes, identifies the poliáts 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 primary 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 the program. The first dtep should be internal

37
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Communication followed by communication between the school and community..

Shaw (1962) postulated tht a'two-way flow between public and

the institution, recognition of'the publics within the institution,

and knowledge of the several publics.outside 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 include:

telling the truth and giving thd fact; dressing neatly
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 deve1opment of a cooperative, interactive

relationship between us and tbe public for the welfare of the child;
-4114

based on a mutual understanding between school and home.

Sumption and Engstrom (1966) presented a view of school-community

relations utilizing four essential principles: ,1) recognizing the

school as belonging to the public; 2) understanding that **schools.

have the responsibility to seek out truth and teach people to live

by it; 3) realizing the necessity for systematic, structured, iind active

participation in educational planning, policy-making, problem solving,

and evaluatiOn; and 4) recognizing that an effective two-way system

of communication between school and community is needed. Ten areab

were listed for the private citizen to contribute toward educational
40,

rovement. These were:

the public school in the modern community, 2) the sch ol
and the community power structure, 3) the role of the community
in education, Ak) community participation, 5) the citizen
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advisory committee, 6) communication betwee,n schooiand
community, 7).,the development and maintenance of communica-
tion, 8) principles of operation, 9) the school and social\
change, and 10) basic issues in school-community'relations.

During the 1950's'and up until the mid 1960's public relations

was the usual methodemployed by-the school: in interacting with the

community. Recently, however, new variables bave necessitated a change

in the school's perceptions of the community. Some Of the reasons were

new federal regulations such as Title I, rising taxet, an awareness 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.

Home-school-community Relations

The-term home-school-community relations ii a new concept with

emphasis upon the political process for creating and understanding

edu,cational change. Bowles and Fruth (1976 p. 164) proposed three

general goals for home-school-community relations in IGE:

1. To make the IGE staff aware of and responsive to the'

educational expectations add available resources to
the community, parents and students.

4

2. To make the communifty, ptrents, 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 actively involving
both staff and Community in the awareness, Commitment,
changeover, refinement, and renewal of implementing IGE in
the school;

The primary objective is the resolution of actual or potential conflict

among the varioud subpublics which involve dgcisions relating to the
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'use of scarce resources, values used in determiling the educational t

.

program, and the locus of power in the edueitional system.

Horowitz (1962, pp. 177-88) discussed exploring the relationshiPs

between consensusconflict, and the theory' of cooperation in sociolog-

'ical research4.. He iiresented an argument that both consensus and conflict

are phenomenarwhith 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

i!vg

conducting research on educational change within the schoot community

as a political system.

Havighurst (1968),studied the public schools in Chicago. The

three objectives of his study were: 1) to explore the interaction of

the educational system with the social structure and social forces in-
-

wmodern metropolitan area, 2) to make a historical study of the.

development of education in a city developing within.the twentieth

century, and 3) to conduct a sociohistorical study of education in a
. .

complex commnnity. Some ofhis findings were that the public schools

were important in the local polities of Chicago, that the public schools

were influential in educational policy and teceived financiai support

froM-the business of the community, and that the public schools were

brought into cooperation with noneducational agencies to,solve social

problems of the'city.

Dykes (1963, pp. 34-35) found that an effactive administrbtor

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

sttfed that the three steps of statesmanship Fere 1) identify,

.40
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/) educate, and.3) lead. Identify the communi.0 leaders, educate them,

and prove that the administrator is the community saducational leader.

Hts premise is that an effective administrator is able to influence

the formal and.informal power structures.
L.

'Dye (1967) studied the socioeconomic and'political variables

on.state educational policies. He found that the socioeconomp variables

were more influential than the political variables-in shaping educational

policy.

The concepts. and competencies (hereafter operating functions)

-
of a hothe-school-community relations programwere described by.Bowles

anciFruth as analysis, communication, involvement, and resol tion. The

four operating functions were designed to facilitate the solution of

actual and potential conflict in the alloCation of available resources,

educational values, and power. Definitions for the operating functions

are found in Chapter II. The following section of the review of the

literature utilizes the operating functions as categories.

Analysis

Analysis was defined by Bowles and Fruth (1976, p..172) as 1) the

accurate identification of issues and their elements; 2) the identifica-

tion of individuals or groups involved with a particular issue; and

3) the identification and matching of individuals or groups with issues.

Issue identification focuses ugpn determintng problems or conflict within

the community through either won-the-job sense" systematic surveys,

in-depth open-ended interviews, or employing a planned participatory

group dynamic process. 41
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Brown (1966), Nortoca (1970), and Scribner (100) suggested the

systems approach as a useful tool in analyzing ihe political life of

a school system as well as describing the political realities of edu-

cational reform in the schools. Scribner summarized the political

systems approach with five major variables: 1) the,social and physical

characteristics of the environment, 2) the political input characteris-

tict, 3) the internal characteristics of the authoritative decision-

making egency, 4) political system output characteristics, and 5) the

environmental response characteristics with consideration for their

interrelationships. He suggested that the systems approach is needed

to assure a concentrated and comprehensive application of all school

and community resources to the implementation of an effectively planned

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 influentials. Dilks (1965) used a comhination of

reputational end issue-analysis techniques to identify the leaders in

selected community organizations. He found that the Overlap of leader-

ship structure in the high effort district was much higher than that

found in the low effort district.

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 histollr of school support, 2) what has been the

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

4 2
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concerned with the sthools, 4) what business andevployment changes

are occurring, and 5) what Ott decisions have provoked Intended

interest or reactions?.

-Spinrad-(1965) focused-on revieWing-community poWer studies

especially those conducted by Miller, Dahl, and Stanfield. Spinrad

examined 11 the-meaning of Community power and- its relation to-the

methods of reputation versus event analysis, 2) the motivation for

the grohp or the individual to intervenejn 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

17

and measurement of community power in relation to decision making in

the educational enterprise.

)
4

In a study which reviewed four-achool-community relationship

surveys in urban settings, Nystrand (1969) attempted to determine 1) how

the local schoof=community interaCted and communicated with the community,

2) how effective they we're, 3) how the local school-community became

knowledgeable about local school-community issues, and 4) how they
. ,

cultivated public'receptivity to iUrvey recommendations. The methods

_

employed were sample surveys, case study techniques, content analysiS

of school board minutes and other documents, interviews with local

influentials, and community meetings. His conclusion was that a research

framework for analyzing home-school-community relations needs to be

developed.

4 3
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Studies which focused on persons in formal positions of authority

for analyzing.the community power structure were done-by Lynd (1937),

Warner (1949), and Hollingshed (1949). The reputational technique

employed by Hunter (1953) identified individuals involved in issues,

who, in turn, nominated others who were knowledgeable and-influentiar on

issues. Hunter found that.the power structure included leaders of the

local industries, banks, law firms, and newspapers. Members of the

power structure were not involved in school policy or local boards of

education. Educational deeisions weejmade by lower level personnel

in the power structure. The power elite was not represented by admin-

fi.

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 on school 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 thereveryday 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 Ramsey (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 needed to understand the concepts of power and the

power structure within the community.

4 4
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Mayer (1974) recommended that the members of a dittrices power

structure be identified.essentially.through nomination. Hestated

that research done at the University of Florida found that the most

reliable sources of nominations were,newspaper editors, .radio and,

'teleyision1Lxecutives, and banking and financial executives. Those

individuals with the least reliable nominations were educators and.

religious leaders.

In the more

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;

recent researdh, Kindred (1976, p. 35) presented the

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

7. an of those individuals and groups who are
friend y or unfriendly toward public education;

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

4 5
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11. the number and types cif organizations and social agencies

existing in the community."

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

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

home-school-community relations program:

ci1. Administrators should gain skills in rommuOty analysis.
They should be .able to intuitively, as well as deductively

analyze the type and style of community in which they work.

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 opinion in program management in

a meaningful way. .

3. Once an innciVaticin is undertaken in the school, analysis

should be made of the problems and needs which will be

encountered byythe parentsl,population in the,future.

4. School officials should identify and invOl.ve key school-

community influentials early in the innovation history.

They shouldgain skills of building a reputational type

of grid so hat they can identify and win over the opinfon

leaders in1he school-community environment.

Krupa (1976) developed an instrument for analyzing home-school-

community relations activities in IGE schools. His questionnaire

was designed for:

1) determining the roles and responsibilities of principals,

unit leaderi, 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 selected

activities.

4 6
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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 mnagement. Second the first
priority of any home-schoolcommunity relaions program must be
accurate community analysis. The attitudes, beliefs, and needs
of the'community cannot be reflected in the scNool 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:

Klenke (1975) analyzed the interrelationships between the

characteristics of the multiunit school and the Instructional Program-

ming Model by identifying and describing each in,terms of the allocation

of: 1) scarce economic resources, 2) educational valuet, and 3) riower.

Klenke (1975, p. 204) found that:

The training process should also,teach participants a variety
of skills in analysis and. communication in order to'clarify
the benefits of the multiunit school and the Instructional
Programming Model id terms of educaiional values, power, and
economic resources. These skilis become incieasingly impor-
tant during the orientation,of staff; students, parents,
and community.

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 fdr determining the type of community in which

they live. When change is to occut, efforts should be made to deter-

mine the subpublics and the participant individuals within the sub-
11, 4

publics, and seek to involve these individuals in the decision making

process. Finally, the educator:

4 7
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...must associate the identified issues and issue elements
with the participant individuals,and'subpublics so that some
plan for communications, involvement, and resolution of con-
flict can be anhanced (Bowles and Fruth, 1976, pp. 172-173).

The next section of the review of the literature focuses upon

the operating function of communication.

Communication .

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

tion is exchanged with the various subiiiblies.. Considerations should

be given to the direction of ihe communicationsone-way or two-way;

its styles--positive or negative; the vehiclesface-eh-face, telephone

conversation, or mass media; the ways through which.the communication

rsN
proceeds--public or private, time, and location; and the quality of

the messagewhether it be clear, concise, or accurate (Klenke, 1975,

p. 71).

Many studies have been completed dealing with communication

patterns and in.school-coiamunity relations. Miles (1975, p. 287)

reported the educators should use two-way communication patterns to

effectively transmit information and involve others in what is happen-

ing in the schools. The purposes were to allow for interaction,

questions.and answers and give and take on what the school was doing

for the child.

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

prepared in good public relations practices and that this inAilequacy

in communications skills often resulted in their dismissal. Belasco

,(1970) believed that administrators should not withhold information

4 8
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about communicating with parents and all subpUblics in the school',

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

subpublics within the school community were caused from misinformation

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

caused by poor communication 4fl

Project CAST (1966) found through interviewing key home-school-.

!

community participants, that inforMal cOmmlinication is perceived as

More effective than formal cOmmliiiation. Thomson (1973) in a study

on school-community communicatio s systems stated that he could find

no consistent pattern of school,bommunity 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 ot feeling

and puts it In messagwr;form,
3. a channel that carries" the message,
4. a person (decoder) whO'retranslate& or interprets

the message, and
5. a receiver who reactst,qto the message by either

accepting or 'rejecting it.

Beal and Bohlen (1971) listed fiVe steps which take place when

'a new idea was accepted. These were: 1) awareness--the becoming'

aware of the idea but knowing little about it, 2) information--from

awareness new information is sought abbut 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) aecep-

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

while. Marnix (1971) listed sfx media categories. No single media

4 9
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category was preferred for all informition items and areas. It was

found that general bulletins, school publications, and written contacts

werep!ost often preferred. The categories of massomedia and' general

meetings-were least preferred. Written contact was preferred for infor-

mation about the in-dividual 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 level.

Sumption anci-Engstrom (1966,,Pp. 105L107) suggested the following

. .

as objectives of community relations:

1) To provide the people-with information about their schools.
2) To provide the school withinformaiion about the community'.

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

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

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, but that they also agreed with the decisions made by the board

of education. He also found that the household head was not receiving

enough information and wanted more about the schools. Young (1965),

in a study of the principals' roles in school-community relations .

between four high and low income communities, found that the high income

areas wante-d more leadership and two-way-communication from the principal

50
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than did the low income areas. Atkinson (1971) stated that understand-

ing the two-way communication process is 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) Knolledge of the social and behavioral sciences-helpful;
4) Messages should reach the desired audience and arouse

intended responses;
5) Impact is influenced by the attention received, there it

came from, and what action is proposed; and

6) The outcome is measured by the tenor of _the feedback

obtained.

Grout (1956) and Cohn (1959), ditermin d that articles in the

local newspaper influenced citizens' knbwledge 'about the public

schools. Winfield (1965) recommended, after gathering the research

on communication, mass media,.and schoor-coMmunity relationS47that media
. .

presentations be directed toward a target audience instead of trYing.

to appeal to a wide ange of people within school-community audiences.

Kldpper (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 derilved from

the personal relationships involved.

In a study of communication between 286 families and the school,

Sloan 73) found that the most frequent way parents learned about

the school was'through their children, the school newspaper, and parent-

teacher conlerences. ,The way that parents preferred to be informed

was through 1) ihe school newspaper, 2) parent-teacher conferences,

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

conferences, Scheff(1

school iemained

determined tha

26

4ed arGintensiv.e4Rrpgramon parent-teacher
7

stated that the.P.avns' ttitude toward the

hatlied in spite of ttie4rOgrbm. Erickson (1973)

414.

-
oth parents and teachers felt that parent-teacher. co

-t-

ferences prhvided more information than reporf cards. Ellis (1968)

assumed tha 're Hrt- cards were,a great hoax. e stated that report

1(
,

k

,cards seldom report what they Claim to report, seldom reflect a child's

.ability to succeed, his effort quotient, or what impact extraneous

factor had in influencing4subject matter studied. One of the solutions

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

Ellis, the 'face-to-face confrontation. Mann (1966) 'found no difference

rent_attitudes between the use of anecdotal vs. regular report

cards.

- One of the most viable methods of communication initiated by

the community^was the PTA. Saxe (1975, p. 80) reportedpthat "the PTA

is commonly considered the most generally accessible channel to provide

a dialogue between community and school.

Sloan, (as cited in Saxe, 1973, pp. 43, 45) surveyed parents

on the most effective way and thq,least effective way of communicating

%--

with the school. The most gtf ivé 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, 5rperiodically

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,

5 2
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3) turveys done by the school, 4) PTA, 5) the dixect approach by phone

or in person, and 6), parent-teachereconferences.

Saxe (1975) listed eighteen piocedures foi parent-initiated

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/1

letter, 5) PTA/PTO; 6) group decision meetings., and 7) parent-teacher_
_1

conferences and report c..9rd confekences.

Diener (1972) indicated in a study of thirteen elementary IGE

schools that there is a lack of long-range and short-range home-school

communication programs.

/I/D/E/Al's home-school communications programidas conceptualized

in three phases: Phase 1) pre-IGE, Phase 2) initial IGE, and Phase 3)

ongoing licE. Phase one explained the basic elements 6f IGE to parents

,through a newsletter and then a follow-up parent meeting. Examples

of one-way communication were given and the impbrtance.of two-way

communications in dealing wi'th 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 (19711 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 irivolved in home-school communilation activities. "In

order to assist schools in i4lementing the three phases, the

5 3
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Principal's Handbook and the'IGE Implementation'Guide provided' sample

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

ties' (Krupa, 1975, p. 24).

The literature'related to the operating function of communica-

tion was, reviewed. Some of the findings were that educators must know

what factors contribute to effective communication with their subpublics

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

message 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

Involvement was defined as.the inclusion of various subpublics

in the activities associated with the analysis, communication, and

resolution,
V
of actual and/or potential.conflict.

The literature reviewed for this section focused upon public

invofvement as it related to home-schOol-community relations. Arnstein

(1971) described eight levels in hee"ladder of citizen participation

as being: 1) citizen control, 2) delegated power, 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 adviiory committees in Chicago.

He idund that the committee's influence changed from consultation to
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informing to placation between 1965 and 1970 and that at no point was

there.a high level of.formal participation.

BLeInkenship (1954)4(nfet=red that citiien 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,

buciget building, and policy. ,Osborne (1959) preseld a,program, where

citizens and parents. shared their skills and experiences With school

children. Weinstein (1972) suggested development and coordination of

resources of talented volunteers.

Blumenberg (1571) implied that ihe.antwer hifirs in utilizing

the council, which in turn depends upon the ptincipal. She stated
J

that advisory councils were extrimely usefui to Certain pathologies

affecting our schools, but the ere not miracle drugs. Fantini (1969)

presented both psychological and philosophical justifications and

elements'for implementation of comMunity participation: He also

examined the difference between traditional schools and community

pt-iticipatory schools, where the same kind of measures were utiliied.

,Havighurst (1974) studied local cdmmunity participation in edu-

,
cational policy-making.and school administration6 The three questions

of concern were: 1) How was the policy of local community participation

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

strengths? 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 whih were'addressed toward,the local

community. -In addition .tO___Havighurs.t.,._H arris__(1974).4 Hatto .(1974).,_
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Selden (1974) and Locke .(1974) presented papers at the Teacher Corps

Associate Conference in December 1974 Concerned primarily with citizen

participation and the relationships and understandings which must be

developed between the school and the community.

Looking at the relationships between certain characteristics of

schools, a determination was'made concerning the extent teachers and

administrators interacted and identified with the local community.

Corwin (1974) using a regression,analysis found ihe following five var-

iables for professional contacts with parents: 1) proportion of students *

on welfare, 2) centralization of decision-making, 3) employee participa-

tion in professional associations, 4) staff seniority, and 5) stan-

dardization. Cunningham (1974) viewed community involvement as an

educational game. The primary emnhasis should be toward understanding

and developing a mutual attack on educational problems.

'Litwak (1970, pp, 44-60) eximndedlupon an article by Litwak

and Meyers (1966) on "A Balance Theory of Coordination Between Bureau-

cratfc Organizations and Community Primary Groups"-U develop a balance

theory for predicting that "the community and the bureaucracy will

optionally achieve their respective goals if they operate at some

,mid-point in distance from each other." With growing dissatisfaction

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

should inform the public about the schools through a planned Oogram.

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

determine the goals and problems of education and take appropriate

5 6
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action. It was further stated that this involvement program should

be genuine; makebelieve engagement of the community was dangerous

business.

Conant (1971), Pellegrino (1973), *and Wormsbecker (1970) stated

; the importance of parent participation in the educational enterprise,

because of the greater demands being placed upon education today. Morton
,

and Morton (1474) elaborated on how thty involved parents through camel.-

cation and involving them in the planning process as part of their

program by changing their Colorado. elementary school.to an IGE school.

Leis (1970) studied the relptionship between school openness and

parental opinion. A positivg relationship was found between open

climate and parental opinion. It was also found that those mothers'

groups which became involved most frequently had a high school education

and ranged in age'from forty to forty-nine. Baker (1973) studied the

difference in attitudes of parents, teachers, and principals in the

decision-making process which might have been caused by parent

involvement.

Involvement of parents and citizens in the public schools became

necessary as budget cutbacks increase and community support wained.

With the increased use of volunteers, training programs were necessary

for efficient use of time and resources, The National Education

Association (1972) provided a multimedia kit for this purpose. Murray

(1974) suggested that the role of volunteers were: 1) in-class helper,

2) corrector, 3) library, media-center, and-learning laboratory aide,

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

57
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room mothers, 8) field trip chaperones, 9) contributor to social

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

It was suggested by Fitz7ter (1954) that parents become

involved in planning, initiating, conducting, and evaluating schgl.

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

co o a control group. ClOward and Jones (1963) stated that the

evaluation of the importance of education was positively related to

parent involvement. Involvement of citizens in home-school-community

relations through programs or activitieis was essential for informing

the community about the schools (Bowles and Fruth, 1970. Davis (1974),

Jackson (1974), and Hartman (1974) emphasized the importance of volun-

teers as potential human resources within the schools.

In an occasional paper on better home-school-community relations

by /I/D/E/A/ (1972, p. 24), it was reported that "in order to better

school-community relations, what is needed is not an expansion of

public relations efforts but the creation of new ways-Of involvement
k

because many traditional methods and efforts have lost their credibility

in the current turbulent era." In a second occasional paper on more

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

p. 24), it was Elggested that:

1. A community involvement coordinatorshould be appointed by
.the central office to work with business and citizen.groups
in areas of mutual concern.

5 8
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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- ta'assist the--achool-board-in-policy-making-and---
communitat ion.

, 4. Local businesses should be involved in vocational programs
to teadh students useful skills bekore graduation.

,
5.. Involvement with the conallunity by teachets'aild administrators

should be conscientious, consttlictirie, and continuing if,the
'impact.is to be more than just a news article.

6. Local:parent-school groupg should reassess its responsibilities
to the school and community. Parent participation must be
sought and encouraged for all school activities including
finance, curriculum, innovation, and standardization,of
terminology.

4

7. School administrators are responsiblafor meaningful community
involirement. The welcome mat should he visible ind business
and citizen participation in school-sought.

8. School adMinistrators AoUld respond quickly and pasitively
to citizen recommendations-and requests. Rejection and
confrontation were better than avoiding the issue.

S.

9. Educators diould 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.

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. Parficipa-
tion involved more than attending prominent civic clubs.

Liechty (1976) is presently conducting research on "Citizen

Participation in Educational Systems." Siffan (1974) conducted a

nationwide survey on states which recommended or required parental

involvement in school decision making regarding policy. He found that

there were fourteen states with ,such requirements for parental

59
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involvement. carter (1972, p. 14) Stated that the role of the volun-

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

ftself--as visiting lecturers, kindergarten assistants, story tellers,

Iteaders of English themes, and, 'most of all ',as tutors."

In the above section, the literature related to the operating

function of involvement was reviewed. Involvement was perceived ai

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

aspects of analysis, communication, and resolution of actual Or,
1 A

potential conflict. Essentially active involvement by the marious 2

subpublics was seen as benefiting students and enhancing the seducational..
program. Five activities custordarily used 4GE schools ,,,s4erf:'

.s.
_

1) home visits, 2),parent,visits to the sAbl.p012, 3) parent conferences,
r .-

4) use of parent volunteets,- dnd 5)* parent repreagrtation Q theot R..
-

» . .

Units and the Ire (Eagles and Fruth, p. f80).
. , ;, f°The opikating4iiiietiop dfie Tesolution is revieiNd in tile_

4 .

section .1 ,..thei:.relaw a 'the. t t uxt
,*

.

,

,Resolution .

,
Resolution was defined by Edkles

.1:?A

Of resolving' issues tre la% oF the, ctualor D6ftiatial conglict
,

,generated/by the allocativ7.4f__:avaizlable resourCeS, the -ch4ce

values, and thgk dlat4bizeion of p i4er toiT,fiitV the eduatinal system.

V
..1110th .(1k6)as'i1e, Focet

13f

Boirkes 04 Fruth(1976, p.468f. desitibed resol
.*

of the. polit al,Orocess 'whith dealt4iith actual a
,

40 ,
, ,

)t-1on" :as Part .

trifential confliet

in the stHool cc6;Unity andmong its variant' subpublica:

, .i
. .- 1 - '"

.

:

'11(..' ,
Si.

.Filley

.'
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(1975, p. ) presented three suggestions for conflict resolution which

were: 1) "to discover those elements of our systems which increase

the likelihood of -Confli-c-t-,---2)-to-deveinp--contingency---p-lans-when,

chance occurrences create disruptions, and 3) to produce and to

improve systems for resolving conflict which maximize the benefits

and minimize the costs to the parties involved."

Levin and Stein (1970) presented a case study about their

attempts to hold school-community relations forums during,the 1968

New York Teachers Strike. Their conclusions were that the forums

channelled existing conflict toward long-term benefits of the

community.

Kelly (1967) examined the California sc&ol board recall

election as a mechanism for the resolution of community conflict. It

was stated that the conflict intensity was significantly higher

during the pre-recall"and recall period than at the start,orthe recall

campaign. It was further noted that the campaign polarized the

community and prolonged the conflict within the -community. Konrad

(1966) indicated t t social status was a good indicator concerning

a community's ability to manage conflict within a school system.

An ancillary finding was that there was no difference in the social

status of school board members in the conflict communities and non-

conflict communities. Minar (1966) ideneified community characteristics

concomitant to electoral conflict. Communities with higher educational

and occupational levels were found to have lower levels of dissent.

The findings showed that the low conflict communities possessed

conflict-management skills and facilitating attitudes.

61
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Nussel (1964) tested the ddea that school-community conflict..

was essential in a democratic society. Although conflict was neceS-

sary and desirable in some environments, it should be Avoided in

school-community relations because of the resultant intergroup

cleavage, animosity, and bitterness. Williams (1959) found that 88

percent of,citizen advisory committees achieved 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. These were: 1) the behind-

the-scenes aceion as identification ,of political power holders and

issues receiving top priority; And.2) developikent of the largest soli-

dary group. The two basic approaches would be helpful for educatorA-,

to enhance their power domain. Snow (1967) conducted research that

among the contextual dimensions relevant to school.administratimP

were two factims: 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 introdued an oppor-

tunity to consider the importance to success of the individual

superintendent's administrative and leadership ability.

Moser (1973) researched W puereo Rican Achool community utiliz-
.

ing an issue identification and conflict resolution approach within a

6 2
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political framework. Moser found that the Puerto Rican community was

unable to resolve their issues within their school-tommunity.

In the above sec'tion the literature related to fhe operating

function of issue resolution was reviewed. The object of a good

home-school-cammunity relations; program is.the resolution of actual

or potential conflict, allocating resources, choo6ing values, and

distributing power through the prOcesses of analysii, communication,

and involvement. For an educatorto be effective, he or she

must be able to analyze issties properly, communicate effectively,
involve others appropriately, and utilize the best mode for
resolution7-rational decision making, persuasion, bargaining,
or power-play techniques, as the situation dictates (Bowles

and Fruth, 1976, p. 183).

Related Literature

Several sources of material produced by the R and D Center for

home-school-community reldiions included more than one or all four of

er
the operating functions and therefore could 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 Implementation of IGE and Related Home-school-community
Relations Programs and ActivitieS: Seven Case Studies
(Miles, in press).

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

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

_ 6 3
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future researCh and development. The three conclusions presented by

Kim were:

1. 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.'

2. 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 imptovement

of home-school-community relations practices. Administrative-

function, public-participatory, ani political-configuration
approaches can be distinguished in terms of objectives,
specific.programs, theoretical foundationsil, and research .

studies. Each of the three approaches has different; but inter-

related objectives and specific programs to achieve its own

0 Objectives. Research studies are conducted on the basis of
related theoretical foundations to the approach.

3. 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

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

step in home-school-community relations development.

The-Implementation of.IGE and Related Home-school-community

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

was conducted folloWing the R Centee.s Pall Netional'Evaluationf

Committee Session

(

chaired byDr. FranioChase. The 1:mpetus was to con-

duct case study research to dftelop understanding of the conditions

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

of home-school-community relations activities an'd program.
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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
a-

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

-effective home-school-community integratton into deciSion.makint, tWo-

way communication, and making the implementation efforts tangible

and visible are the important aspects to successful implementation of

Individually Guided Education" (p. 8).

Boundary Spanning a

The concepts 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 harm-school-community

relatfons activities and their relation to the roles and responsibili-

ties of IGE school personnel. The organizational boundaries defined

by Brown (1966) and Miller (1972) served as a mechanism tosfilter,

screen, sieve, or censor resources available from the environment.
0

Utterback (1971) and Berrien (1971) defined,boundaries as the inpat

interface with the environment which act as filters to information,
6

energy, material, and people that may enter`or leave the organization.

Thompson (1967) discussed the functions,c4 boundaries as 40otecting

the organiziiion from pressures stegming from the environment.

Leifer (1974) looked at boundaries with respect to organiza-
,

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

environmental influences into the organization.. The degree°of

permeability was dotermined by organizational.decision-makerq.
. 0
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Boundary spanning roles should also be considered along with

the concept,of bouddary spanning. Aiken and Hage (1972) defined

boundary spanning 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 organization./ The

boundary spanner was conceived as an exchange agent between the

organization and its environment according.to Levine'and White (1961)

and Rice (1969).

Individuals responsible for changing attitudes, perceptions,

and values of organizational members were described by Bolan (1971)

as boundary spanners. Organ (1971) Aiken and Hage (1972), and Kahn

(1964) discussed the personal characteristics of boundary spanners.

40

In describing effective boundary spanning, Dalton (1970) characterized

it as an activity involving different behavior from organizational

members. O'Connell and Cummings (1972), Crozier (1964), Thompson

(1967), and Delbecq and Van de Ven (1972) impl/td that boundary

spanners will be powerful because of the information they possest and

will-participate more in the decision-making process. The bordary

'pander will gain power and become more involved in interactions which

will lead to more power according to Hickson et al (1971), Aiken

and Hage (1972), and Allen and Cohen (1969).

Boundaries were described as the,demarcation line between the

organization and its environment. The primary purposes of boundaries

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

protect the organization from gressures stemming from the environment.

(kJ
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Boundaries 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
4

at the organization boundary. Their purpose was an information process-

.ing role bringing environmental information into the organization

'(Leifer, 1974).

From the review og the literature related to the varioub

aspects of home-school-community relations,:boundary spanning litera-
,

ture, and research conducted at the R and ,D Center in the Home-school-

community Relations Component, it was apparent that few if any schools
,

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

and nonprogrammatic activities were identified, but little evidence,

0
was found that echools developed a well-planned program for 1) accurate

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

communication and involvement, and-3) effectively utilizing these

three operating functions the resolutión of actual,or potential

conflict. FrOm these conclusions and by expanding upon Krdpa's

study on "An Analysis of Hom&-school-community. Relations Actilhities

in IGE Schools," the following research was proposed.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of thiaatudy was to test the Home-school-communiiy

Relations Model by surveyineldditional subpublics to:

6 7

'2



www.manaraa.com

42

1. Determine a school's programmatic and nonprogrammatic
home-school-community relations activities.

2. Determinethe relationships between tho reSponsibility
fOr the control functions, the intended interaction
patterns, the operating lunctions,.and the importance
and effectiveness of the programmatic and nonpfogrammatic
'activities. .

3. Determine how and to what extent 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 homerschool-community relations program and_the: .

perceptions of parents and nonparents about the school's
hoMe-school-community relations program.

Significance of the Study

This study Was significant for the following reasons. Research

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

community Relations Model, and provided a basis for deVelopment

And ,verification of hypotheses. The research conducted.expanded

.upon a previous 'study by Krupa (1976) to modify his assessment

questionnaire, to include nonprogrammatic activities iri-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 the Dissertation

This document is divided into four chapters: ) background of

the study, review of the"literature, and signififance, 2). design and

Methodology, and limitations, 3) analysis of the data, and findings,4

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

6 8



www.manaraa.com

CHAPTER II

DESIGN AM METHODOLOGY

'Chapter II contain a description Of the.study, methodology,

s

and the.statistical design for analyzing the data. Zhe chapter is

composed of eight sections which include: 1) a statemenp of the

problem, 21 objectives of the study:3) description of the HOme-

school-community Rekatious model, 4) definition Of terms, 5) reseaich

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

Statement of ,the Problem.

0

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

Relations Model by aurveying Additional subpublici and including non-

programmatic activities utilizing the Home-school-community Relations

Assessment Instrument developed by Kiupa (19-76).

Objectives

The research focused on the following four objectives:

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

2.. To refine the Hame-sehool-community Relations Assessment.
Instrument.

3. .To administer the refined Home-school-community Relations
Assessment Instrument to a school stiff $nd selected
citizens.

4. To test the proposed research questions.

61'
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,

The Home-school-community Relations Model, its literature, and

the concepts of boundary spanqing were utilized in the conceptualization

of this atudy.

Description of Home-School-community Relations Model

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

three general goals fqr increasing the public understanding of the IGE

sclool:

1. To make the IGE staff Mote; aware of and responsive to the
educational expectations andgavailable iesources of the
community, parents, and students.

V
2. To make the community, parents, and students mite aware

,Jof and responsive to the requisites of the instructional
program as implemented in IGE, and

. To 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 (Bowled'and Fruth, 1976)

The primai assumption of the model and the asiumption accepted

for.this study is that the development and implementation of a home-

scho61-community relations program is a politiCal process. The pro-

gram's objective is the resolution of actual or potential conflict

amoftg the various subpublics which involve decisiong relating to the

use of scarce resources, values used in determining the educational

-program, and the locus of power in ucational system.

The Home-school-cpmmunity Rel Tigure 3 has two

major dimensions: primary interaction patterns and concepts and

7 0
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Marvin J. Fruth, B. Dean .Bowles, and Richard Moser, "Rome-school-

community Relations," in Herbert Klausmeier, Richard A. Rossmiller,

and Mary S: aily (ed3.),Individually Guided Education: Conceits

and Principles (Madison, Uilconsin: Ui5consin Researe: and Bevel-

ropment Center for Cognitive Learning, in press).



www.manaraa.com

competencies.* Primary interaction patterns are defined as the major

interactions between the school and the community at four interde-

pendent levels which influence the type of instructional program

within an IGE school. Essentially the primary interaction patterns

are between the teacher and the child; the unit leader/unit staff,

and the home; the principal and Instructional Improvement Committee and

the school community; and the administration/Systemwide Program

Committee and the distriet community.

The concepts and competencies, operating functions as designated

in this study,are defined as analysis, communication, involvement,

and resolution. These operating functions are necessary for establish-

ing and maintaining an effective home-school-community relations

program;

Analysis

Analysis is defined as: 1) identifying,issues and issue

elements, 2) identifying key actdrs and subpublics, and 3) associating

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

The primary purpode for assocating the issues with the key actors and

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

and thie resolution of actual or potential conflict.

46

*The material in this section was taken from a chapter written by
B. DeamBowles and Marvin J. Fruth, "Improving Home-school-community
Relations," The Principalship and Individually Guided Education, James
M. Lipham and Marvin J. Fruth, eddo. (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley

Publishing Company, 1976, in press).

7 3
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Communication

Communicatien is the plsoce s of exchanging.l:
"

and among the various' ubl's.liblics. CoAunicaIon

47
,

tiçn

written,

'verba1,4Por nonve0a1- The conZeRts 1nolv
A

,

e-cway/.11.-

.

two-way cotmunication coMmuniation style, -1*Alcles:-.for Cilmmunication

o

-conditions for-effective-cOmmunicatiOn-andAualit- o -the-measago,

are considered essential elements miithirCthe"mOdel. far an effective

home-school-community relations program.
4

Involvement.

Involvement is defined as "the active participation of the

several subpUblice in various aspects of analysis, communication, and

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

180). Involvement includes both programmatic and onprogrammatic

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

evening programs, volunteer programs or other structured events.

Nonprogrammatic activities are those which the individual has little

control over,thq agenda, people involved, or eventual outcomes.

Examples of.nonprogrammatic activities are spontaneous interactions

between parent and school person, confrontations with parent groups,

braihstorming,and'problcm-solving sessions.

Bome of the activities whicS have been identified as providing

effective communication between the achool and school community in

IGE schools, are: 1) home visits,.;) parent visits to the sdhool, .

3) parent-teacher conferences, 4) community volunteers, and 5) parent

Toresentation on the Instruction and Research Units and the
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Instruction Improvement Committee. The assumption for involvement of

the school community wAin the school is that students will directly

benefit from their assistance. Secondly, the4sehool community will

likely perceive IGE as a Vifible program and wilf support.the innovation

and changes taking place.

Resolution

Resolution is defined as an objective of the home-school-

community relations progral which uses the processes of analysis,

communication, and involvement in determining conflict, allocating ,

resources, choosing values, and distributing power. In resolving

actual or potential conflict, four modes are postulated: 1) the

rational decision process, 2) persuasion, 3) bargaining, and 4) power

play (March and Simon, 1963). Utilization of the best mode of resolu-

tion is necessary for solving home-school-community relations problems.

In summary, the resolution of actual or potential conflict involves

proper analysis of issues and participants, effective communication,

appropriate involvement of the school community and utilization of

the most useful mode of resolution'whether it be rational decision

making, persuasion, bargaining or power play techniques.

6 .6464

Boundary Spanning Concepts

Leifer (1974, p. 1) contended :

...an organizational boundary indicates a limit on the ,

extent of the organization. In 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
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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

organization's interaction with its environment are clearly defined

to membership in the organization. Thia concept of boundary spanning

)

was employed to identify the responsibilities within the school.

According to Krupa (1976, p. 40), Figure '4

depicts the integration of boundary spanning cohtrol functions
with the Home-school-community RelationsiModeZ.', To attain
the primary objective of the resolution'tif Conflict and

sthe allocation of resources, values, and power the school
must be involved in the operational ftinctions or objectives

of analysis, communication, involvement, and resolution.
These objectives are operatiohalized thrbugh a series of
school control.functions ranging from the determination, of 1'r

the intended interactions, and the school personnel roles
and responsibilities, to the evaluation and assessment of
the interactions as they relate to the attainment of the

primary objective. The development of the instrumentation
was specifically related to the functions, objectives, and

interactions as indicated in this integrated model.

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 ttle home-school-community
enyironment andt2) allocation of scarce economic resources,
differing social values, and unequal political power"
(Bowles and Fruth, p. 1).

Primary interaction patterns% the interaction between the school
and the community at four interdependent levels which influence
the type of instructional program within an ICE school.

7 6
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RESOLUTION OF CONFLICT ANn THE ALLOCATION
OF RESOURCES, VALUES AND POWER

SCHOOL OPERATIONAL FUNCTIONS IN NOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Aralysis, Communication, involvement, Resolution

1 1 1 1

I° BOUNDARY SPANNING

Determine Identify Units Assign Organizational Implement and Evaluate and

Target I* of Interaction -*Roles and Rcsponsi- *Conduct
Units of Assess Units of

' Audience or Activities bilitieS Interaction or Interaction or

Activities: Activities

OONTROL FUNCTIONS

50

Superintendent/SPC

Principal//IC

Unit Leader/UR Unit

Teacher

Child

* Home

* School Community

Fig. 4. Source:

District Community

Walter E. Krupa, "An Analysis of Home-school-

community Relations Activities in IGE Schools,"

Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of

*Wisconsin-Nadison, 1976.
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Operating functions: analysis, communication, involvement, and
a resolution as defined in the previous Action.

Boundary spanning: the roles and responsibilities regarding;the
organization's interaction_with its environment which is
clearly defined to the orgaazational 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 analysisl dommunical

'don, and fesolution through programmatic and nonprogrammatic
interaction. -

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

000

importance: thetipiegree to which an Activity is perceived as having
significan8e.

Activity: "a task.leading to the satisfactory completion of an
objective which consumes either time or resources", (McIsaac,

et al., 1972, p. 4).

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

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

4esearch Questions

Feyrteen 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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importance, and effectiveness of each activity as perceived by staff,

parents, and nonparents.

1. What are the programmatic and nonprogrammatic home-achool-
community relations aCtivities as perceived by staff,
parents, and nonparents?

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 activity in terms
4the primary interaction patterns as perceived.by stiff,
parents, and nonparents?

4. Who is primarily responsible for each of the control functions
for the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities as per-
)

ceived by staff, parents, and no,nparents?

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 ihe effectiveness of the
programmatic anenonprogrammatic activities and the control
functions as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?

7. What is the relationship between the importance col the

programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities 4nd 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 ihe operating

, functions as erceived by staff; parents, and nonparents?

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

16
nonparents?

10. What is the relationship between the effectiveness of the program-'
matic and nonprogrammatic activities and the primary interaction

patterns as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?

11. What is the relationship between the importance and effectAve-
ness for each of the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activi-
ties as perceived by sfaff, parents, and nonparents?

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

parents, and nonparents?

9
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13. Wat is the relationship between the
patterns and the operating functions
parents, and nonparenta?

14. What is the relationship between the
the operating functions as perceived
nonparents?1

primary interaction
as perceived by staff,

do

control functions and
by staff, parents, and

Figure 5 is provided 45 an explanation of the-relationShips

the fourteen research questions.

Ancillary Questions

Two ancillary questions were developed for determining-signifie-

!zant mean differences between groups at the keL..05 letel. The mean'

differences.were found for the importance and the effectiveness.of the
itt1

programmatic and nonprogrammatie dciivities in a school's home-schdol-,

community relations program:

1. What are the mean differences between ale importance of each

programmatic and nonprogrammatic activity 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, parents, and nonparents?

Methodology

The meihodology of the study is composed of four phases consist-

ing of: 1) an exploratory phase, 2) instrument refinemdnt phase,

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

80
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1

ACTIVITIES

A

Analysis

Communication

Involvement :

Resolution

Q14

Importance

Q9

Q11

Q13

#

Effectiveness

Q5 Control Q6

Functions

Q12

,Primary

Interaction

Patterns,

Q3

Q10

Figure 577.A Graphic Explanation of the RelatiOnships Among the Fourteen Research Questions
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phase I

a

Exploratory

The expl5ratory phase of the study involved refinement of the

Rome-school-CoMMunity Relations Model. Refinement of the model con-

... .

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

relations, Afterviewing selected-school staff personnel and cifizens

for identification of programmatic and nonprogrammatic home-school-
. ,

.,. .,..,

coMmupity relations.activities, and utililing.a panel of experts to..
_

aesist.in incorpOratipg the new inform.44oninto the model.
!,,,%

. ,''%g'

,SaMnle

The staff of a multiunit school'and twenty-four selected

citizens were identified

study being conducted by

and asked. toutooperate7.inan exploratory

the researcher:between December 1975 anal'

arch 1976 '(see AppendiX Erfor correspliOndence). The school was

.identified according to the followinvcriteria: 1) involved,in iGE

-

for two or more years, 2) established an Instructional Improvement
I.

Committee.(IIC) which meets at least once a week," 3) organized as

a multiunit school,-and 4) implemented the Instructional Programming

Model in at least,one curTicUlar al6a4 \

The individuals selected from the school steif were the prin-

._cipal; six unit leaders, a teacher from eaCh unit two7instuCtiorial

aides, and four:classified personnel. A telephone conversation was

held with the principal to explain the pUrpOse of the stud and. identify,
,

liPbse individuals to'beinterviewed. .The prinCipel then selected the

es. 83
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staff members and establighed a schedke'IO*4hose
(to

o woul4le

, ,,,,,w,, q ,
,,,,-,

.:

The selected CitiZenir=and parenteMere identified accordingy,
..,

interviewed.

a reputational, nemi4ted randOm,".and. noriparent technique. Five

to

reputatiohal citizens were selected.;udingAS the-criterion that they
_

. _

hold a public offVe in the communitY. The-five nostinated Citizens

and/or parents se.4cte4 Were .indiv;104'441 fmes ere obtained

Orough the ,interviewing process. 4ght, pare randomly selected
-

through the use of'a table ofidOdoms numbers àp1.ed to the school's
. .

student class The six tionvitit'enttizens were identified Irom

a lisedevelopedlktheSchook 440.1140t*#0:.

,ALi*emi-stTrtpred't?pen,t ded,,interview-wae, constructed in

.2: 4'
etder io''SchieveleaCriptive xeSpOs100 Operating functions of

.

commOibation,,inVblveMe4and tesolution. Good (1966)

-identifiedadvantagithis rec#01qUe as being the stiMulus and
,

Confidential allitionShik'whithintierent in this method and the'

possibility,oc4ollowlng up leada4ndfaues with the availability of'
,

at4ess tblurther tlepondents Fox (1969) indicated that this Method

is'most'appropriate when the researcher's purpose is to seek.informa-

tri.on at the.43urfSce:or sub-surface level. The use of well-choosen-

:questiOns.ntilizes the most efficieni and effective datafgathering

method.

'Y.

Tbesemi-structured -interview was utilized to allow the

ieseatAei to ask specAfic questiOns but also to have-freedom. to,ask

adqtional questions which may preyide clues tothe identification of

84,
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A.:

the operatin ctonsg ni. The first researcrquestion asked to all'ilk
4

J

respOndents was: '"What are the programma4c (formal) and nonprogram 1

.matic (informal) home-school-cOmmunity relations activities in your-
1.

. . .

c
.

.

school? From this question additional questions were developed (see

Appendix A Interview SChedule). A checklist was:utilized to ensure .

that all research questions Were covered by the interviewer.

g
,

The open-ended question, design was used primarily to:reduce.,

,

-artificiality and to increaa*Apport. .".16formation produced throUgh

one o0en-ended question often is far superior to that obtainedLby

even an extended series of closed question's on the same,topic" (Sharp,

1973, p. 6). -The questions were designed as an attempfrto identtfy
, .

the progipmmatic and nonprogianimatic *6e-school-community relationi
.

activities.

.merton et al. (190, pp.:i2-11)14tated that, 110ne of the

principal reasons.for the use of-interiieWstathe than questionnaires

is to uncovef a diversity-of-relevant responses, Whether or nWt thae

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

several'advantageak3in the interview appro yman (1954) listed

the advantages of intetNews as: 1) controlling for contextual

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

insight into questions throughlsprobing and amplifying. Johnson

(1950) iridicated that interviews: 'b facilitate control, 2yallow

for observation, 3) increase motivation,. ahd 4) effect against non-

responses. Gordon (1969) gave the advantages of interviewing as:

1) motivating respohdents to give accurate and complete information,

85
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2) providing opportunities to direct the refiendent in-the interpre-
s'

tation of the question, 3) allowing fle.x.ibility in the respondent's

ability to reSpond, and 4) providing an opportunity to evaluate validity

of information through observation of nonverbal manifestations of
o

the respondent's attitude." Richardson, et al (1965) stated that the

4

?"--
two advantages from moderately (n questions,are: 1) the respondent

feels his opinion is important, and 2) the responses.may be more
'

vidid than clode-ended questions because individuals tend to give .

yes/no answers 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. Rapport 4as established through informal conversa-

tion with each respondent" which included the purpose of the stud

a statement or confidentiality, and summaries of responses durin
J,

the interview. Respect for the opinion of the interviewee was stressed

along with die importance of frank and honest/responses. It ii

,

anticipated that the bOn7.threatening nature of the research and. the

relaxed attosphere of the interview increased the probability of

vslid responses.

The operating functions of analysis, communication, involveMent,

0
resolution'were constructed as probes'in eterminin&which program-

. .

-maticOlhd nonprOgrammatic activities.were.Wi,:SchoOr's home-school-

community, lations prOgram ASee AppendWitfor wording of questions).

' The progr tic questions were adapted from 'the literature and the

R and D Center-research-.on home-school-communiir relations in several

01,

86
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exemplary ICE schools. The list of aggivities were rank-ordered by

practitioners.A a panel of expert64'

-students irniolved in-home-school-commUnity'reiationsreSeei4b. The
.

.

rig, prof.essori and

4robes in the Interview schedule were consttUcted rank-ordere

;

'list of activities. 4v

The probes developed for the nonprogrammatie activities were

cOnstrutted from the literature and through the aid of personnel .

from the R and D Center involved in research in hcae-school-community

relgtions. Ttiese mere:e,
W'rl.t,plpenness and-willingness to help on the3part of

'administrators and teachers.A.

ndlineis 'on part of the total staff .

tudents'ilRing school.

ejl*To and PAC Serving As a sounding"board regarding
xisting anci.peoposed policies and practices.

.P14;

Facili4esiterving as a community resource.

Communication and involvement of non-parent adults.:
Pt

inc1pai7s and-teacher's response

telephon. o)
\ ).

thi respph

rOgrammati
Y ':. ,

comm 4A-

en'trgnte
_

, 0
,' A -;- '%:.,,'

u'All the. 00'grAmm:

to parent's

kedto classify the programmatic

es. 7Zberrding to the operating functions

vekenti_and resolution.
. i0,

18:4PCIllency CC:luny/as

/.
Oime.ic.activities mentioned.

pendik_B), The items'with thel)lignest

`.41

inv;the ass'egsmeni queitionnaire. :Eleven

;!srik'
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of the programa
4

were inciudgd

eleven progr

.
.

.

vities and ten of dienonprogrammatic activities
_ .

ii
uestionnaire. ,The reasone for including onl

and ten nonprogrammatic activities were: 1)

60

.then this number of, flOtivities would have made Ole . questionnaire too,:

long.to adMinister, 0104 there was a logical breaking,point id the

frequency count-between item4 elelien and tWelve.for the programmatic

0-

activities and ten and-eleven for the nbnprogrammatic activities.

'Rank items four and eleven of the nonProgrammatic activities were /

40
collapaed into one ibem'because of theit similarity.

Instrument Validity

Krupa ,(1976) in his research establiShed ;116'cl/tent ahd

construct validity fOr the Assessment instrument used in:this study.

The content validity waa.developed through a study of the literature

and research, ancl 64atination and refineMent by.11 panel of experts.

The validity for the programmatic and nonprogriMatic activities was

established,tkrough a study of the literature and interviews conducted

with selected school svafandati.zems at,the research site.

-60
-'The construct validitY was estitlished through the identifica-

,,.

iion of tonstructs'whfch were obtained froM the.liter4t0e ind a pant?,
,

of'expertd Respohdents PrIlr two;pilot schools crttiquOi ae assess-
, A' x

-411 43:44.
ment instrtnent and the respondents suggesitions.wexe fncoiporated

into the lye tionnaire.
,

Initrument Reliability 110k

In an earlier study by KApa (1976), the Home-school-community

t
,Relatiohs Assessment Questionnaire was,piloted utilizing a test-retest 441,6 '

4
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procedure for the questions.dealing.wi:th the control functions the

.

inte d interactions, and theAlapOrtince and effectiveness of the-
y

activ ties. For all of the questiOns measured by Krupa, a reliability

figu e of .87 or higher was found.
0"

Atnee odifications were made to the assessment questionnaire,

a.test-reteit 'procedure was piloted with several, indthdual; to deter=
,777- . m

mine its reliability. PROGRAM DSTAT2, a descriPtivestatistics and

correlatiOn program in the STATJO serita of.programs, was used for

determining the coefficients of correlation'for each of the progi.ammatic.

and nonprogrammatic activities6,-PROGRAM WISE&STAT. A R, an inter-'

active program in'the Wisconsin Iqformation Systems.f Education,

was used-for det4Mtming the mean Coefficients of correlation for all

the programmatic Ancknonpggrammatic activities. Tables 1 and 2
AO *'

report the test-rç fotlill the activities containesl,i

the home-school-qp questiOnnaire.

,,.1- A

v

44.

4,-.:ct
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Table 1

TEST-RETEST RESULTS OF THE HOME-SCHOOL-COMUNITY RELATIONS
.QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE.NONPROGRAMATIC ACTIVITIES

:

7:

Nonprogrammatic
Activity y4,

62

Test-Retest :

Coefficients of
Correlation 0

Significance for
Coefficients of
Qorrelation

1. Parent visits to I
'the school

2. Students' enthus
in school activit .707

3. School facilities serve
as a community resource .86,

4. Staff generates a feeling

tpf warmth a .738'

5. Pirents demonstrate
wort for the school

1,.;

.830

.780,

6. Staff generates a
positive sphere ,887

t

Itinatp f
response parent -calls -.923

A.;

-

8. Parents have acceSe'
Q

to staff

rates rappor4g9. Staff-
between tiemselves an,, ..-sei

.603paren4a

.193

10. Staff works well, toget err,

planning activities for
children .910

Average correlation forti the activities wab r = +.829.,

.000

.008

.000

-4.

.0P5'

.002

.000

_

.000

.558

*-

tivity 8 was not included,inthe averaging of the,correliiiions.

44'
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Table 2

TESTRETEST RESULTS OF THE HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS.'
ASSESSMENT.QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

...Programmatic

:Activities

Test-Retest Significande for
Coefficients. of - Coefficients of

Correlation .Correlation
,

''--

1. PTO

2. Parent-teacher.
conferences

3. Nolunteee*40:
program

4. Christmas and Spring
music programs

45: Parent aditisOry board

6. School neWsletter

7. Positive cards calls,

and notes

8. Use ef community
resource--'petTle

. 875

.630

.699
40

.882

..874

-.355

.215

parent.questionnaires
or surveys .871

10. Articles in the
local newspaper

II. Progress rtp,Ort

'062

A72

.009

.026

.009

.000

. a
.266 14

. 000

. 003

.000

Average correlation for all the activities was r = +.814.

Activities47 and 8 Wergi not includedin the averaging of-the cOrre

91
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Table 1,00A the coefficients.of correlation test of reliability
m77

for the nonprogrammatic activities. All of the nonprogrammatic activities

were found to have a significance level. of r<.05 except for activity

eight. Thisictivity, "patents have acceas to staff;" was found to have

a weak cort41ation and therefore will not be considered in the final

results reported in Chapter four:-

Table 2 reports4he coefficients of correlation test of reliability.
. .

for the programmatic activities. Most of the activities were foun4 to

be significant at the r <.05 level except for activ

eight. These activities, "positive cards, calls, and n'

seven.and

' ancluse of

community resource people," were found to be extremely weak as coefficients

0 ,

of correlation and will not be used in reporting the final results In

Chapter four.

The nonprogrammatic.and programma acfic.tivities, "parenta,have
.access to staff," "positive cards, calls, and notes," and "uih'of community

included in the questionnaire and reported in theresource people," were

tables found in Chapter

findings or conclusions

inide qiiiatfinnaire and in Chaptei three.

three. The reader should be cautioned that no

'were iMplied from the presence of-these actAities
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phase /1

Instrument Refinement

:-

Based on the findings fromThase 1, refinement of the Home-

A

school-community Relations Assessment Instrument was conducted. The
.

programnatic and nonprogrimmatic activiiies identified in phase I were

incOrporated into the assessment instrument. Tevelopmen"of the
.

original instrument watt detailed by Krupa (1976). construction of

the instrument Ronsisted of: 1) development of questions, 2) scaling,

3) background data, 4) instrument format, 5)*instrument.validity, and

6) reliability.

An additional ques;ion relating to the planning process of

q
home-school-community relations activity wilk added- to augment the

control functions.
: / .

The Likert format (scaled ratings of 5-1) for importance and

effeetivenesa were-changed to include headings for each-:itterval. Th

new items were scaled ata 5-Extremely Effective, 4-Very Effective,

' 3-Ef ective, 2-Scimewhat Effective, and 1-Ineffective.

, The question relating to the

each

intended interaction activities

of ihe assessalent instrument was changed fon a qingle rispohse
. .

,A.:-' ,,
question to a multi-response ,question,utillring a

. , . .: ,

fivefOr each of the four reappnies. keeponee

. ,,,-;,

i.

this question primarify to force the
, .

thelquestion.

the qustion about

assessment instrument was changed to
, tp,

b form at
0 -

was eilminated from

reSpondents into rank-ordering

the operatingAiunctions of the
-Tr

a rank-order format. Response

''

65
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five was eliminated to force the respOndsnts bat) rank-ordering the

question,

The last page of the.oassetisment instrument was Oiminated
4

completely. 'Since theSe luestiona'Were_originajtiyeap
;...;,7". ;.7

tions of the operating,lunct -i'sed4ded

ing the rank-order method in 41-6OPeratin functions question WaS

adequate in gathering the necessary data for this Study.

66

IheTOSnS1 of experti-frOmLthe Department of Educat onal Admin-

igration, University. of Wisconsin, and the.R ankro Center personnel .

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

foi input both during and after changes Were made in the refinement

.tf the assessment instrument,

phase lit::

Administering the Instrument

Upon completion of the refinement .of the Some-schoolCommunity

Relations AsseSsment Instrument, ihe revitted instruhentation was

administered by tlxjaearcher to fifteen student and faculty

membersk.in the Dep of EdUcational AdMinistration at the Univer--
sity of Wiscoisin-Madison. The researcher(4gaveAral instructions to

each person on coMpleting the quedtUnnaire.and asked fortheir:

--) MI
comments.and cotstructive criticism of the assIrsment instrument.

, .

Additional modifications of the questionnaire were made from their
,P

COMMdatS agg'CritiiiSm.

, II
..,)

94

0
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The questionnaire was administered to three different popula-

tions including:, l),the entire subject elementary school staff,

2) forty-one parents se/0 ted.randomly, and 3) thirty individuals

(hereafter referred to as nonparents) who liVed in the elementary

school attendance areal. All of the citizens were eigVeen years of-
.

age older, and.did not have children or did not have children

attending this school: Three seRArateqU ionnaires were administered

t45the differentpopulations (see Appendix C). The questionnaires were

colOr coded for easy identification, adminisimation andscoding.

Oral directions for taking.the qestthnnairê .were given to

all.threeyRop la;ions (see Appendix D). In Administering the question-

maire to the s ool staff, individuardirec.tions Were-even to'the

(
_

classified-personnel, and group directions were given to each of the
A: . otx.f. ,

-sr,

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

-administer the- .qUestionnaikdning-L-their-regularly scheduled unit

meetings instead of one larg svtaff meeting. The total staff popula7
A

tion was thirtp-six whieh'included:. .1)ctwenty-fou7 teiaers, 2) seven

. aides, 3) f6Ur classified personnel, and 4) the,principal. The twenty-foul

qyestionnaires returned represented an 80 percent return.

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

duri .Ithe week the researcher was cotlecting the data at the

elementary school.

A
k

random samplo of sixty Oarents was taken. *This represented
_

tly more than ten Rercent of the parent population. The parent
- _

lation at the time of data collection was 533. Letters were sent

95
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'

.

4

A42thi. random sample of sixtyparents asking for their participation .

. .

in the study (see Appentir..r)..',..',When the researcher arrived at the:

elementary school, all aix parents were contacted by teleOhone to,

... .,.

ascertain their willingness to partiCipate. A joint meeting withthe
' 4

PTO end seleA cted parents was scheduled for Thuriday evening at .7:30 P.M.

OnMarch 11, 1976, For those.parents who could not attend theThureday

evening meeting; additional tiMes were made.ayailabledn'Tnesday,

Wednesday, and'Friday evenings. In addition. -theevening meetings, 4

each day during the week of March 8, 197 Available for:

parInts to either come to the school or .

to them. Forty-one questionnaires were-

percent return.

Nonparents living in the elem

questionnaire brought

4reprasenting a seventT.

°

school attendince area

were selected utilizing a representai1ve sample technique. Ninety-

six percent of the elementary school attendance area.is comprised

of three housing developments: , 1) Development I with 354 dwgllings,
/

.2) Development II with-114 dwellings, and 3) Development III with,

fit4y-eigh.dwellings. Other dwellings not included in the,hoilaing

developments totaled seventeen. The data for determining the, number

of dwellings (houses) in the housing lelopments were obtained

from the Plat.Books found in the County Assesior's office. The

dwellings occupied by elembitaryh school parents were subtracted.from

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

.

ksample size of siXty)was determined as being repre!entative- f,the

,
Phonp"arent,population. The number of nonparents !elected froM each

).

! housing development is found in TablO03.

9 6
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TABLE 3

NONPARENTS SELECTED FROM EACH HOUSING DEVELOPMENT
FOR SAMpLING

Total Number
Of

Dwellings.

. Number of
NOnparents
Dwellings

Number of
Nonparents
Sampled

Development r 354 '194 40

Development II 114 56 12

Development III 58 27 5

116

Other 17 17 ' 3

°Total 526 - 277 .
go

Each nonparent 'selected feceived'a telephone call and was asked

to,participate in the study. Twenty nonparents either refused to

participate or wanted the questionnaire mailed to them. Since oral

directions were given, no eluestionnaires were mailed. Several

questionnaires were delivered to.reepondents who could not come, to

the school. Ten questionnaires were never returned. ,The total number

of questionnaires returned Sy the nonparenti Was thirty representing

a 50 percerkt return. 'r

.-Polible 4 summarizes the number.of,questionnaires administered

and returned.

9.7
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TABLE' 4

QUESTIONNAIRES ADMTNISTERED AND RETURNED BY
SWF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

, .

Sample,:

Size

Staff 36

Parents .60

Nonparents 60

Number of
Question-
naires
Adminis-
tered

30.

60

60 ,

Number of
Question-
naires
Returned

:24

43.

30

Percent,
RetUrned

80

70'

70,!

1

Phase IV

Description of the Statistical Analyses
Performed on the Data

(Four statistical ana/yses were performed qn the data ig this

study. 'Two of these.analyses wereperformed by pre-package'd -

programs from the University of Wiscbnsin Academic Computing Center.

Two .of the analyses were performed by programs from the Wigiconsin

Information Systems for Education. PROGRAM DSTAT2-,.a descriptive

statistics and correlation program in the STATJOB series fif prograrqs,

was used for determining the means and standard deviationa of the'

programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities in,a schoo6 home-
.

scilool-community relations.program. 'The means were used in finding,

the priority ianking of each activity in terms of the operating

I..

9 8
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,ctions, and the intended interaction of each activity in terMs o'f

6

the primary interaction pattetns.

PROGRAM UNISTAT1: a descriptive statistics program fn the STATJOB

series of programs available at the Madison Academic Computng Center,

,Was used for finding the frequencies and'percent'4es as they related to,

-.the primary roles and responsibilities for each of the cohtrol func-

tIons. InTresenting and discussing the data, 50 percept or more

agreement was use'd for determiniAg the responsibilities for Ale c&itrol

functions.
/

PROGRAM WISE*STAT. ITTEST, an interactive progrash in the

WisConsin Information Systems for'Education, was used for determining

differences between groups. The means-and standard deviations from

DkAT2rwere used for finding significant differences betweeh grOUps,.

at the p..05 level for the ancillarj, queStion as perceived by.staff,,

patento, and nonparents. -

PkOGRAM WISE*STAT. AVECOR, an interactive program in the,

WisConsin Information/Systems for Education, was'used in research

questions five.through tourteen. The mean coefficients of,correlationa

from AVECOR Were used in determining, the relatiOnships for the con-
,

Crol functions, the operating functions, the primary interaction

patterns, the importance, aftd the effectivendss of the programmatic

rand nonprogrammatic abtivities in a school's home-school-commnnity

rel#tions program.

9 9
; A
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Limitations ?f the Study

There are three LimitAtims to the study,. Firsf, the study was

limited to a single ICE multiunit elebentary schnol and, therefore,

the results of 1.1e study may not be generalized to otherjGE schoolS.
_ .

'Second, self-administered instruments utilizing written responses axe

'subject to intervening Variables such as truthfulness in the subjects'-
,

.responses, sinderity, and local environmental"condiffions: Third,

the reliability, measures were conducted with respondents-nnt directiy

involVed in the study. Also, separate administrations were given in

the test-retesttprocedure and interveni.ng environmental conditions

.k

may have infIrieneed the final results.

100
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CHAPTER III

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Thit 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 Quettion One are reported as lists of programmatie 1

and nor:programmatic activities. The data for Research Questions Two

, and Three are reported as means in tabular format. The format for

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

The data for Research Questions Five through Fourteen are reported as

correlations utilizing:a tabular format. The two anciliary questions

are reported in rabular format showing significant mean differences

between groups. The sixteen parts of the analysis are:

1. The program tic and nonprogrammatic activities;
2. The priority ranking'of each activity in terms of

the.operatin functiont;
.1. The intended interaction of each activity in erms

of the primary interaction patterns;
4. The primary revonsibilities for each of the cohtrol

functions;..
5. The relationship between the importance of the

activities and the 'control functions;
6. The relationship between the effectiveness of the °

actiyities and the control functions;
7. The relationship between the importance of the

jectivities.and the operating functions;
8. the relationship between the effectiveness of the

activities and the operating functions;
9. The relationship between the importance of the ,

activities ahd the primary.interaction patterns;
10. The relationship between the effectiveness of the

activitieb.and the primary interaction patterns.
11.- The relationship between theAtimportance aild effec-

tiveness-of the activities.
4
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12. The relationship between ihe control functions and\
the primary interaction patterns;

13. The relationship between the priMary interaction
patterns and the operating functions;

14. The.relationhiR between the control lunctions,and
the operating functions; ,

15.. The mean ciiffertrices between the groups for the
importance of the activities;

16. The mean differences between the groups for the
effectiveness of the activities, - ,

The Programmatic and Nonprogrammatic Activities

The first siep in Analy,zing a school's home-school-community

relations progiam nvolved identifying gn inclusive list oft a 1 the
a

programmatic and nonprogrammati activities, The data gathered were.

from selected sChool staff membe s, patents, and nonpaients.

Research Question 1:

What afe the schopi's.programmatic and nonprograMMatic hornet
school-coMmunity telations activkies? ,\"
Fifty-three prograMmatic and fifty-three nonprograMm4ic activi-

\'
ties were identified (ée Appendix:8). he following Ast of activities

with a frequency of twelve or highe for 4le ProgrammiticuaCtivitieS,
. -

_

,and a frequency of eleven or\higher Iorthe nonprogrammatic activities

was Ailized in the assesSmeht questionnaire.
I

I

.

The eleven programmatii activiI ties identified and used in the
,

assessment queitionnaire were:

1. PTO
2. Parent-teacher conferences
3. Volunteer aide program
4. Christmas and Spring music program
5. Parent'advisory board
6. School deiqsletter

Sasitivecards .calls, or hOtes

8. Use of communiiy resource people for instruCtiam

9. liarent questionnaires or suripeys

10. Articles aboueschool in local newspaper.

102
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11, Progress report,

The ten nonprogrammatic activities identifie4 and used in the
.

assessment questionnaire were:

.1. The school staff encourages parents to visit, ohserve,
and talk with teachers. )

.

2. Students display their enthusiasm and involvement in
the,many activities provided for them,

3. The school facilities function as a community resource,
4. The staff generates.a feeli4 of warmth nd,f iendliness

toward all.who enter the school,
5. Parents demonstrap,e their pogitive-SUpp rt f9r the school

through their willingness to become inVolved in the sehool
prograMs and activities. 4' '

6. The staff generates a comfortable, non-threateningf
positive atmosphere toward students, Parents, and visitors.

7. The principal and teachers respond .to,parent calls the
iame day or within a reasonable amount of iime,

8. Parents have easy'access to ',the principal and teachers
about concerns no matter how trivial.

9. The staff generates rapport and a feeling of mutual
respect between themselv) and arents. ."

10. The staff works well t ether i planning.activities for

children,

Weak reliabillities were found, as reported in Chapter TWo, for the'.

-
activities, "parents have access to staff," "ppsitive cards, calls, or

notes," ed "use of community resource_peolor instruction."

Although these.activities were'included in the assessment questionnairef

A
.and reported.in the tables in Chapter Three, no.f dirgs or-conclusions

were-developed from these activities as part of the udy,

k
The Priority'Ranking of Each Activity in T

of the Operating.FunCtions,

A
Research Question 2:

What is the priority tanking of each activity in terms of the'
operating functions of analysis, communicatignf involvement,
and resolution as.pdiceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?

In determining.the priority ranking of eacNactivi'ty, the mean

rankings of each activity were found. PROORAM'DSTAT2, a descriptive

,

statisties and correlation program in

10/3

the STATJOB series./of programs.
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available at theMadison Acade ic Compuuing Center, was used.for findIng

the deans. and the standard'Aeviatipna, PROGRkM WISE*STAT,ITTEST,

designed by MgIsaac (1972), is an interactive progrAmin the Wisconsin

Information Sy'stems for EducatOn and waa used for determining differ-

ences between two groUps Utilizingthemeans and,standard deviations,

4.
5 reports the data gathered on each activity. The.non-,

progradmatic activities as perceivedby the staff utith the highest mean

/76
(4.0) were "parent visits to the school," "parents deponstrate support

for the school," and "principal and staff response to parent calls,",

for the operatin function of involvement. Parents ranked,two activi-
'

ties (mean highest, The first activity, "parent visits to the f

/
school," was perceived as a function of communication. "ihe secohd

-.

activ4y, "pareats demonstrate support for-the 6chool," Was perceived d

4

a function of 'communication and involvement, The nonparents ranked

"parents,:demonstrate support for the school," as a function'of communi-

se 4
cation,

.

Table 6 reports the average means for all of the nonprogrammatic
\\

activities for the operaving function.

TABLE 6
4->

AVERAGE MEANS OF OPERATING FUNCTIONSFOR NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

Staff . Parent; , Nonparents-

A alysis 3.3 3.3 3:2

m unication 3,4 3.5 3.1

In ol ement 3.6 3.3

Re ol tion r . 3,4 3..4
0.

3,1

104'
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0
o

4

iTIN PRIORITRANKING OF EACH NOROCRAHRTIC ACTIVIiY IN TERN'S OF THE MISTING

FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED DY,STAT/, SEENTS, AND NON?

b , '

Operating

Function,'

I

Non.

Prograsoiatic
i

Activities

Stiff ,

'' N.24

n
,

0
41 4J

i'J 0 0
4 . 4 0

'PI

.911 '4 ;
>`' i r>4 rde
i u 4 A

Parents

N141

a
'. 0

Irl II
0 a. a
4 0 c)

0 ll 0 141

11 PO ;
7 1 1 't
4

t
8 p4 4- :

... . .

Nonparents

, 11.30 ,

a
0

ipl 41

a a a
01 0 0

A u' 1 11g 0 0
,4 0

41 1 0 0 '

1 u p14 iii

parent visits to the'school
i .

Students' enthusiasmin schoo I
activities , ,

.School faci11ties serve as a

community r1 ek rce
,

Sufflenerate a feeling.'o warmth

. . . ,

Parents demonstrate support for the

echool'

Staff generates a pasitive atmosphere

Princ4a1 and staff response to

pifent calls

Parents,have access io staff

Staff generates rapport between

themselves and parents

Staff' works welr together plannin

activities for children

.

3,5

1.

2.2

3.2

35

3.6

3.9

3.7

3.7

3.8

.

IA

2.5

3.5

3.4

3.6

3.6

i

3

3.8

'4,0

3 5

3.0

3.4

4

3.7

3.7

3.6

3.8

, 33

3 7

3

2.4

33

3'

3.8

4

3.7

3.7

3

3,5

,2,8

2.7

3,3

3,7

3.5

3.

3.7

3,5

3,1

3,8

2,9

2.9

3.5

3.8

3.5

.3.7

3.8

3.7 '.

2

16

3,1

3.1'

3.4

3,8

3.4

35

'3;1

3.5

2,9

17

id

2,8

3;6:.

3.7

3.6

3.7

.4

3,5

3

3.2

2.7

. ,

2.6

2.7,

3.4

3:4

3 6

3 6

3 5

2.9

3.6

.

3.2

2;9

3.3

3,1

3 5

3.8

3.7

3.5

34

3,5

3,1

2.8

3.2

3.43

3.5

3.2

3.3

3.3

3 4

3 3

.

2,5

1.5

,

2.9

3,4

32

3,7
k

3,3

3.2

2.6

..

A

105

4
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Table' 7 shOWs the mean scores for each prOgrammatic activity -in

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

is,

..
.

.

ment, and resolution as perceived by the steff,'parents, and nonparents.
.

1

The activity "parent.,-teacher conferences," as an involVement function

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

pxograWs" as a.resoluiion function received the lowest mean score (1.9)

-

asIperceived by the staft. Parents also ranked "parent-teacher con-

ferendes" highest,(mean 3.8) but as a communication functidn while

1
-

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

resolution fgliction. Nonparents ranked tile activity, parent-teacher

conferences" as a Communication function highest (mean 3. ) While

t'"Christmas and Spring music programs" and "4-choo1 newsIe er"were ranked

last (mean 2.0) as resolution functions.

Table 8 reports.the average mean for all of the 'programmatic

,b

activities as-related to the operating_functiOnst
. N.

3

1 TABLE 8
. ,

NTRAGE MEANS OF OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR,..A.U.PROGRAMMATIC ACTrVITIES

Staff Parents Nonparents

Analysis 2.8 2.9 2.74(

Commynication 3.1 3.3 3.1

Involvement 3.0. 3.0 2.9

Resolution- 2.6 2.7

107 -/
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TA812 '7

MAN PRIORM (AMINO OF EACH. PROGRAM/int =IVEY 'TERM. do TRE. OPERATING

mews AS PERCEIVED STAFF, guns, AND,110NPARERTS

,

. ..,,,

P
.

.

Prograrmatic

Aitivities . ,

,

i
........." .... ..

Staff

11524

a
0

.4 4.1 ,

0

II : 1 104

44

r4., 1 PO4 1

1 .0 04 i

_ Parents
. 1041

,

a ,
0

ivi 41

a 0 d"

II , til ' I 4 .,

V 11 0

..'4' 1 1

i 0 t. i

Nonr3ecsate

1,4 g ,

4.1 a 0

8

1: t
'4 rl41 o o

:
.1 u 0:

PTO 2.9 3,2 3,6 2,8 29 3.3 3 2 3 3,4 3 6 3,4 2,9

Parent.teacher conferences 13,6 3.8 3 9 4 3 6 3,8 3 2 3,6 3,4 3,9 3.4 3.7

*if
Volunteer aide ,progras 1 2 9 2,8 3 6 2.7 2.9 2 8 3.6 2,7 247 2.9 3.1 2,4

Christmas and Spring conic programs
al .

2 1 2.4 2 6 1e9 2 2 4 2.3 1.9 2,4 2,,7 2.6 2.0

Parent advisory. board 3.5 ..3.5 3.4 3 3 4 3,1 3 3,2 3.5 3.4 3,3 3,3

School newsletter 2,4 3,2 2 7 2 2,5 3 4 2.8 2.2 2.4 3,1 2,6 2

?ositive cards, calls and notes 2 6 i 2 6 27 2.8 3 3 2.8 2.9 2.7 3,6 3.2 3

Ise of cccmunity resource ,people 2 6 2,5 2.9 2 3.1 2,9 3.5 2,4 2.9 2.9 3.5 2.4

went questioansires or surveryi' 3.4 3,5 3.3 3.1 3.4 3 3 2 3,1 3 5 3.2 2,9 2,9

cticles in local newspaper 2.4 2.9 2,3 2 1 2.5 2,9 2 1 2,1 2,5 13 2 7 2,3

rogress report . 2 3 2 9 2 4 2,6 2.8 3.3 2.6 2,6 2,6 3.4 2,7 2.5

. )
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Therlintended Interaction. of Each Activity in''Terms .

of the Primary Interaction Patterns *,

Research Question 3:

What,-is the intende4 interaction of each activ.ity-in terms

of the primary'interaction patterns as perceive&by,staff,

parentq,.and nonparents?

80

In analyzingithe data, the means for each activity were.coniputed.

using pROGRAM DSTAT2 for determining the priority ranking,

Table 9 reports the data gathered on each-nonprogrammatic activity.

*
The nooprogrammatic activity,"the principal and staff respónse to parent

calls," rankedilighest (mean 4.3) for the interaction between the school

/
and child,while the activity "the staff workavell together in planning

activities: for children;".ranked last (mean 2.4) for the interaction

between1ce school and.total school district as perceived ty the staff..

Several other activities were found to have means between 4.0 and 4.2.

-1Thvarents ranked two activities highest (mean 4.1) both as

V -
primary interactions betWeen the sChool and child. TheSe activities

-

were "th'e.students' enthusiast in school activities" and "the Staff works

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

lasit 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

to parent calls," highest (mean 4.2) as the primary interaCtion.between

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

11 0
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TABU 9

, t .4

, MSS OF IMM IMPACTION, OF Elia NORROCRANTIC ACTIVITI IN TERIG OF IIIE PRIARY

INTERACTION ?ANEW As PERCEIVED l'i STAFF, 'PARENTS, AND NORARENTS

,

Non. ,

Progtammaelc

Activities',,:

4

Primary

Interaction

Patterns

Parents visits to the.school

"Students enthusiasm in school

activities

School.facilities serve as 1 .

community resource ,

Staff generates A feeling of warmth

parents demonstrate support for the

school

Staff generates a positive atmosphere

Principal and staff responsl,to

parent calls

' Parents have access to staff

Staff generates rapport between

themselves,and parents.

Staff work(' well together planning

activities for children

Parent

141

1'
Sonparents

1030

4.2

3

4,1

307

3,5

3.6

3,6

3.8

4,1

4

4,3

3,8

4

3,3

3.1

3.1

3

3,5

3.5

3.3

3

2.7

2,3

2,8

2,6

3

2,9

3

2,7

2,6

2.7

2.4

4.1

3.1'

.3,8

3.7

4

3.7

3.7

3.6

4,1

,3.6

3.0

3.8

4

3,7

3

4

3,8

3.6

3.3

3,1

3,7

3,2

3.3

3.3

3.4

3,3

3.1

,

3,1

2.9

3,1

2

3,3

2 8

34

2.9

4

3

3

3,5

3.3

3,5,

3,7

vlk
2 11 O
o 0.0 AO'
U u41 UPC

tit n1

3.8

3;8,

3.1

3.6

4

3.7

3.9

3,9

3.5

2;5

3,4

3.3

3,3

3,1(

3.1

3.1

2.8

2.6

2,8

3.0

3

2.6

2:7

lififfiNaWaNNPRIIINWORMgalII

,

f
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°school" (mean 2.5), was viewed as a primary interactiah between the

sChooland the attendance area..

Table 10 reports the average means fof all of the nonprogram7
, .

, matic activities as related to the>4 primary interaction patterns.
z 2 '--

' -010-,:,; '
.

.,---- . ,thtt r2-4
417.

TABLE 10

AVEftAGE MBAN's OF PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS
FOR'ALL NONPROGRAMMAVC ACTIVITIES

82'

_

Staff :Paten'ts Nonparents

i
,School & Child 3.7 3.1 , 3.5

School Eellome 3.8 3.7 3.4'

School & Attendance Area 3.2 3.3 i 3.1

School & District 2.7 3.0 2.8

Table llreports the'data gathered on each programniatic activity.

The programmatic activity, "Christmas and Spring music programs," ranked

-highest (mean 3.9) as a primary interaction between the school and'child

as perceived b'y ate staff. The staff ranked (mean 1.7) the acti

"progrpss report," last as avrimary interaction 6etween the school

the total school district.

I

,

Parents ranked the actiVity, "progress feport;" highest (mean 3..0 1

as a primary interac On'etweenthe achool and the home while nOnparents

ranked the activities,"'"parent-teacher conference40 600an,4.1)highest

-as the intended interaction,between the school and homes.. Nonparents,ranked

11 3
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A

TABLE 11

WS 10 INTENDED IgITILACTION OF EAdi FROGPMATIC ACTIVII7 IN TERMS OP THE PRIMARY INTERACTION
,

1111ERNS AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND PNPARENTS 1;

..

'.

4

'rJ 0
CO

411g

pl V

00,Ati
tt

.

4

'0 0 '0
CO
0,Ciu
A
og 0$400 0a
fit fi,(44

Nonparents

i MO

pi

14 tatJ

i 1
0 o oc ok
0 0 00440a
1 ;6. z w xt

Pa'

.

\-,
1 '

.

,
.

'Staff'

.o
N.24,

0 .0

1 '0
C C

14 4

Pi , r4

2 o

t t

°

w'

"
r"
ri .11Cri

1:

Parents

N41

or4 1

0 1:

'V '0
C C

' 4 4

ri

0 0

1' '11

'ar

'olunteer

hristmas

arent

elool

)sitilie

le

'rent

tides

ogress

.

t.teacher conferences c

, .

aide program' '

and Spring music programs

al/ ory board

miletter

cards, calls and notes

of community resource people

questionnaires or 'surveys

,

in local newspaper

report
$

.,

I

2.5

3 8ip

3

3,9

2,4

i 2

3.9

i

3.1

2.4

3

3,5

'3.1

l' 34,

1

3,3

3.7

3,1

4.7

3.6

2.8

3.1

i 3

3.2

2,5

2 7.
.

2,4

2.9

2.7

2.8
4

2.43

2,6

2,2

',3.3

2.4

2 2

2,1

2,4

2,7

2,1

2

2.4

1,9
)

3,3

1,7

2.5

3 2I

.3.2

3,5

2,3

3,1
I

3.3

3.4

2.3

2.9,

1.4

3,3

.

3,2

14

3.,

3.5

14

2:7

3.1

3

3.6

i

2,6

.

2.7

,2.6

2,9

2.8

,

,

2,5

2.3

2.3'

,2.6
,

3.1

2.7

2 4

2,3

2 3

2,3

2

1.8

'2

2.2
a

3,1 .3

2,1

2.5'

3,5

3,4
,

3,6

2,

3.4

q

4

3

2,5

1,

3,8

3.2

4,1

3,2

3.7

3.1

3,6

4,1,

3

3.2

3.4

114

4

2,8

3

3,2

3,3

11

3

2.8

3

Li

17

2.6

2,7

2.2
I

2.8

,2,9

3,0

2,4

2.3

2.9,

2,6

'3,6

2,1

115



www.manaraa.com

kast (mean'

tion between the school aç1 the'total schocil district.

6

r

. 1) the -activity, "progresa report,"

84

%.//

as a klmary interac-

S. $..

Table 12 reports i1ie average means far all of the prdgrammatic

/

activities as related to the operating functiOns.

!!,

VI

TABLE 12
°.*

AVERAGEAEANS OF PR IMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS
POR ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES -,

"!

A -

6

Staff Parents Nonpare
=NB

School &.thi1d 3.0

School.& Home 3.3

AttendancelArea 2.6 2.7
Nsj

School:6, District 2.3 ,2.3 2.7

a
Research Questiongif

Wbo is primarilY respft,nsi11e forteach of the control num,-

tions for the progi atic and nonprogrammatic activit&es
aa perceived by staff; parepts, and nonparenta

,

.In determining

1

who i primarily responsible for each of the

control functions for the ogrammatic and nonprogrammatic activitles,

frequencies and percentages were found. PROGRAM UNISTAT1, a descriP-

tive statistids program in the STAtJOB series f programs available at

the Madi-son -Academic Computing tenter, was u d for finding the fre-
.

quencies and percentages for Tables 13 through 48.

Table 13reports the data:regarding the responsibility-for con-

ducting or carrying out the nonprogrammatic activities as perceived by

11 6
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ABLE 13 P

PENCEITAGE OF ROLE nicumBEnsl RESPO IBILITIES INDCONDUCTING ol CARRYING

ACTIVITIES IN THE HOME7SCHOOL.COMMUNITY, RELATIONS PROGRAM AS PERCEIVED BY

'f.

THE mown=
STAFF

Non.

programmatic

, activities

Parent visits to the school ,

Students' enthusiasm in school

activities

School facilities serve.as a

4commudty resource t

Staff ginerates a,feeling of (argil

Parents demonstrate support for. the

,school

/
Sta;;,generatea a positive atmosphere

frincipil and staff response to

parent calls
t

Parents have accessoto staff

Staff generate's rapport between

themselves and parents

Staftworks well together planning

activities for children

117
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.4 \

,
N

the staff. Seven cells
if

Table 13 indicate 50 percent or more\ggree-

ment regarding who has tice responsibirtty for condutting or carrying

out the activities.. Over half the staff indicat d.that the I.& R Unit
. j

had the responsibility for conducting or carryin out, "p'arent visits

to schoo's," "students' enthusiasm.in school ac iVities," and "the -

86

staff works well together in planning activities for children:" Over

sixty percent of the'staff a so indicated that the teachers had the

responsibility for conductingJpr carrying out the; II staff generates a

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

principal and staff response to parent calls," and "the staff generates,

rapport between themselves and, parents."

;Table 14 reports the mean percentage of the responsibility for

conducting all the nonprogrammatic activities, as perceived by the

staff:

TABU 14

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

Role Percentage

1.

2.

3.

-
Teacher
I-& R Unit
Principal

37

,..,,
31
10

4. IIC- 6

'5. Other 5

6. Board of Education 3

7. Superintendent-Central Office 3

8. Parent Advisory'Board 3

9. No one 1

10.
. Q

SPC' ..4

11. Unit Leader .4

12. Other'Parent Group .4

119
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Table15 reports the data regarding the responsibility for

conducting or carrying out t Snonprogrammatic activities...as perceived

by the parenn. One cell_in Table15 ates 45 percent or mo

/
agreement regarding Who has the reslionsi ility foecondUcting or carry--

V A
.

..

ing out the activitieg. Forty-six percent of the respondents indicated

that the principal had responsibility for.conducting.or carrying out ?

theacftvity 7parent visits school%7Table 16 reports the meanVer-
. .

centage bt the r ponsibility-for conducting all the. nonprogrammatic

004
activities as perceived 157 the parents in the fbllowing rank order:

lr , TABLE 16

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF REI'ONSIBILITY FOR CONDUCTING OR CARRYING
OUT ALL NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED HY PARENTS

Role
1

Perdentage

1? ,Principal /(
2. Teacher
.3. I&RUnit
4. Other
5. IIC
6. Parent Advisory Board
7. 7Unit Leader
8. Other Parent Group
9. Board ofEducation

10. Superintendent-Central Office
11. No One
12., SPC/.

31

18 (

17

6

5

2

2

2

Table17 reports the data regarding the data regarding the respon-

sibility for conducting or carrying out the nbnprogrammatic activities

as perceived by the nonparents. Three cells in Table17 indicate 50

percent or more agreement regarding who has the responsibility,for con-

lir

ducting or carrying 6ut the activities.

1. 120
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TULE 15

PERCENTAGE al 1012 PICUNIENTS' RES ONEIBILITIES
=vim a CAIIHNO COT TEE MADAM ,

ACTIVITIES IN TRE
ECO-SCROOL.COPSURIlY RELATIONS ?BOGIE AS PERCEIVED BY PARENTS

Non-

programmatic

activities

41
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Parent.visitl to the school 2 46 2

Students' enthusiasm in school

activities 5 12

School facilities serve as a coomunit

resource 20 22 2 37

Staff generateie fpeliog of meth 44

Parents demonstrate support for

the school 2 22

Staff,generates a positive atmosphere 2 34

Principal and staff response to

pareet calls 2 42

Parents have ACCOO1 to,steff 56,

Staff generates rapport between

themselves end parents 27

Staff works well together planning

Activities for dhildren 2 15
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123

/AILS 17

PINENTACI 0? ROLE INCoMBENTS'RISPOMIIILITIIS IN CONDUCTING OR CA11130 our rut NOMOCAMMATIC

ACTIVITIRS 3 TIN RONCHOOL.CONNITY 'MATIONS PROM AS num 11 MOORS

Non.

programmatic

activities
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Parent visits to the school

Students' enthusiasm in school
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School facilities serve As a

community resource

Staff generates a feeling of warmth

parents demonstrate s4port for the

school

Itaff generates a positive atmosphere

Principal and staff response to

parent calls

Parents have access to staff

Staff generates rapport between

themselves and parents

Staff works well together planning

Activaies for children
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Over 50 percent of the nonparents indicated,,,that4the principal
..

- , _c''

had. the responsibility for condUcting or tarrying:Out,the,1 "staff.

generates:a.feeling of warmth," and thecOatoff works.Wella together

in,planning activiies for Aildren." Table 18 reports the mean per-
-

d.
.

centage of the responsibility for conducting.all"the Oriprograifiatic
V

activitfes as perceived by the parents in the following,-rank der:

...TABLE 18

MEAN PERCENTAGE OP RESPONSIBILITY FOR'CONDUCTING OR#C YING

OUT ALL NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVTD BY NO ARENTS

90

Role Percentag

1. Principal 33

2. Teacher 23

3. I & R Unit 10

4. IIC 7

5. Board of Education 6
-

6. Superintendent-Central Qffice 5

7. Parent Advisory.Board 5

8. SPC 4

9. Unit Leader 2

10. Other Parent Group 2

11. No one 2

12. Other 1

Table 19 reportsthe data regarding who is reponsible for'deciding

to include the programmatic activities in the home-school-community relar

tions 'program as perceived by the staff. The highest percentage,42

percent of the staff, indicated that-it was the responsibility of the

teaChers to decide to include 'thristmas and Spring music programs" as a

home-school-community relations activity. Table 20 reports the mean-
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.P.

"92

percentage of decision responsibility for all programmatic aCtivities

in the following rank order:

TABLE 20

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF DECISION RESPONSIBILITi ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THESTAFF

Role Percentage

1. Teacher 17

2. I & R Unit 16

,3. Principal 15

4. IIC 10-

5. ;Other .9

6.-- Superintenden Central Office 7

7. Other Parent roup

8. Parent Advis ry Group 6

9. Board of Education 3

10. No one 2

1.1 MT. 1.

12-.\nit Leader 1

Table 21reporta the data regarding who is responsible for deciding

to include the programmatic activities in the.home-school-community

relations program as.perceiired by the parents. Only two "cells in,

Table 21 indicate 40 percent or more agreement regarding who makes the

decision to include the programmatic activities in the home-dechool-

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

it was the board of edUcation that made the decision to include the

0

"parent advisory board" as an activity. Forty-two percent of the parents

indicated it'was the principal who made the decision to include,-"articles

in the local newspaper," as a home-school-community relations activity.
0.

Table 22 reports the mean percentage of decision responsibility for all

programmatic,activities in the following rank order:.

128
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TABLE 21

FERCENTACE OF ROLE mums' RESPONSIBILITIES IN DEMING TO Ilan TE PROGRANTIC

ACIDITIES IN TB H*SCHOOL.CCENITY MATIONS PROGRAM AS ?Eck) BY PARENTS

Programatic

activities
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94

:TABLE 22-
4

MEAN PERCENTAGE'OF,DECISION RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS

Role Percentage

1: Principal 26'
2. Teacher 10 ,

3. Board of Education 8

4. I & Unit 8

5. Parent Advisory Board 8:

6. Other Parent Group 5

7. Unit Leader, 5

8. Other 2

9. Superintendent-Central Office 2

10. SPC 2

11. IIC .2

12. No one .7

Table 23 reports the data regarding who is responsible for decid-

ing to include the programmatic act ties in the home-school-communitY

relations program as perceived by nonparents. Seventy percent of the

nonparents indlcated that the principal made the decision to include

"articles in the'local newspaper" as a hothe-school-community relations

activity,. Table. 24 reports the mean percentage Of decision reSponsibility

for all programmatic activities in the following rank order:

-fe>.
Table 25 reports the data regarding who is reponsible for planning

to include the programmatic activities in the home-school-community

relations program as perceived by the staff. Fifty percent of the staff

reported that other parent groups had the responsibility for planning

the "PTO." Seventy-one percent of the staff repotted that the'I&R Unit

had the responsibility for planning "parent-teacher conferences."

-Eighty-eight percent'of the staff reported that the teacher had the

131
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TAM 23
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Parent.teacher conferences
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, Parent advisory board,

SchoOl newsletter
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Progress,report
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TABLE 24,

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF DECISION RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL-PROGRAMMATIG.
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE NoNPARENTS

Role Percentage

,l.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

Principal
Superintendent-Central Office
IIC

. I lit R Unit

,B6Atd of Education
Teacher
SPC .

Parent Advisory Board
Other Parent Group
Unit Leader

,

Other
No one

let

,

37

13
lg

7

6.

6
5

5

1
1

.9

.3

responsibility for planning the "Christmas and Spring musid programs."

Fifty-four pertentof the staff reportecrthat the "Parent Advisory

Board" had the responsibility for planning the parent Advisory bard.

Fifty perdent of the staff reported that the other parent group had.the

responsibility foedeciding to intlude the activity,."PTO." Table

26:reports the mean percentage fOr planning all the programmatic activi-

ties in the following rank order:.

TABLE 26

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF PLANNZNG RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC

ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED.BY THE STAFF

Role Percentage

1. Teacher 25

2. I & R Unit 17

3. Principal 11

4. Other Parent Group 10

5. Other 10

6. Parent Advisory Board 8

7. IIC 7

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 responsible for

planning to include the programmatic activities 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:

TABLE,28

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF PLANNING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROG TIC

ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS

Role' Percentage

1. Principal 18

2. Teacher 14

3. I 4 R Unit 12

4. Parent Advisory Board 9

5. Other Parent Group,'.- 9

6. Unit Leader 6

7. 11C 4

8. Other. 4

9. Board7,:ofl Education 2

10. Superintendent-Central Office 2

11. No one .7

12. SPC .9

Table 29 reporta the data regarding who is responsible for plan-

,

ning to include the programmatic activities in the home-school-coMmunity

relations program as perceived by the nonparents, No cell 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 planning to include; t'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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A TABLE 27

4,
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PERCENTAGE 01 ROLE INCUMBENTS' RESPONSIBILITIES IN PLANNING ?CR III PROCIAMNATIC

ACTIVITIES IN 111 RONE-SCHOOL4001UNIIY RELATIONS IROGUN AS PERCEIVED BY MOTS
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TABLE 30

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF PLANNING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE NONPARENTS

Role Percentage

1.

2.

3.

PrinciPal.
Superintendent-Central Office
Teacher

25
11

11

4. IIC A 10

5. I Se\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. Other 2

12. No one 1

Table 31 reports 711 data regarding who is responsible for con- .

ducting the programmatic activities in the home-school-community rela-

tions program as'perceived by the staff. Four cells in,Table 31

indicate 75 percent or more agreement regarding who is responsible

for conducting the programmatic activities. The highest percentage,

88 percent was that teachers were responsible for conducting

"Christmas and Spring music programs." The next highest percenr.

tage, 83 percent, was that the I & R Unit was responsible for con-
e

ducting "parent-teacher conferences." This was followed with

79 percent of the staff reporting that the parent advisory board was

responsible for.conducting the "parent advisory board." Fifty-eight

percent reported that the other parent group had.the responsieility for

conducting the activity, "PTO." Table 32 reports the mean percentage

for conducting all the programmatic activities in the following rank

order:
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PTO

porent.teecher conferences

Volunteer aide program

Christmas and Spring !isie progres

?cent advisory board

School newsletter

Positive cards, cellf-end notu

Use of c unity resource p!opl,14.1

Parent questionnaires or survey's

Articles in local newspaper

Progress report

17

4

50

8

8

4

13

4

4

83

13

4

13

18

88

i3 75

46 38

8 13

4

50

46

25

13

13

58

21

8

29

4

13

50

4
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TABLE 32

MEAH PERCENTAGE OF CONDUCTING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC'
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF

Role Percentage

1. Teachers
2. I & R Unit
3. Parent Advisory Board
4. Other Parent Group,.
5. Other
6u Principal
7, IIC
8. Superintendent-Central Office
9. Unit Leader

10. No one
11. SPC
12. Board of Education

29-

21
11
11

8

7

2

2

2

.4

0

Table 33 reports the data regarding who is responsible for con-

Aucting the programmatic activities in the home-school-community.e1a7

tions

68

for

program as perceived by the parents. The highest percentage,

percent, indicated that the parent advisory board was responsible

conducting die "parent advisory board." -The nekt highest percentage,

44 percent, showed that the principal was responsible for'conducting

"parent questionnaires or surveys." Table 34 reports-the mean.percentage

for conducting all the programmatic activites in the following rank order:

TOO 35 reports the data regarding who is responsible for con-
,

ducting the programmatic aci.ities in the home-school-community rela-

tions progralas perceived by the nonparents. Four cells in Table 35

indicate 50 percent or mote agreement regarding wko is responsible

for conducting the programmatic activities. The nonparents indicated

with 60 percent agieement that the parent advisory board mms.respon-

sible for conducting the "Chrkstmas and Spring music programs,"
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5
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2
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TABLE 34

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF CONDUCTINCRESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES ASPERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS

Role Percentage

1. Teachers 18

2. Principal' 14

3. I & R Unit 14

4. Parent-Advisory Board 11

5. Other Parent Group 9

6. , Unit Leader_ , 7

7, Other 4

8. No one .4

9. Superintendenttentral Offic,e .9

10. IIC ' .9

11. Board ok Education 0

12. SPC 0

Fifty-seven percent of the noniarents indicated thai-teachert were respon7

sible for conducting "progress reports." Table 36 reports the mean per7

centagelor conducting all the programmatic'activities in the following

rank order:

TABLE 36

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF CONDUCTING RESPONSIBILITY ON ALL PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AG PERCEIVED BY THE NONPARENTS

Role Percentage

1. Teachers 26
2. Principal 18

3. I & R Unit 17

4. Parent Advisory Board * 8

5. IIC 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
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Table 37.reports the data.regarding the responsibility for

coordinatingor supervising the programmatic activities. Over 50

percent of the staff indicated that teachers were rOsponsib1e for
:

coordinating the programmaticactivity, "Christmasand Spring
,0.

music programs and "articles in the lodal, newspaper." .The staff

also reported.with. 50 percent agreement:or more that the I & R

Unit was responsib1e'for Coordinating "parent-teacher eonferences,"--

,and "progress reports." Seventy-one percent of the staff indicated

that the principal waS responsible for coordinating "parent question-

,

naires.or surveys./i Finally; 6percent of the staff reported

t4t the parent advisory board was responsiblefor doordinatin&the
,5

parent advisory board." Table 38 reports the:mean percentage of the

responsibility for coordinating or supervising 'allthe prograMmatic

activities in the following rank order:

TABLE 38

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING OR SUPERVISING
ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES. AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF

Role Percentage

Teachers 26

2. I & R Unit 17

3. Principal 15

4. Other Parent Group
5. Parent Ad.visory Board-
6. Other
7. Unit Leader
8. Superintendent-Central Oifice
9. SPC
10. IIC
11. No one
12. Board of Education'

10

5

4

2

2

2 _J

2,

..4

151



www.manaraa.com

152

TABLE 37

PERCENTAGE OP ROLE-INCUMBENTS' RESPONSIBILITIES INPORDINATING OR SUPERVISING THE PROGRAMMATIC

ACTIVITIES IN THE HOME-SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS PROGRAM AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAPP

Programmatic,

activities
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0
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4

8
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Table 39 reports the data regarding the responsibility for

coordinating or supervising the programmatic activities. Only 46

percent of° the parents indicated that the principal had the respon-

Isibility for coordinating "parent questionnaires.or surveys." Table

40 reports the mean percentage of the responsbility for coordinating

or supeivising all the programmatic activities in the following rank

order:

TABLE 40

EAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR COORDINATING,QR SUPERVISING.''. 4

ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED-BY,THE PARENTS

Role -....Percentag&'

1. Princip41
2. Unit teader*,,z .

3. Teaéhers .

4. I &AT:Unit -., .

.

5. Parent AdviSbry .6oard '

6. Ot* PaigRiGrotip i: . /
7. Other. . , l'. .' 1, ...--, K

.1,

.8. Board of. Eftcatioet, - .! °

,

.9. SPC .. P .;s,v-° '6"

10.. IIC ''-a"
i

11. -,:tlo axle
v

12. SuperintendOnt-Central'Officei
.,-*t

., .

23

12
.11

,10
8
8

.7
:..7
;./
d.
.9

r".

V

I ,

, 4
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TABU 41

PERCEI/ACE OV ROLE INCEMBOTS' RESPOMBLLITIES IN COORDINATING OR SUPERVISING TEE PR/MANTIC

ACTIVITIES IN THE ROME-SCHOOL.CERINITY RELATIONS PROORAM AS PERCEIVED BY NOITARENTS.

Programmatic

activities
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Parent-tescher conferences

Volunteer aide program

Christmas and Spring music programs

Wen: advisory board

School newsletter

Positive cards, calls and notes

Use of community resourte people

Parent questionnaires or surveys

Articles in local newspallr

Progress report

20 7 20 37

60 7 17 7 10'

1. 10 7 10 10

3 27 17 7 40

10 3 50 27 3

7 40 10 10 13

37 7 20 13

7 27 20 10 17 13

10 10 53

3 63 3 3 10

33 10 20 10
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following rank order:

TABLE 42

MEAN PERAtTAGE OF RESPONSIBILIZI FOR COORDINATING OR SUPERVISING.
ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE NONPARENTS

Role- Percentage. ---

1. Principal 42

2. Teachers 10

3. I & R Unit 8

4. IIC 7

5. Unit Leader
9

6

6. Other Parent Group 6

7. Superintendent-Central Office 4

8. Parent Advisory Board A
9. SPC 3

10. No one 2

11. Board of Education .6

12. Other .9

Table 43 reports the data regarding the iesponsibility for assess-

ing or evaluating the programmatic activities. Six cells received 50

percent or more agreement as to whom is redponsible for evaluating the

programmatic activities as perceived by the staff. The staff indicated

50 percent agreement or more that the I & R Unit was retponsible for

evaluating "parent-teacher conferences,"And the "volunteer aide program"

as programmatic activities. The staff then 12:icated with

over 50 Rercent agreement that 'the teachers were responsible for,evel.7.

uating the programmatic activity, "Christmas and Spring 'iusic

programs.' `Finally; over-half-the-Staff reported-that-the. parent advi---

sory board was responsible for evaluating the "parent advisory board."

Table 44 reports the mean percentage of the responsibility for assess

and evaluating all the programmatic activitiqs in.the following rank order:

LA
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TABLE 43

PERCENTAC OF ROLE-INCUMBENTS', RESPONSIBILITIES IN ASSESSING 00 EVALUATING THE PROGRAMMATIC
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MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR ASSESSING OR EVALUATING
ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF

Role Percentage

1.

2.

Teachers
I & R Unit

27

22

3. Other 11

4. IIC 8

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 .4

10. Board of Education 0

Table 45 reports the data regarding the responsibilititjor 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-'

gram," and "articles in the local newspaper.", Table 46\reports 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 perceived 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 the mean

percentage of the responsibility for assessing and evaluating all the

programmatic activities in the following rank order:
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TABLE 45

PERCErACE OF ROLE IMBETS' RESPONSIBILITIES IN ASSESSING OR riA ';ING T1 PROGIANTIC

ACTWITIES IN THE WI-SCHOOL.CGCMUNTIY RELATIONS 'PROGRAM AS URGE ED BY PARENTS
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, 4
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TABLE 46

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPOnIBILITY FOR ASSESSING OR EVALUATING
ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY THE PARENTS

Role Percentage

1. Principal 22

2. I&RUnit 9

/ 3.. Teachers 9

Parent Advisory Board 7

5. Other i.Parent Group 7

6. Other. 6

7. Unit Leader 5

8. No one 5

9. IIC 3

10. Board of Education 2

11. Superintendent-Central Office 2

12. SPC .7

TABLE

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR ASSESSING OR EVALUATING
ALL PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES'AS PERCEIVED BY NONPARENTS

Role Percentage

1.

2.

a.

Principal
-IIC

Parent Advisory Board

33

13

11

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,
it

Fisher's 2-transformation was used. Wetterstrand (1973, p. 4-3) defined

the Fisher's Z-transformation as:

Zjk

1 +

loge

rjk

1 - rjk

As r
jk

approaches +1, Z approaches +00 . . .. The Z-transfor-
-

mation is distributed asymptotically as the normal distributinn with mean

zero and variance one. Corresponding to each value of Zjk is a signifi-

2

cance test probab lity, which is the probability that a unit normal

variate is great r than [Z
jk

]. If this test probability is less than
. /

.

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 ot` the nonprogrammatic activities and the control func7

tions. The highest correlation, r b' -.360, was reported by the staff

between itportance and "the staff works well together,planning activities

fv1 children," ap a control function of conducting. The lowest correlation
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- TABLE 49

11

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND

THE CONTROL FUNCTION AS PERCEIVED BY THE STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

ParLnt visits to the school

Students' enthasiasm in school

activities

School facilities serve as a

ccTunity resource

Staff generates a feeling of warmth

?arents demonstrate support for the

ichcol

Staff generates a positive

atmosphere

PNIcipal and staff response to

parent calls

Parents have access to staff

Staff generates rapport between

themselves and parents

Staff works well together planning

activities for children

169,

Staff

N-24

C g
0 44 0 00

01) 0 04 1 +1 0 0 ..I 1 .4
o rr

.4

m

t, .4

4., r
4

o r
to .4 .4 U r4

W

V

+I G If 1i rl 04 C 12
0 4 0 0 1 U 4 C 0 4
CO H 0 0 ) 0 H 0 0 >0NU0 WANUU

Importance

Patents

N.41

.293

.264

.071

.031

.060

.0 ,

.609

.171

.261'

-.150

-.059

-.124

.065

.176

.226

.102

-.221

.122

Nonptrents

0
C
0
V
0
0
0
0

0

'I

,

4

N

1130

m
:
'
W
V
2
V
c
o
U

m
a

u
0
C
4
1
P
o
a
L;

'
:
'4

W
4
2
Po

c .

5
a;

-.065

.068

-.154

.025

.113

.19

.240

.170

.015

.155
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r =+.015, was reported by nonparents between importance and the activi)Ity,

"the staff generates rapport between themselves and parenta," as-a:

*

control function of conducting. Table 50 reports the mean correlations

between the importance of the nonprpgrammatic activities and the control

function'of conducting.

TABLE 50

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN-THE EMPORTANCE OF THE

NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES.AND CONTROL-FUNCTIONS
AS PERtEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS,. AND NONPARENTS

Control Function Staff Parents Nonparents

Conducting r = +:120 r = +.041 r = +.077

Table 51 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

importance of the programmatic activities and the control functions.' The

activity, "volunteer aide program," was Aported to have the highest

correlation, r = -.537, by the nonparenti between importance and the

control function of evaluation. The "PTO" was found to haVe the lowest

correlation, r =,-.001, by parents between ce and t trol

function of evaluation. Table 52 reports orrelation,between

the importance of the programmatic activities and the ontrol functions:

Research Question 6:

What/is the ritlationship befween the _effectiveness of the

pregrammaticiand nonprogrammatic activities and the control

functions aa'perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents?
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TABLE 51

CORRELATIQNS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

AND TRE CONTROL FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

E

Staff

N.24

m
0

DO ...I DO

c u
°m 0 ,. ...I

C 0 "04.100J0
VI vi

91
* 4

v 5 y ot
..1 .51....,...0.01.,
u ;;J 0 0

,m o 0
o ii. (.; Cr 1.1

DO 00

+4 .4coy.
u 4
4 4

1:1 Ai

Importance

Parents

N.41

m
0

NI 44 N
0 u 0
.4 I hi

U
0 .4 m

o
..1

0 0 I
0 0 >
U C.) W

Nonparente

N30

04 .0 40

C u
0 0 ,E0 Ou0u

44 44 U *I I
'0 2 V

C V W

4 0° 0
2 P4' 0 0 >
W a. w

iro .197 -.103 .170 -.404 -.294 .319 .233 -.056 .262 -.002 -.179 -.094 .034 .005 .007

Parent-teacher conferences ,146 -.232 .187 .070 5 -.034 .390 .203 .270 .040 .060 .243 .325 .051 -.134

1

404

Volunteer aide pro am .298 .363 .067 .049 -.170 -.154 -.182 .065 .186 -.092 -.005 -.170 .019 -,208 -.537

Christmas and Sprl g Music Programs .117 .030 .058 -.398 -.051 -.080 -.085 .091 -.3114058 -.126 .014 .031 -.227

Parent. Advisory oard -.162 -.157 -.317 -.249 -.210 -,058 .237 .110 -.072 -.009 -.188 -.192 -.388 -.392 -.026

, School tewsletter -.202 -.149 -.182 -.325 .063 .252 .249 .311 .112 .089 .161 -.082 .267 .099 .476

Positive cards, calls, and notes -.006 ,086 .086 .036 .159 -.078 .002 .507 .073 .030 .176 .226 .154 ,111 .020

Use of comonity resource people .299 .307 .124 .156 .174 .142 .157 .284 .124 -,034 .234 .159 .152 .100 -.016

Parent questionnaires or surveys .372 .277 .367 .132 .002 .085 .1.39 .348 .060 .078 .291 .187 .115 .294 .311

Articles in local newspaper .298 .334 .192 .277 .131, .020 .101 .086 ,134, .147 .270 .014 .063 -.065 .137

Progress report -.285 -.003 -.150 .004 -,168 .013 .119 .266 -.022 .070 .114 -.262 .102 .156 -.268

172
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TABLE 52

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE

PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND CONTROL FUNCTIONS

AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTi

Control Functions Staff Parents Nonparents

Deciding

Planning

Conducting

Coordinating

Evaluating

.074

.072

.056

-.030

-.104

.027

.102

.164

.112

-.014

.099
,

-.009

.097.

.014

-.029

Table 53 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

effectiveness of the nonpro'grammatic activities and the contsrol functions.

Only two cells showed.correlations above r = +.5 phich 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 correlation for the nonprogrammatic activity was

found to be .significant at 2.= .002 level. Table 54Threports the mean

correlationg between the effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activities

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, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

I.

1

.

Staff

N.24

,

to

co 44 U)

C a cmco,40,4mo.40ccu,cuccur.:
.4 .4 u ..i g

14' 4 7 ,9

u u 0 0ee.4 00
9 As 1.)u

Effectiveness

Parents

N.41

ca

DO A to5

a u.c,
,41060.accuzU

.4 .4 0 .r. 0

,9

U 4 0 0 fd

A ;41 8 8
,

Nonparents

N.30

to

00 vi to:cu..
,4 0 ,4

+4 YI 1 LI vi al

OR c;c 0 .>1

1! "A! , 8 8 w

Parent visits to the school 0)

liudents' enthusiasm in school

activities

School facilities.serve es a

co:moitv resource
,

Staff gonerates a feeling of varmtt

?arents demonstrate support for the

school
,

Staff, gcnerates a positive

.atmos,iterc
:

Principal And staff response to

parent calls '

Parents have access to sitfaff

Staff geAretes rapport between 4'

themselve, andoarents

Staif works well together.planning

Activities for children

.584

-.101

/
.282

-.145

\

-,041

-.392

-.100

.593

-,06(i

-.162

.

...

.331

-.037

-.118

-,276

-,021

-.08

-.058

-.098

-.148

.193

.

,

. ,

.215

.037

. .257

.307

-;268

.321

-,069

.272

.198

332

.

.

17 5
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TABLE 54

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE, EFFECTIVENESS OF THE,NON-

PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE CONTROO'AFUNCTION OF CON -'

DUCTIN6 4s PERCEZVED pY STAFF,-PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

thectiveness JO
,

Control Function Stakf Parents Npnparents
A..

f .

of
ConUcting .061 .112

e.

?7,

.

Table 55 TeliOrts the data rilOpding the correlation& between the
. A

effectiveness ofttle programmatic activities and the control factions.

\. A mtderately negatiVe correlation, r = - ,495,..was reporteW by thg staff ,

for the activity, "parent-teacher conferences," in relatipnship to

effectiveness and the control functiOn oi deciding. The one positive

correlation, r +.5, was reported by the nonparents for the activity,

"Parent questionndird% or surveys," in relationshipto effectiveness

and the control_fUnction of deciding. Table 56 reports the mean

correlations between the effectiveness of the programmatic activit/es
4 1 41 \

and the control functions.
ft

,-Research Question 7:

, What is ihe relationsliip between the iiilf5Ortence of the program-

-matic and nonprogratmatic activiries_and the operating functions

as perceived by.staff,' parente,* and nonparents?
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. (TABLE 5

CORRELATIONSIETWEEN THE
t,FFECTIVENESS OF THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTjITIES

AND THE CONTROL FUNCTIONS ASIIRCEIVED Bt THE STAFF, PARENTS NO NTS

,W=71==:=7

0'24'

td N

0 4 60

N tO yl '.4 t' 4 irl i "I 0 44

.0 ,01 u : a
a 1 0 01 0 0 *I 0

'''''I'll. 7 7 1:1 1 7,

7 '0 ,. '' , 1.1 . 1
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4 : C 10 1

1'4 . 0 , ' .0! , a 0 , >
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r.) U RI

Effectiveness

?arents

N.41

parents

N.130

frPt'

orl 00

g 1.1 g
to, eaocugu

o 14 4
10 11 1

+4 e V
U ' 0 4
II io 0 0. )

,0 .14

PTO

Parent-teacher conferences

0'
Volunteer aide prograz

Chrisimas and. Sprin usic Pro rap

Pireet adviaory ka
;Er . ;?11:

, School reisletter

.s.
f

Positivccards, calls, and totes, '7,510

Use "!of cc.anunity, resclace p,eople 44068

s

?alert vestionnaires gt,s

,

ft=11s4.11=1.,.....

,

.303 .351 1.,1 9 -. .407 417 069 .041'-';098' 032 040 111 -.050 454 .302

,;

-.232 -,228 .:$32 , 5 -.125 324 .391 .124 ,061 124 -.071 .359. 342 -.306

032 .230 .015 -.082 -.222 .163 .343 ..131 -.014 .;.331 .433 -.198 -.446

41

'-435 -403 - 317 .249 .024 -.163 130 .188 -.042 140 -.351

-.136 6'1 .444 403t OW 187 .037, 127 054 -.242 -.300 .168 -.038

-,033 ,159 467 ,183 140 ,222 .032 -.174 -,058 .1 .079 ,069 .389

088 -.330 -.043 .185 .139 ,142 066 196 -.055 'i206 .126

.001 .316 ..,426:,335 .415 ..450 .308 ,108 .293 213 .167 .055 ,118

4,35 .37 .3A's .016 .207 079 .309 435 .120 .533 458 .419 .199 .474

.114 '2'14 '474 .009 011 .053' .021, 212 -.055 r.083 -.159 -,02/ .016

.032 .370 ,-.033 091 .123 ,095 .133 .326 -,211 -.014 ,243' 206

Articles in local dr.ispaper .

,

1/4Propos report

rms~menami.wwwww.mrsMormrartommairwarohowerr;amoWswMwmasw~friP
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TABLE 56 4i

MEAN CORRELATIONS BEkEEN THE EFFECT/VENESS OF THE
PROCRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE CONTROL FUNCTIONS
AS PERCEIVED HY,<STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Control Functions

Ef ectiveness

aff Parents Nonparents
1-

Deciding

Planning

Conducting

Coordinating

Evaluating

-.017

-.106

-.155
.

-.093

.027

.058

.172

-.185 .032

.128

-.032

-t041

.047

-.013

lable 57 reports the data regarding the correlations between he

importance of the nonprogrammatic activities and the operating functions

as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents. Four tells were found,

to have moderate corplations at r.= .6 level. The activity, "parents

demonstrate support,for the school," was reported by the staff as having

a'moderate kelationship between the importance of the activity and the

.1Op ,ating function of analysis. The staff also repotted a moderate rela-

41nsh1p,.between importance and the operatinsOfunctiowof resolution for

the a4tivity, "principal and staff response to

repprted moderate correlations for the

together in planning activities for ch

the activity and the operating function

18 0

parent calls." Patents

actiVity.. "the staff works well' ,

dren," between the importance of

of illysts and involvement.
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comAnora SEVERN THE 6fPORTA,
'0FiRiiiONPROGRAMMOIC AcTivints AND THE' OPERATOC,

PUtitTIONS AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Operating

Functions

ss

Staff

N.24

ms

0 CI

(I 0
4 0 vi

orl ol 0
4
N 1 04 PI

D

0 0

0
C..1 1-1

Non-

Programmatic

Activities

Parent visits to the school 1

Importance
sA,$)

3 291 .398 .264 576 380

Students' enthusiasm in school

aitivities

St 01 facilities serve as 5,,

community resources
f

A 's
Staff generates a ,f,elingimf warmth

.198 340 v002 -.179 -.034

. Arent demonstrate support for
b o

t Ai aCial \
.685

generates sS'Positive atmosphen.229

c. ..
cipal and staff responie to'

, preilreakle ,648

Par4Dts have;aceess to'staff .369

,
Sta:r geneiatee Nport between,

emselves and paitite .466

.s.
"Staff works well together planning

ictiVitip ,for chi,ldren s .214

\

519

332

.487

:265

154 ,127

137 .334

.161

.207

,,080

,087

344

.253

390

367

426

,467

347

.467

.357

.517

323

.328

033

381

,298s

.428

234 .132 .270 ..413 201

.263 .104 .083 .158 .462 .358

658 601 600 .635 .361 380

.479

liv

7,

.526 .53k .537 .442 s.333 176

1

182



www.manaraa.com

11110'4':
128 .

i6ble 58 reports the mean correlations,b'etween ihe importance Of the non-
-

programmatic activities and. the operating functions as perceived by

4
staff, parents, and'nonparents.

TABLE 58

IfEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NONPROGRAM-

MATIZ ACTIVITIES AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS'AS PERCEIVED

BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

a,

Importance

Operating Functions (', ,f.. Staff Parents Nonparents
,

',-s

Analysis',

- Involvement .

Resolution.- .44+

o398 .316 V .328

.393 .104 .209

.343 .298 .310
41

, - ,:r.'..-

.307 194 -` ''''"

0!
4

I.

)

e 59 tep.. ;the dat .1t,egarding the correlations bet.(,,Teen the

'theprogrammatic acti operatilig.fun6tions as

e'sfed'.by'StW,,parents, and nonparents. 'TWo cells were found to

;1,74,
. . 't t

A'show siectrigiatiOnships: According to Marascuilo (1971, p. 433)., a

:strong-correla0.on exists flA correlations bf-r-1.-+;7 czr higher in

.- . -
behaVloair.Wtesearch. For the". activity, "patent adviSbr board," Parents

.:,indicapadROCtorrelation, r = +.702, between importance 'of,the activity

,and the-pperatinglunction of analysis. Nonpa(ents indlcate amoderate

r6latiOn;.r = +.623, between importande of thedFt4vity and the oper-

,

- ating function of resolution regarding the "parent advisory board."
5

*

18 j
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TABLE 59 /

COREEiATION BETWEEN THE IMP0RTANCE30? THE PROGRAMMiTIC'ACTIVITIES AND TH2 OPERATING.

1UNCT1 IS AS PERCEIVED,BY STAPP, PAREVIS, AND NONPARENTS

Operating

ainctions 1

?,;

I

Progammatic I

Activities

.

Staff

N.24 ,

e
0

N °t110

yi si A, . li 0
0 C > a

;1 i

_....

Importance

parents

N.41,

c
0

ft! 1 4 .

*I N.1 0) 0
0 C , > 0

rl ri

el I II° 1,04,

.. .

Nonggnts

, c
0

It
IA *I Q , 41

. 0 C ) 4
No pi .4

5 i 1. g'

?T0 9), '

parent-teacher.conferences

Volunteer aide program ,

I

.088

.503

.678

23

275

564

.343

.584

561

-.011

431

.461

458

r L.#

.432

440

.393

.494

.316

204

379

486ki350

370

426

At.

472

233

621

.480

.403

'.594

154

034

545

418

146

514

Christmas and-Spring muiiogr

Parent advisory board

School1 newsletter

Positive cards, calls and notes

!ie of community resace peOle' ,,,,,..356

.
,

?arent ques;donnaires or surveys ,

j:IfY

Irticleir cal newspaper*

il I'
IrOgress't ort

it.

.089

.44p

.139

.430

.125:'.405

.507

.320

254

447

522

286

308

44

397

214

.369

355

292462

190

160

101

277

.064

.16T

453

.456

;330

.322

219,

025

1

702*

.186

208

125.

395

.172

.303

.474-671

.152 3151

.556 411

.128 037

.342 492

.431 .205

,52 16

572

215

473

.426

,6;

,200

133

576

289

322

574

,480

269

114

.1
I

.498

.304098

.323

.632

.478

.267

,.28Z264

I

.1

k2.

.483

'4.4.

70

4.68

34

623

300

429

104

493

275'

141

Si nificant at L (.001
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Table 60 reportwhe mean correlations between the importance of the

programmaticaitivities and the operating functions:.

TABLE 60

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE. OF THE PROGRAM-
&TIC ACTIVITIES AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED

.BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

s,

Operating Functions

Importapce

Staff Parents NOnparenfs

Analysis

Communication

.350

.361

.339

.419

-..414

.431

Involvement

Resolution

.-301

.261

.347

.291

.402

.348

Research Question 8:

What is the relationship between the effectiveness%f the

programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities,and the oper-

ating functions as perceived by staff, paNnts, and nonparents?

Table 61 reports the data regarding the correlat.ions between the
mt.

iffectveness of the nonprogrammatic activities and the operating func-

-tions as perceived--;bystaff, parents, and nonparents. Ten cells were

found to show strong correlations Of r )i-F.7 or higher.. The highest

correlation, r = +.811, was indicated by the staff between the impor-

tance of the activity, "the staff tenerates rapport betweenthemselves

and parents," and the operating The ten.Ction of communic tio

corelations at r.=%+.7 or highsx were found to be signijbantat less

than the .001 level, Table 62 reports the mean-correlation between the

4

4

186
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TABLE 61

CORRELATION BETWEEN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF TEE NONPROGRAMNATIC ACTIVITIES AND TEE OPERATING

FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, BREWS, AND NOEPARENTS

_._ _4_4. _____. _ 4. _ .___ . ___ . _ .. . . 4

',., s:t P
. . PbM1 ii

OpeitIng

Staff Parents Nonparents ,

Functions , N.24 , N*41 N.30
,

c c c

e ii 1 4

?mantic i I P41 ri 4;

,

Activities

.

cococok.
.4 o H a

-

il I 1 i
.c

1 1 1.4c) :
.

. .

Parent visits to the school .150 .468 .539 .273 .413 .461 .323 .471 .48 .261 .297 .323
..

Students' enthusiasm in school

activities

.263 .452 .527 .536 .128 .324 .450 .194 .204 .497 .197 ,123

School facilities ierve as a

community resource .619 .577 ,.627 .602 ;026 .2811112 .120 .214 .341 ,403 .329

Staff generates a feelingpf warmih .266 .202 .226 .311 .459 .608 .518 ;714* .454 .450 .362 489

?gents demonstrate support for the

school .7481 .6* 750.542 .142 .397 .252 .420 .114 .249 .600. .376

Staff generates a Positive atmosphire 685 -.701* ,72fir.781 .395 .649 .491 .087' .259 .329 ..7061 .688

?rincip4 and gaff response to ..'',.''''

4

)arent calls ,i' ,632 444 .376 .695 .613 .612 ,352 .677 .195 ,314 ,160 .245

'arents have access to staff .350 :555 .294 .495 .488 .458 4247 .473 .360 .620 .456 .441

;taff generates rapport between

4.

4 1,'

themselves and parents .583 .8111 .72 .598' .601- .497 40 .635 .231 .292 .321 ;458
.

)terworks we 1' *ether planning

ttivities childrjn .464 .778 .61: .649 .557 494 .622 ;548 .408 .160 424 .375

I
,

*Significant at r
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effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activities and the operating fun6-

)
tions as perceived by staff, parents, and.nonparents:

TABLE 62

.MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NONPROGRAM-

MATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED BY

STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

.4.3

Operating °Functions

Effectiven410

Staff Parents Nonparents

Analysie .501 .399 .272

Communication .577 .498 .359

Involvement .565 .388

Resolution .566 .459 .385

'

Table 63:reports thNdit4, regarding.the correlations betOeen the

1

\ effectaveness of the prOgrammdt# activities and the operating functions
t - 3 4

as -perceived bji. staff, parents.; and; nonparents. TZn cells werelound to

-show strong correlations of r = +.7 or higher. The highest correlation,

r = +.776, was indicated by the staff and nonparemts. The staff indi-

cated 4 strong relationship between the_effectiveness.of-the activity,

"parft.advisory board," and the operatlng -function of resolution. The

nonparents_indicated a strong relationship.between the effectiveness of

"volUntImerp prograi," and the oppiating function of

ioVavement. Table 64 reports the mean correlations between the.effec-.

.ness of the programme c activities and the operating functions as

189
,
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TABLE 63

CORRELATION,BEIVEEN E urrnmss 0 ni; PROMIiIC:ACITCES AND nis pozzx

FUNCTIONS A'S PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

.

'opera*:

.

,Functions
,

.

P

1

°rogrammatic '

Activities

--"msmomwoommi"wroworri,.161Noommommomp

4
4
).,

Staff

c
0
*I

it

'4.:
0
0

024

aAl
>

ri

,;

,'''4)
C

r4

4:

a

1

ri

()I

C

/.
t

' pi

g
0

Att

N

;I'
;

NonparentS

050

c
0

c

I1,16
Q

,

.

f) * la

p4 0.
I?.

Si

14 t4

:
0
>i

"el

.

Parents

,,N1.41

/ c
0\ ,4

uv4

,C,

1

.

no ,
:525 577 347 462 613 .443 392 .547 389 ,571' 285, 515

Parenteacher concorecces .516 436 735* 507 472 .625 401 602 .049 .494 247 383

iolanteer aide program .656 :522 524 443 447 -054 496 359 .723* .692 776* 519

ristmi9s and.Spiing oleic programa .381 420 1,559 459 .1'34 .315 198 025 411 .481 676 456

)arent advisory hoard .714 751 65a 776* 73P 566 743* 7234 661 .556 .497. 638

I
l'

chool newsletter , .243 ,545 ,382 2i7 241 .554 359 284 45, 1 .376 .512 163

'ositive cards, calli and notes. .D29 102 .181 330 048 .364 426 d319 528
,

;3651.J4S3 383

I

ie,of dommunity resource peo?le, .625 583 67 697 060' .121 220 096 653 ;557 656 281

Arent questionnaires or eunreys .202 479 4p 560 415 .206 5.90, 526 662 , .531 413 359

,

rticlealin local newspapoi .549 489 ,48'i ,439 411 .520 364 ..410 ,295 .512 354 2'66 f?'

rogress report .278 036 241 .306 .359 1.729 181 126 019 0292 2 0 430

1

A

.
*Significant st (40 1

4
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perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents:

.

TABI;E'64

,MEAN CORRELATIONS' BETWEEN THEEFFECTIVENESS 84,,THE POGRAM.,

MATIC ACTIVITIES ANDTHE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED

BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS.. .

Operalitg Functions

Effectiveness

8taff. ,

r

Parents

Analysis
.

Communication
,

Involvement

e Resolutinn

,

,,.

.452

.464

.498--

*4197 -

)

.

.372

I/
.454

.404
.

.372

ReSearch Question 9:
e

134

Nonparents

.441

.spo

.488

: .379

14 What is the relationship between the impoint4hce of the pro-

grammatic-and nOnprogrammatic activities ana the primary inter-

action patterns as perceived 'by staff p 'parents, and nonparents?
4

Table-65 reports the data regarding the correlations,bgfween the
NA

importance of the nonprogrammatic activities and.the primary interactiO4
,

'patterns aa pert4ved 1557 staff,,, parents,,and nonparents. The highest _

cnrrelationr = +.765% 'was indicated by the parents for the relation-

ship between the im13.ortance of.the activiy, "the taff works well,

together'in.planning activities for ,cni,ldren-," and the primary inter-

41ctidh pattern betwrn.the achool and tne home. Table 66.reports the,

,m an correlation between the importance of the nonprogrammatiq activities
,

,and ehe,erry interaction patterns:

19a
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TABLE 65

OORIBIATIONS BEIVEEN IMPORTANCE OP TIlE NONPROORAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND TOE PREAXI ,

IIHRACTION ?ATMS AS PERCEIVED By STAIP,JARENTS; mt.10ARENTS ,

,?rimary

i Interaction

k Patterns

4

Non. ,

.

Programmatic

Activitiet ,

Il '3c ts

pi A

8 '4 leg,,i x

g

Staff 1

Ns24 C
0
10

e 0

1: 12
on
$.1 v, pi

O: 87111,
li ut U Z U 0

i.i

2 l'il'i g%

Importanie ,

Parents

i 'Ns41 4

isli

1 .1 V 1,1'
4 0 9 ilgil
p4 pl Pi 111 pl Pi

Olu.O1 1: ilt
4 bri g . c 44)

)fii gg g'4 00.

;111113.02"

0
li

1 :LH 12
s .ft 9 niult
PI , PI PI V PI PI

I! 81 11 ,81,iii
1.1 .198'fit
00 tot.o4 441V

Psreht visits.to the school.

Studente'enthusiasi in school

activities,
, .

School faoi4ties setveoas a

communitpresoope

Staff genentes aleeling of warmth

parents demonstrate supporeforthe

school
i ,.

.Staff *grates 8 positive ,

atmosphere,
.

'Prin4pal an staff response to

parent calls, ')

Parents hive access to itift,

Stiff generatis rapport between

themselves and parents

Staff works well together planning

aativ;ties for children

I

.089

.446

314

327

405

423

4

.412

,766°

.342

;587

344

4

388

.383*

307

426

000

410

698

519

662

095

296

534

.642

,

634

329

572

604

653

.392

455

.128

389

..389

.486

.384

.409

.582

055

,

.405

.531

. 106

.259

$284

,456

.503

.252

,36,1

6

.627

638

. 094

.416
,

.435

363

.451

346

327

431

765*

302'

273

378

346

250

444

.033

.484

340

398

436

.035

$246

.330

495,

342,

.001

.348

,

475

is

.247

.542

026

388

.218

.173

a

.442

i ,4

.329

.656

.210

..108

.244

:328

.11

45'.

;069

;572

,

.228

.5,26

.128

42

277,

219

1350

355

.260

.558

.186

.422

.234

.

.144

306

181

125

316

251

477

118

265

154

432
.

Significant at r <401

,

194
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TABLE 66

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC

ACTIVITIES AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS AS pERCEIVED BY

STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Importance

Primary Interaction Patterns taff Parents Noaparents

School and Child .399 .337 .331

School and Home .449 .431 ..33

School and Attendance
Area .492 .323. .306:

School and Total
School District .349 .238 .245,.

Table 67 rePorts the datA regarding the correlatiops between ifie

importance Of the programmatic activities and the primary interactiOn

patterns As-perCeived by staff, parent and nonparents. Seven dells

were found with correlationg of r = +.7 or hi er as reported by the

parents and nonparents.- No significant correlations were indicatea by

the staff. /Able 68 reports the mean correlation-between the Importance
0

-

of the)programmatic Activities and the primary interaction patterns.,

All of the correlations reported at .7 or higher were found to.bA.

significant at least than the .001 level.

Research Question 10:

a_

5

What is the relationship between the effectiveness of the pr9-
grammatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the primar.inter-,
action patterns as perceived by-staff,,--parents, and nonparents?"-,

195 ,
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TABLE 67

COIREIATIONS )E/WEEN D308?ANdE OP THE pROCIAMATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE MARY

ItTERACTION PATTERNS AS BRUM ff sun, PARENTS, AND NOpARENTS

tk.

c

Staff , i

, N.24 ,

o
4. $,

i 1 ril
11' 4. 41 ISUU

H . 0 el V , re 1 4

rpc4 13 .11 8V)"
fr4.: ii it. tio

, "

o ,

0,

lt 1.2
41 40,0,4
ri 34 , 04 ,
U 14'J
41,1 vo,
0 4 0 400

Nonparents

130
o
o

CP

1 'I 1!) ?A'

r4 r4 PI 4 PI l'.1

LI ° ".°7ii'
ifi.. ..,1 i'usj, lip:tj
V/ kr 04 V/ 4 w -.,

,

Primary

Interaction

. Patteins .

, 4

I

RoBrunatio ',
,

Mtivities 1

.

k

4

.1

S1'

'41441
I4

Imporiance

parents
N.41

'

1
4

1.4

8 '

0 tit:

?TO
.

,

1

Parenmeacher conferences

.

Volunteer aide program ,

,Christmls and Spring mic'progratas

Parent' advisory board

'School newsletter
$ ,

Positive caids, calls and notes

Use of coamunity'resource *pit

P'areht questionnaires or surveys

Articles in,local newspaper

Progress report

.

,

.

..048

.237

!662

4721

'.'

.412

.429

18

.,3)

.086

.580

.208

.083

,

.676

.521

.446

.571

'.620

,069

.29

.559

.583

.327

.533

.375

.440

.429

.

485

.323

.146

.429

.238.

.667

.368

.304

4.448

.532

.46513

.233

.492

.330,

.409

.016

.,

.674

.494

t

.219

v.269

.505

.416

.416

1580

.346

.267

.347

.419

,

.348

:311

.521

.716*

.709*

.461

.671

.162

.659

.360

.748*

.375

.269

.388

,7070

.568

.250

,204'.

.027

.181

.232

.306

.476

.132

.124

'.301

,

412

.095

.045

.171

,:125

.018

,658

',ill '

.348

.523

.442

331

.211

.24

.492

.454

4253

.539

;275

.461

.680

.679

.419

.122

Jill

.821"

.372

.348'

.490

.319

.094

..

4631

.419

;688

,660,/.399

52

:715"1165

.146

089

.293

.474

.286

.288

.55?

.521

.198

.066

178

.342

/5Significant at r (,001#
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TABLE 68

MEAN CORRELATIURSBETiaiN THE IMPORtANCEDF,THE PROORAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES.AND .4THE PRIMARY.IthRACTION l'ATTERNS AS PERCEIVED

BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NAPARENO
0

Primary Interaction Pattersn

Impottance

Staff Parents. Nonpatents

....School and Chil'd

School and Home

School and Attendance.

$chool and Total.
SchoorDistrict

.304 .401 .372

:451 .547-
r

.530

.423 .335 .435

.412 .194 .375

;

'Table 69

etfectiveness of

tion patterns ap

cells were foT1

reports the datia reging the correlations between thp

the nonprogratMatic activities and the?primary interac-

perCeived,6y staff, parents, lind nonparenfs. Eight .

to-have Correlationt.Of r =, .7 or higher. The highest

correlation, r = was.indicated by the pgrents for thel.relationship

v

between the effectivenets of,the activity, "the staff,worics well to-
.

gether in planning actlyitieslOr children," and the intended.interaé-
,

tion etween the school, and the home. No strong correlations were indi--
cated by the nonparents. Table ZO reports the mean-correlation between

,the effectiveness of"the nonlarogrammatieactivities and

/)
7 interaction patterns.

4

the rplimary
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19,9

4

1 ,

,

TABLE 69 4

,CORRELATIONS'BETWEEN EFFECTIVENESS OF THE NONPROGRAMNATIC AcTIvITIEs AND THZ'PRIMARY

INTERACTIONIPATTERNS AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NDNFARENTS
,

Frimary

Ilteraction

Patterns

Non.

Programmatic

Activities

t

Parent visits to the school

Sta'hnts' enthusiasm in sc,hool

activities,

School facilities,serve as a

commlnity resource ,

gaff generates a feeling,of warmth

Parents demonstrate support for the

school

/ Staff generates i positive,

atmosphere,

Principal and staff response to

'parent.calls

Parents'haVe access to staff

Staff generates rapport between

themselverand parints

Staff Wo;i's well together plading

activities for children

4

384

.395

.509

.716*

'1.553

.556

.693

.460

371;

.349

.474

.703*

.535

.81C*

.600

.723*

.566

7.672

. 28

.323 .O52

349 110'

.712*

422,

577

.689

.6,10

.316

.533

.310

474

.238

.537

.616

.453

.546

;\453

.573

Effectivenes1

Patents

.N.41 o

P4

0
eJ '0 0

0 \ C
4 4 0 CU u

u
.r4 p4 PO r1

O p 0 C
o

.0 A4 ,,Cam
U.0 U 00 0064
WU VIA '014 Out

.504 390 259 .131

.344 .436 472 .327'

269 506 .317 .307,

.667 774* .569 ,.656

.394 .548 .450 .362

.533 672 494 .443'

.623 .661 .479 4408

.638 .772* 614 .410

.524 .649 .475 .372

.4698, 912* 513 337

NonArents

o

,o la
C C U 0.0

0 4. 4 C 4 U

ri p4 p4 1.1

0'0 0 00 00$0
14 O Ou

gu
0 10

14

t .0 VO t10 QO4
' U 1,0 4 tn u

.0346

.409

.403

.437

.202

.348

,.220

.4;3

.311

.400

.574

45

594

.630

.476

.140,

.367

.619

'.542

403

.201

338

58

1225

483

.378

.280

469'

391

156

3:12

.416.

349

1318'

017

558

*Significant at r (.001

r

A

200
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TABLE 70
'144

MEAN CORULATIONS BETWEEN TH EFFEGZIVENESS OF THE NONPROGRAM- .

MATIC ACTIVIT;ES AND THEPRIAiY 11TERACTION PATTERNS AS PER-

CEIVED BY STAFF; PARENTS NONPA4ENTS,

140,

. -

Primary Interaction,pattigrns

10

.Effectiveness

Staff Parents

School and Child :524' .525

School and Home.

chool and Attendance.

.622 .680

(Area '.518 .470

Scho61 and Tqtal
School District .425 .383

Nonparents

. 352

.5.34

. 315

.286

_

All.of. the correlations rePorted.at r = +.7 or higher were found to be

-

significant at f/ess than the .001 level.

Table 71 reports the data regarding the correlations between the,

effectiveness of'the programmatic'actives and the primary interac-

tion patterns as perceived.by staff, parents, and nonparents. Twenty-

three cells were.found With-correlations Of r = +.7 or higher. The

highest-correlation, r = +.877 was,. indicated by the staff for the rela-

tionship between the effectiveness of the activity, "artic.les in the
s

local newspaPer,," and the iiitended interactionpbetween the sChool and

_
.

attendance drea. '1.ablsh..72 reports the mean correlatiOn between:the. effec-

.

.
.

, ,.,/ ,

tiveness of the programmaUtcactiv crities antheipritery in4ra .ction 7
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TABLE 71

I I

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN E17ECTIVENESS OF TB: PROMMATIC ACTIVITIES AND THE PRIMARY

.INTERACTION PATTERNS AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARERS

e:0

,.,

PrOary

/. InteOtction

Patterns "'''\

\

P

r 4 I

I

Programmatic

Activities

. Staff
,

N*24 4
s'

el A

iti ic v g 4,c c cc c.c.
I ,c cc cgo

, 4 tOti
rl , el rl 11:1 El Irl

VI O O g 3 7mi 1w4

12 'F) f4 fif).1
to g ic.c to I ito ul

Effectivene

Parents

' N*41 0

I

). 4 pl,

.0., ,0 I, 1.1' ic°0c' 0 cc gig
g c cc cuLi

4 111
rl El rl 1, El El

104' 11 Idit'
Vgl.ti t: .0.te:
to c tc.c NI Ow°

Nosp.rents

N"3° ro,

, e
w

1 4 .4

.0 .0 -cc .03
g . c eg.c.g
I, I gc cuu

4 NU
El El El 11:). al El

ll :7 8t fgt
.61' .61 .gtit':
lAU (41 04 0+04

?TO

ParenttiMer conferences

'I

Volunteer aide program

Christmas and Spring music *raw
.

patent advisory boari ,

,

1

School newsletter

Positive cards, calls and notes

Use of community'resource peoplk

parent questionnaires or surveys

Articles in local newspaper

Progress report
)

'1 ,.

.565

v

.417

.656

.413

.581

'.709

.736

.460

.138

.714*

.194

.799*

.8040

4590

.583

...

.8261

.7720

.807*

.582

.697

.689

.501

.813*

.414

.384

.592

.737°

.467

.159

i632

.285

.877*

.473,

J93

.608

.462

.532

.564

.583

.185

.416

.258

.859*

.499

.435

.584

.502

.708h

.511

.508

;534

..505

.141

.554

.351

.462

.269
,

.629

.726°

.758*

.772*

.528

.197

,669

.555

.808*

,-

.527

.371

.383

.652

.610

.284

.379 .

.148

.375

.391

.312 .

.553

20

.079

.275

.473

.084

161

.288

.269

.364

.051

. .248

.210

.681

.647

.179

.043

.535

..461

.387

4398 .

.629

.570

,494.

.697

:7041

.524

.549

'.469

.747*

,621

.585

.684

1

.624

,207

.711

.719

.587

a

.693

.645

.675

.530

.655

.383

.747*

1186

.492

.531

.437

.432

.525

,492

.232

.7640

,164

e*Significant at r (,001
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'TABLE 72

MIAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE EFFECTIVENESS OF. THE P-ROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AND THE PRIMAkY INTERACTION PATTERNS AS ,tiERCEIVED BY

. STAFF; PARENTS,'AND NONPARENTS
a 1

1.;'.

.

_ ,
..

.

..,.. .
-Primary Interaction Patterns

.

. Effectiveness

'Staff-

.

Parents

School and Child' . .532. .496

School and Home .719 :610

School and Atiendance
Area .574 .413

School and Total
School District ." .532 .268

7/
e

,

.
Nonparents

.611

.600

.479

All of the correlations_reported at r +.1 or higher were found.to be

signifit at less than the .001 level. .

Research'QUestion 11:
1

-14* is the relationship between the importance and. effective-
ness for each of the programmatic and nonprogramMatic actiVities
asiperceived by staff, parents, and n parents?

4

Table 73 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

import5nce and effectiveness for each of the nonprogramMatic activities

.., .7
as perceived by the staff, parents, and nonpitents. Four cella-were '

found with correlations of r +.7 or higher. The highest correlation

r n .754, was indicated by the staff for the relationship between the

4.importance of the activity, "principal and staff response to parent

calls," and the effectiveness of the activity. No strong correlations

. on this item were indicated by the nonparents. Table 74 reports

204
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CORAELAT BSTWEENIMPORIANCE AND'EFFECTI7ZNESS.JOR EACH .0P

HI NONPROGRAMMATIC
4

TABLE-, 73

.11con-,. .

Pro#rammatic
Activities

-Effectiveness

. r

ImPoriance

Staff 'Wren rentt

, N24 $ 30

P
.Parent visitt to the s4hooi .463

Sudents' enthusiasm in.sc d1
49.5 .246

activities

School faci'ities serve as a :X
community resource, .688 511 .462

generates a feeling

warmth ..) .627 ".467 .262

Parents demonstrate'support for
.. a

Staff of

-

.

,'

the school .529
,if-1141,

.245

.449 .7y', .450 .597

, .750 .436. .537

.84* .534 .409

/

.804* .456 .249

s
.591 .777* .515

Staff generates a positive

atmosphere .

IPrincipal and staff response
to parent calls

Parents have access to staff

*Staff generates rapport between
themselves and parents

Staff works well together
'planning activities for

cht/dren

*Signiffeant at r <ofor

If

205

143

-.0
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the mean correlati6 between the importance and effecttvepess of the

nonprovannatio. activities., %

." TABLE 74

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMPORTANCE ARD0 EFFECTIVENESS FOR
.EACH OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC.00TIVITIES AS ylacEtviD BY.

STAFF,. PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

7
Impor ance

Staff -Parents Nonparents

Effectiveness 644 .502

Table 75 reports the data regarding the correlations etVeen the

importance and effectiveness for each of the ptogrammatic activities
.

.

.
I

.

as perceived by the staff, parents, and nonparents. Twelve correlations
. ,.

.

Vete found with an r = +.7.or higher. The hithest correlation, r = +.801,
.1

as indicated by the.saff for the relationship hetween the.importance

of-the activitY,""Volunteer, aide program," anitIthe effectiveness of the

activity. Table 76 reports.the mean,correlan between the importance

and effectiveness of the prOgrammatic activ1-fttd.,
.

TABLE 76

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMPORTANCE AND .FECTIVENESS FOjk

EACH OF THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES AS PEEkEIVED BY STAFF,

pARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Staff

Importance
Parents Oonparents

Effectiveness .643 .655, .610

206
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TABLE, 75

.s10

:CORRELATIONS BETWEEN IMP?ih4.NCEL_AND EFFECTIVENESS FOR EACH*,OF

THE PROGRAMMii *TIVITIEs,

Programmatic
A

*Act.i.vities

)EffectiVeness.

145

. Importance-

Staff Parents- Nonparenots

N=24 .
N=30. .

PTO -:416

, Parent-teacher conference 761*

Volunteer aide program -.801*

Christmas and SPring music programs .730*

Parent advisory board .609

School newsletter .790*

Positive cards, calls and notes ,,396

Use of community resource people, 345'

Parent questiminaiiesor sUrveys .500

Article s in local newspaper.
773*

PrOgresS report.

'549- .663

.584 .375

,733* .758*

.764* .628.

.772* ,667

.538 .750*

.677

.754*-

366. .426

.661 - OS

.658 :763* .644

*Significant at r <.061,

207
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'Research Question 12:

What is Tht.relationship between the control functiont\and.
the prImary interact;on pa4erns as peideived by staff,
parents, nonpareints? - :

X ,N

'Table 77 r'eportk the data regarding:the corre4tions bidtween

the control function of conducting and the primary interattion.patterna

,

for the nonprogramMetic activitiea as perceived byNetaffe parents; and
A

non-parents. No relatIonships Were found in Table 77 with correlations

6
at thei..s, .. +7 level or higher. Table 78 ,reportscorrelationss `

I Mi
,

between the control function of conducting and the nit

patterns.for the nonProgrammatic activilies as perce±ved by staff,
1 4

\

parents, and nonparents.

TABLE 78

MEAN cRELATONS BETWEEN Tim CONTROL FUNCTION OF CONDUCTING&
AND PRIMARY INTERACTIONWATTERNS FOR THE NONPROG*RAMMATIC1F
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVEDAW STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONWENTS

Primary Interaction Patterns

Conducting

Staff 'Parents NOnparents

School-4id Child .053 .066 .017

SchOof a&I Home .007 7.009 .
.156

Sdhool and Attendance 4r-

Area t .027 -.060 7029 :

School and Total
School District -.024 -l.002*. -.032

Table 79 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

co trol functions of deciding and- the primer interaction`patterns for

2



www.manaraa.com

'4

209

I

. TABU 77

COitHLATIONS BrIVSEN tiCONIROI, FUNCTIONS,OF
CONDUCTING AND TR PRIMARY INT! CTION

PATTERNS AS num BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS FOR THE liONPROGMTIC ACTIVITIES

,

Primary

Interaction

Patterns ' i r'

,

.1 .

Non- .1

PlrOgrarlta tie

Activities
.

,

.' Staff
.

N.24 4
CI

k
. 17, PI

Is Ja ro o ro o
- a c , c I. .1c .c

N. 4 lo ftuiri
l 0 to C,I

.4 rl «I '0 0-1 lel

0.0 0 OCt,.0.14

.2.'4' , 2 1 2 2 2 ,1 t;
o .1 etl'o ud.) u 0..4
ou cohc,0404P4

Conducting,
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TABLE 79
,s

CORRELATIONS liTHEN THE CONTROL /UNCTIONS AND TRE PIM INTERkCTION ?ATIEkG Ai PERCEVIED,

BY stvr, PARENTS ANINONPARENTS TOR TB PROGRAISTI; ACTiVITIES
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the programmadic activIkies. aA i)erCeived by the staff,.eparents,/and
k

tonparents. No relationships were indicated wi h,correlations of

r'= +7 pr highei. The .oftly moderatk te/atft hipwas a negative

corrention., r = 7.584, indicated.by. the staff.for the relationship

between who is responsible for deciding to clude.tfie activity,

",progress.report, and the Intended interaction between the school and

thN hore-school-community reratiOns program., Table,80 reportp .

-.

the mean correlations between the control function o f deciding 1rd the

primary interaCtion patterns for the programmatic activities as per-

ceived by staff, parents, and monparents.

. TABLE 80
/

.

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF DECIDING AND',
-THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

,

AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF', PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Primary Interaction Patterns

Deciding

Staff Varents Nonparents

School and Chilch -.113 .029 .022

,

4 School and Home -.07 .005 .124
-

---- School and Attendance .

' 'Area -.077 -.008 .101

School and.Tatal
.School District -.058 .001 0060

4

Table 81 reports the data regarding.thq correlationstbetween the

control function of planning and the primary interaction for the progiam-

matic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents. No

213
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TA11,1 81

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TOE CONTROL TOMO 01,PLANNING AND TIE PRIMARY IIMIACTION,PA

AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS fOR TOE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES .
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relationships were indicated with correlations or r = +.7 or higher.

A moderate negative correlgtion, r =.7-.57'5-was reported by the staff

4

-between who is responsible for pladhg the activitY, "school newsletter

and the intended interaction between the school and the total[school

district. Table 82 reports the mean correlation between the control

function of planning and the'primary interaction patterns for the pror

grammatic activities as perceived by,staff, parents and nonparents.

TABLE 82

'MEAN CORREtATIONS'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 Nonpatents

. School and Child 7.153 .057

School and Home .031.

School and Attendance
Area -.133 .041

School and Total
f School District . -.197 .067

.058

-.036

-.033

.056

dt
Table 83 reports the data regarding the'correlations between the

control function of conducting and the primary interaction patterns for

the progtamMatic act4ties as perceived by staff,.parents, and nonparents.

No relationships were indicated with correlations of r = +.7 or higher.

A moderate'negative correlation, r = -.569, was reported by the staff

between who is responsible for conducting the activity, "school

216
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TABLE 93

CONIATIONS IETWEiN TR! gm FUNCTION 0C016UCTING AND,THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS AS

PERCEIVED BY STAPP, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS. FOR PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIBS
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Parent questionnaires or surveys .441 .322 .011 .048 .383 .06 .025 .181. .454 .179 .407 .442
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4
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newsletter," and the intended interaction.between the school and the

4
.sotalschool disirict. Table 84.reports the mean correlation between

the control function of conducting and the primary interaction patterns

for the programmatic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and

nonparents.

TABLE 0

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROLANCTION OF CONDUCTING

AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Primary Interaction Patterns

Condlictini

Staff

)

Parents Nonparents

School and Child. -.200 .048 .062

School and Home `-.185 .076 .027

School and Attendance
_Area -.128 .006 -.017

'School and TOtal
School District -.251 .095 .064

Table 85.reports the data regarding the correlations between the

control function of coordinating and the primaryinteractioil patterns

for the progxammaticiactitvities as perceived by staff, parents, and non-

parents. No relatiOnships were indicated with correfations of r = +.7
.

or higher. Table 86 reports the mean correlation between the'control

function of coordinating and the primary interaction patterns for the

programmatic activities as perceived by staff, parents ind nonparents.

3

219°
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TABLE 85 1:

CORRELATIOM BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTTON OP.:COORDINATING AND THE PRIliARY INTERACTION PATTERNS

AS pERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS FOR THE:PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
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TABLE 86

MEAN CORkELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF COORDINATING
r AND THE PRIMARY'INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
'ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF,.PARENTSi AND NONPARENTS

Cootdinat.ing

Primary Inteiattion Pattern . Staff Parents.. Nonparents

School and Child. -.179 .045

School and'Home -.171 .,.033 .081

School andAtteldance
Area -:159 -.036 (036

School and Total
. School District -.162 -048 .070

Table 87 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

tontrol functiort Of evaluating and the primary interaCtion patterns for

the programmatic actiyities as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents.

No relationshipsyere'indicated with correlations of.r'= + 7 or,higher.

-A moderate negative correlation r = r.577 was reported by the nonparents

as not showing a relationship between who is responsible for eyalOating

the activity, "volunteer aide program," anti the intended interaction

between the school and'home: Table 88 reports the mean correlation.

betWeen the, control function of evaluating arid the, primary interactiori

_
patterns for the Programmatie adtiVitiee as-perceived-by-staffi-parents,

and nonparents.

Research Question 13:

What is,the.relationship between the primary interaction patterns
and the operating functions as perceived by staff, parents, and
nonparentsT
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'TABLE 81

=nos lawas 1Y3 camoi FUNCTION OP EVALUATING AND THE PRIMARY Immo PATTERN AS,

mum BY STAR, PARENTS, AND NORM FOR 1118 ?MEC AC/IVITIES
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Christmas and Spring.music programs .- 159 ..354. ..276 1,185 109 ..223 155 .10t ,107 ,106 .155 285

Parent advisory board
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.049 119 ..091 ...124 166 0 121 T135 .125 ,349 ,330 098 054

School newsletter .118 . 063 ..295 248 140 ,357 123 .PE .311 .061 .311 269

Positive cards, calls and notes
,

-.235 -.013 .316 -.526 -.009 .03i -.274 .061 .124 -.150 .096 - 051
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Parent questionnaires or surveys' ..093 - 051 .050 \ .009 ,182 117 074 3 .414 139 199 161
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TABLE 88 ,

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROLIUNCTION OF,EVALOATING
AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROoRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

157

Evaluating

Primary Interaction Patterns Staff Parents

.

Nonparents

'School and Child

SchOol and Home

,. School and Attendance
Area -.273

s4hool and.Total
School District -,257'

.046 .070

-.076 .058

-..046 -.032

-.014 -.012

a

Table 89 reports -the data- regarding the correlations between the

operating function of anarYsis and.the primary interaction patterna for

the nonprogrammatit activities as perceived by staff -parents, and non-.

parents. The fiighest correlation, r = +.717, was indicated,by the staff

as showing a relationship between the operating fundcion ofanalysis

and the intended interattion between.the school and the total school

district for the activity, "parents demonstrate suppott for the school."'

Table 90 repor1tst4 mean correlation between the operating function of

analysis and the primary interaction patterns for the nonprogtammatic

activities as .percei'ved by staff, parents, and nonparents.

Table 91 reports the data regarding the correlatiOns between the

operating function of communicatiOn and the primary interaction patterns

for the nonprogrammatic activities as perceivedAy staff,. parents, and

nonparents. Two Cells were found to have correlationa at r =4.7.or.

225
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TABLE 89

COPEATIONS MIEN !is mins mama or AMIN a TR MARY IMPACTION PATTERNS

?ERCEIVED BY STA??, PARENTS, AND NORARENTS ?OR THE NORROGRANTIC Ann! Es
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parent viiitslo the school

students' enthusiasm in school

. activities

School facilities serve as a,

community resource

Staff generates a feeling of wsrmth

Parents demonitrate support for the.

school

Staff generates a positive

'atmosphere

Principal and staff response to

parent calls 's

1Parents have secess.to stiff

Staff generates rapport between

themselves and parents

Staff works well together planing

activities for children

.529 20

.478

609
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5

.486

.622
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.289

.161
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.466
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.341

.497
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.354

.514

au*
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.526

.534

.443

.310
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.005

.241

.463

133
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.386

328

.543

.325

*Significant at 1:( 001
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Migher.. The highest correlation,r = +.725, was indicated by the parents

as showing a relationship between the Rperating function of Commun ation

and the intended interaction between the school and home for the actility,

the "staff generates a feeling Of warmth:" .The,next correlation,- r='

i+.721, was also indicated by the parents as showing ,

between the operating function of.communicAtion and.tbe'intended Anter-'

N
action between the school and home for the activity, the "staff- generates-

%

a positive atmosphere."

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

-Primary Interaction Pattern's Staff .Parents " Nonparents

School and Child .505 .338'
,

.422

School and Home -.485 .490 P :443

School and Attendance
Area .529 ..381 *- .452

School and Total
School District .441 ..433 , .406

Table 9.2 reports the Mean correlation'between the operating

function of communication and the primary interaction patterna for the

notprogrammatic acpivities as,perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents.
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TABU 91

, CORWTIONS BEM IlkonATING FUNCTION OF COMMUKCATION AND THE PRVAPT-INTERACTION PATTERNS

AS PERCEIVED BY SWF, PAM'S, AND NONPARENTS FOR THE NORROGRAMATIC ACTIVITIES

Primary

Interaction

. Patterns

Staff
4

N.24 ow

Communication

Parents 4

N*41 wo

Nonparents

N*30

, 0 M 4 M M

il 14 ' V V 10 13 t V 'CI V 'CI 10 '0 '13 V 0 "01

1 1 :II lb 1 1 n IL 1 1 , 1 g f; z .
.

1 4 I) 4 44 0 .0 14 0
.

pl pi r11:1 pl +I el pl pit wl ,p1 PI P4 .4 'CI PO wu

'q':v4Nos

Programmatic' .

81 81 SI .`81t
4.9.,5'1 °Cu e fp2.4) 4., up. ...1

V41 OW SI Srel
44 £21 .541 .5t4

01 SW 0:
.0'14 .5g .5,4.50.;

Activity
w0 v i r. v A Iv v, w -a in v w 4 V) 4 VI iJ V ill 0 0 4 ill 4 (11 a%

Parent Visits to the School' .593 .366 .463 .336 .188 .628 ..297 .337 .488 .440 .441 .180

StUdents'.entbusissm in school, 1

acavities .405 .234 .440 .243 .220 .437 .455 .512 .268 ...548 .065 .256

School facilities serve ss a

community resource .194 ,536 .686 .626 427 .283 -. 0 .386 .126 .478 .164 .231

Staff generates a feeling of warmth ,623 .422 .533 .56 .453 .7291 428 .657 .565 .519 .668 .535

Parents demonstrate support for the

school
.618 .572 .337 .611 .179 .448 .402 .421 .437 .384 .353 .518

Staff generates a positive
I

atmosphere .454 .355 .287 .337 .649 .721* .606 .671 .345 .606 .603 .486

Principal and staff response to

parent calls
.572 .318 .272 .442 .384 347 .371 .253

,

.351 .491 .266 .061

Parents have access to etaff .640 ,502 .422 .475 .256 .617 .579 .525 .510 JR!, .488 ,226

Staff generates rapport betWeen

themselves and parents' .476 .654 .423 .322 .471 .582 .366 .442 .435 .403 .544 .584

Stafi works well tbgether planning

activities for children
.496 .698 .525 .687 .334 .654 .390 .613 .145 .332 .272 .364

,---,.....-..

*Significant et r (.001,
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TABLE 92

161

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN-THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF COMMUNICA-
,

TION AND Tilt PRIMARY /NTERACTION pATTERNS FOR THE NONPROGRAM-
MATIC ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Communication

Primary Interaction Patterns Staff Parents Nonparents

School and Child .518 .323 .375

.School and Home .481 .562 ,483

School and Attendance
Area .448 ,400 ). .403

4 School and Total
School District .477 .495 .356

Table 93 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

operating function of involvement alit the primary interaction patterns

for the nonprogrammatic activities as perceived by staff,.parents, and

nonparents. Four cells were found to have c elations at E... +.7 'or
. _

higher. The highest correlation,.r = t.835, was indlicated by the staff

as showing a relationship between the operatianction of involvement

and the intended interaction between the school and the attendance area

for the activity, the,"'school faCilities ser7eas a community resource.

Table 94.reports the mean cofrelation between the operating fUnction

of communication and the primary interaction patterns for the nonprograi-

matic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents.
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TAM 93

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING /UNCTION OF m om in THE PRIMA

AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENIS FOR TRE NONPROGRAMMATIC

INTERACTION PATTERNS

1TIES

,

Primary

Interaction

Patterns

.

Non.

Programmatic

Activities ,

Staff

No24 :

k

4 ri
0

1 1 Ve TO
1 1 IC 1111Q

4 CO
el el el Il el opl

04 Is SI grs't;
,Cyl AO A 4J A 4) 0

tul i t1 g us IS Val

, Involvement

' Parents

No41 :

$4

111 A
0

is fti 5 ,'d o

1 1 t eitu
4 . eU

el el el tl el N.I

?1 81 Volt
A II 4 44J 44"
PI tll t8 `01 g Sil

Nonparents

No30

'

iis

i 1
el el

81 30
411 Ai
01 i tu4 g

C
w

Id

4 On

tle to
Nil+

4 Cy
el 111 ri ra

8t MI.
it .1Q0!
s) 1 in a is

Parent visits to,the school

Students'Inthusiamn in school

activities

School facilities serve as a

community resource

staff generates & feeling of venth

Parents demonstrate support for the

,

school
,

Staff generates a positive

atmosphere

principal and staff response to

parent calls .

Parents have access to staff

Staff generates rapport between

themselves and par.ents

Staff works well together planning

activities for children

C

.495

280

329

470

458

.461

.567

.506

.331

518

.641

.491

,626

.533

,812*

.655

.307

.569

.571

.686

623

586

835*

533

659

652

570

540

638

434

.349

,249

,,781*

.518

.568

.639

.582

.387

.555

.670

.123

.294

133

.552

.157

609

,

.346

.206

605

.366

486

498

264

670

485

654

121

480

659

661

385

640

23
.368

538

,

.730*

565

395

638

420

442

562

214

513

534

658

546

447

570

685

.294

,

..117

.486

.658

,416

.485

.656

.698

.299.,

.290

.293

.345

315

.532

.446

.637

.313

.608

.335

.458

.367

.503

.074

.686

.049

.663

.219

,387

.540

.250

.372

.630

.066

.531.

.098

.652

.403

;270

.644'

.406

-

*Significant at 1.4,001
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TABLE 94

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION'OF INVOfVEMENT
AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR tHE NONPROGRAMMATIC .

APTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Involvement

Primary Interaceion Patterns Blaff 'Ptrents Nonparents

SChool aRd Child, .446 .354 .441

School and Home .604 .515 .438

School and Attendance
Area

,

.619 .487
..

.396

School and'Total
School District .548 .527 .427

Altn

Table 95 reporfs the data regarding the correlations betweer the

operating function of resolution and- the primary interaction patterns

for the nonprogrammatic activities as.p erceived by staff, parents, and

:

nonparents. Six cells were found to lave correlations at r = +.7 or

higher. The highest correlation, r = +.833, was indicated by the parents

as showing a relatiorlahip between the operating function of resolution

and the intended-interaction between the school and home for the activity,

4
the 'staff generates a feeling of warmth." Table 96 reporta the mean

correlation between the operating function of resolution and the primary -

interaction patterns for the nonprogrammatic activities as perceived

by staff, parents, and nonparents.
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TABU 95

CORRELATIONS BEMS TRE OPERATING FUNCTION OF RESOLUMS AND IRE NWT INTERACTION PATIEINS

AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS,
AND NONPARENTS FOR THE NORROGRAMNATIC ACTIVITIES

4 /4

Primary

Interaction

Patterns

,

Non.,

Programmatic,'

Activities

S

ti!l: 4I

14,

0 PI
0

'0 TI ;01 VC
c c c o oic .

4 WU

11 12' 51 5414
vm'we gf vni.,

'514 'HI 1 U it:1
LVV 0,C VIS 01,4,0

Resolution

Parents

No41 0I ,

14

1 PI
0

'0 II '00 ,00
c c gu c,c
4 4 4C 40a

4 OU

51 1 11 °IP41114

uri og OV 4a

II' .61 it it!
VIU 0,C 105 VW°

Nonparents

Ho30 1
lo

0 PI
, 0

'I '0 '001150
c c c ci :4
4 4 44 4Uu

4 1U

P4r4 1 11 iot
p! A op _1:42

ti ,t8
VI VIA VIS 04PC

Parent visits to the school

Students' enthusiasm in school

activities

School facilities serve as i

eommunity resource

,

Staff generates A feeling &warmth

Parents demonstrate support for the

school

Staff generates a podatte

atmosphere
,

A

Principal and staff response to

parent calls

parents have access to staff

Staff generaces rapport between

the:selves and parents

Staff works well together planning

activities 'for children 1

.306

.270

.252

.255

.609

.597

.39l

.578

,263

,

.346

.239
, .

.132

.571

.472

.404

.588

.680

',700*

.43,

.623

....

r
,

.
,570

;429

.732*
..

.26,8

.297

.522

.434

.578

.300

.605

.353

.143

,

,738"

..551

459

;528

.349

.424

.299

.649

.......,

.206

.064

.196

.629

;458

$437

.561

.308

,430

.342

.534

.387

.048

.833*

.507

.460

.541

.632

.662

.564

.353

.321

.266

.626

545

.471

.403

.455

.572

.371

.414

.329

.582

.71.1*

.596

.417

.268

.225

.535

.567

.444

,182

.405

.534

.203

.494

.166

.133

.257,.

.304

.285

.288

.187

.456

.258

.682

.429

.506

.486

.327

.595

.336

.205

.768"

.098

.652

.

,282

.132

.41i

.274

.488

p.624

066

.637

'.247

.835

.105

.248

.667

.592

icant at L (.001
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TABLE 96

165

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION 0.E.RESOLUTION
AND THE PRIMARY INTEMACTION PATTERNS FOR THE NONPROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, ANi..NONPARENTS

NO

Primary Interaction Patterns

*Resolution
1

Saff Parents Nonparents

ii

School and Child 398: ,375! .299
-

School and Home i503 .544 .401

School and Attendance
Area .488 .445 ' 435

School and Total
School District, .457 .484 .481

Table 97 reports the data regarding ihe correlations between the

operating functiod of analyAs and the primary interaction patterns for

the programmatic activitiesas perceived by staff, parents and nonparents.

Eleven cells were found to bave-correlations at r = +.7 or higher.

Seven of these cells were in the nonparent group, two in the parent

group, and two in the staff group. The highest correlation, r = +.753,

was indicated by the nonparents as showing a relationship between the

operating function of analysis and the intended interaction between tlie

school and attendance area for the activity, "volunteer aide program,"

Table 98 reports the mean correlations between theoperating function

of analysis and the primary interaction patterns for the programmatic

activities.
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TASLE97

COMIATIONS Bunn To (MATING FUNCTION OF ANALYSIS AND TRi PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTEN AS

PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NOMPARSNIS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

Primary

Interaction

Patterns

.

Staff

No24 :

0

ii 1 ii
PI
0

if%

Analysis .

hunts.

041 :

0 1

1 i VO0 11U

Nonparents i

N$30 4
, $

C Pig

1 1 VII it/0 Cu
0 A pl 10 0 0 C NVph, 0 01 0 0 pi 0 0"0 '0 r

Programmatic 8'4 8 °I 811t 1 81 218,14it 874 SI ggl rflt
atActivities

1

it v,cs id i',J, .50
MO 01,C l041 NAPO

.h t1 itti4
WV CC WC V100

1.5' 4,v. 1 42 iIg C :r:

Nv wi.0 wil vi.v

I

no
.

;422 696' 360 .100 .599 576 740* ,677 291 .069 -r004 292

Parent-teacher conferences 526 524 361 .248 .573 .436 280 .255 225 ,35i 368

1

210

Volun'teer aide program .. e650 470 595 .524 .718* 662 245 .316 742* 711* 753* 551

chasms a,,.1 g " sic _programs 622 ;406 431 .334 .072 .000 -.041 .408 456 A45 384 721

parent advi.) T): 1

4..

418 112* .599 .498 .248 .597 626 .563 030 .361 534 455

School nevslette .227 126 .219 .007 1029 .197 457 .264 .429 .192 245 338

Positive cards, calls and notes .054 .046 250 .481 408 .385 202 .392 -.000 .415 604 434

Use of co:nunitylesource people .417 567 677 .493 ..294 .118 254 .248 605 .708* 768* 612

Parent questionnaires or surveys -.112 484 085 .010 .138 .562 149 .136 259 .620 .553 269

Articles in local newspaper .677 139* 652 .456 .358 .299 039 .112 725* .440 060 212

k

Progress report .531 662 361 .467 295 .395 478 .447 054 .114 456 190

'

*Signif cant at 1(.001
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;C.°.
,,, TABLE,98-

.. 4?

MEAN:COR IONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING 'FUNCTION OF.ANALYSIS'
THE EIR ":1NTERACTION PATTERNSIOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITI
AS PERGiiI.TtD BY STAFF,. PARENTS,-ANDvNONPARENTS

-1"; 'k.4 :

167

Pr1Mary interaction Patter4s.

School and Child

1---itd Home
.

Schoorand Attendance
Area

School and Total
Sdhool. District

Analysis

4Staff Parents siparenis

.427 .337 .380

.505 .403 .392'

.436 .326 .462

.341 6 .338 .407

Table 99 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

operating function of communication and the primary interaction patterns

for tbe programmatic activities as perceived by staff, paients, and non-

parents. Six cells were found to have correlations at r = +.7 or higher.

The highest correlation, r ='+.795, was indicated by the parents as

showing a relationship betweIrthe operating function of communicatiork,-
)

and the intended interaction )5 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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'
TAIL! 99

a

ICORRELATIONS BETWE THIEN ,OPERATIN !DICTION OF CONNICATION AID THE MIRY INTERACTIORPATTERIS AS

PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS FOR THE PROCIANTIC ACTIVITIES J

Primaty

Interaction

Patterns

Programmatic

Activities

PTO

parent,teacher conferences

Volunteer aide program

Christmas and Spring music programs

parent advisOry board.

Sctpol newsletter

Positive eards,'calls ind notes

Use of community'resource people

Parent questionnaires or surveys

Articles in local new paper'

241 Progress report

Staff

,N*24 4
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.QV 0 OC QMW OV
0000 041 191141 0.1

irl Le Au Awe ,C*I
u U0A UAgi 104 in woio

.1(98 .588 :414 .420, .\1,87,

.666 .450 .421 412 .488

.621 .438 732* .595 .507

.564 .451 .506 .404 .275

.426 719* .576 .578 .370

.416 397,, 416 .216 .355

.24; .133 .175 .377 . .752*

.530 .499 .503 .409 L.

.126 (518 .163 .221 .508

.595 .631 .618 .469 .425

.526 .602 398 .447 .298

row

*Si

Communication

Parents

Ne41 4

14
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UZI itu
41,1

A Al A vl
0 oa ,o

31 .2! Ll'ol
.10 um uow
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.

r Ow
/44 21
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nificant at r 4.001

.665 0501

.581 .137

.484 .073

.418 .354

.415 .568

.625 i,428

#801111 .309

.375 .281

.195 .186

.570 .793"

.638 .277

.502

.059

.296

.225

,441

430

.167

.356

.177

.568

.137

.209:

.219

.527,

.279

.539

.128

.294

.437

.622'

.320

202

.540

.426

,,673

,366

..562

.573

.302

.688

.196

.496

.347'

.563

.194

.752"

.424

.258

.277

;528

.668

.235

.541

.393

677

.274

6)5

.560'

.347

.423

.29

85
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TABLE 100

MEAN CORRELATIONS BOWEEN. THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF COMMUNICATION

AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVI-

TIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS,'AND NONPARENTS

Communication

Primary.interaction Patterns Staff Parents Nonparents

School and Child .462 .398 .
.354

School and Home .506 .545 .484

School and Attendance
Area .463 .379 .460

School aiad Total
School District .421 .447

Table 101 reports the data regarding the correlations between ale

operatidg function a involvement and the primarY-interaction patterns

for the programmatic activities aS perceived by staff,-parents, and

n-c;4arents. Four cells were found to have correlations at r = +.7 or

0 higher. The highest correlation, r = +.776, was indicated by the

nonparents'as showing a relationship between the operating function of
. 6

involvement and the-intended interactionebetween the school dnd child
%.

for the aciivity, "volunteer afde program," Table 102 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 101

CORRELATIONS BETICEN TO OPERATING ?UNCTION or INVCIVEINT AND TEE PRIMAT/ INTERACTION PATTERNS AS

PERCEIVED BY STAPP, PARENTS, AND MAIO FOR TEE PROGRAMMiTIC ACTIVITIES

......____ _...____
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4 PI
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Interaction

Patterns

,

.
,

Programmatic

Activity

Staff

024

.0 iv
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ri rI
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(4 ti
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. Involvement

parents

Ns41 e
0
t
O

'0 1 '00

1 ICI III:'0
r4 PI PI %I

LI 00 11

.vg' ii .5t
0 0 0 ,C 0 4

,

PTO
.131 466 293 .277 .185 .407 670 .454 177 .392 .476 444

parent .teicher conferences' .474 643 511 .366 .344 .260 345 .rie 190 249 363 278

Volunteer aide program .493 481 557 .457 .356 558 184 .100 776* 656 7044 ;7204

Christmas and Spring music prostua .490 486 699 .477 .256 .300 347 .444 484 .640 603 614

Parent advisory board .420 131 514 260 .340 .600 535 .430 .464 .516 .408 284

School newsletter ,240 328 346 ,169 .102 .282 .475 .152 213 .241 445 .417

Positive cards, calls an4 notes 353 114 001 .433 .594 .533 570 .324 .520 .36 537 .098

De of ccomTittresource people .612 610 538 .216 . 148 ,068 .090 .182 .552 .608 657 .672

Parent questionaireeoi surrey,/ .140 ,601 399 .304 .342 .460 .294 .443 561 ,113 084 189

Articles in local newsiaper .532 .598 503 .542 .197 .165 .076 ..063 504 .381 382 480

Progress report .r32 696 .316 .308 .378 .268 166 .435 220 .243 512 350

L.__ _

* Significant at 1(.0
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TABLE 102
4 .

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF INVOLVE-
MENT AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC'
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

. InvolVeMent

Primary Interaction Patterns '8taff . Parents Nonparents

SChool and Child_ ,.412

-School and Home ..547
4Ai.

.;...School'and Attendance -
Area . 1.441

School and:TOtal
SchoOl District

.:277
--

.366: - .422

.358

.258

.485

..435 .

_

Table 103 reports the data regarding the CorrelatiOns between the
,

.-
, ..

. . , -',"--
.

operating function-;Of resoldtiOn and thk, primary interactton patterns
. - . , .

,
, .

for theprogrammatft activities as_perceived t4T;Ettiffi parenti, and non-

, ,

parents, Four cells wer0ound to,have correlifions at,t 4.,7 or, higher..
.,

,,,

, The highest correlation, r.1,:+.750-,.*s Andicated by the Siaff:a6.ShoWing

a relationship between:the operat Uingjunction oredolUtiOn and the'in-, , ,

,

. _
tended interaction between ttle School 04 home forTthe adttivity,"parent'-

- -

teacher conferenas.": Table 104 reports .the'meip,corielations betWeen ,..

the operafing function:of resolution and the-wimary interactian patterns,

for.the programmatic actiVities.
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TABLE 103,

CORRELATIONS'BETVIEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF RESOLUTION AID THE PiINARTINTERACTION PATTERNS

AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS FOR THE pROORANNATIC ACTIVITIES
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P/0 ' 208 .595 467 :268 .369 454 .722* 536 .245 .355 467 524

Parent.teacher conferenies ,

,

.473 .756 165 .370 .249

4

589 .156 008 .146 .460 132 037

Volunteer aide progria ;568 .507 684 .592 .682 645 .117 172 .599 .526 ill, 523

Christmas and Spring music programs 554

,

.410 519 .357 .421 010 .000 460 .396 .495 424 577

'Parent advisory board .392 .715* .602 .542 .287 439 .483 439 .233 .417 548 .434

School newsletter
.
354 .133 160 .167 .084 300 .259

,

303 .257 .136 129 262

Positive cards, calls and notes .287 .173 198 .574 .509 409 .190 368 .215 .130 322 417

Use of community resource people . .461 .555 622 .524 .289 182 .435 526 .280 .343 427 372

Parent quCstionnaires or surveys .296! .649 519 .401 .367 490 .342\. 115 .204 062 -.065

Articles in local newspaper, .544 '.593, 480 .343 216 116 ;115 .454 :1253 .208 350 454.

Progress report .618 736* .465 .458 .469 183 .308 .430 .190 .108 020 253

,

.

*Significant at L (.001
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TABLE 104

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE OPERATING FUNCTION OF RESOLUTION

9 AND THE PRIMARY INTERACTION PATTERNS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC

ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Resolution
,

Primary Interaction Pattetns Staff Parents Nonparents

41,

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

Research Question 14:

What is the telationship between the control functions and

the operating functips as perceived by stagf, parents, and

nonparents?

Table 105 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

control function of conducting and the operating functions for the non-

programmatic activities as perceived by stsff, parentsl and nonparents.

No strong correlations at the r = +.7 or higher were indicated by.the

staff, parentg, r nonparents. Two correlations were reported by the

parents as showing no relationships, r = +.000. The first nonrelation-

ship was between who is primarily responsible for conducting the ponpro-

grammatic activity, "principal and staff response to parent calls," and

the operating function of resolution. The nextnonrelationship was

between who is primarily responsible for conducting the activity, "the
#

249
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TABLE 105

COIRELATIONS DEIN TRE Com !UNCTION OF CONDRCTING AND in OPERATING !UNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED

IV STAFF, PARENTS, AND NEWTS FOR NONPROMMATIC ACTIVITIES

....._ ... __________________._

Operating

FunCti001

.

Not-

Programmatic

Activities

.. ...

staff

NI124

c
o

3

.I.,----- 1

m 0
4 (.)4

...._,......_

,

1
)

.1.--

°:
3

1.

:
ce

,_.._, ___................

, Conduct ng

Parents

No41

g
o
44 u
u , d C

4 ! 1 ?I '
6 3 > ; 3

.4` i 7ot 1.

1 0<um,

lonparents

.

11130

c
0
0
0

..11

1 I 11
6 3 ) ,3

t 1 .1. 111,---

,. Ad

Parent visits to the school 439 -.063 .192 -.036 274' .260. .133 .227 .032 -.065 .034 -.003
4

Students' enthUSDIS: in school

Activities 4l0 -.044 042 -.038 -.315 -.172 .190 .267 -.075 -.052 .012 .167

Schbol facilities serve as a
,

community resource 243 .379 .190 ,.112 .181, .052 4138 .041 '116 .002 .036 4097'

generates a .Staff feeling of warmth
010 -.025 -.262 -.182 -.054 .152 .051 .093 .039 -.016 .074 .048

Parents demonstrate support for. the

school 287, -.030 .261 .016. .085 .115 .155 .100 -.241 -.191 -.338 -.423 ki

Staff generates a positive r.213 -.378 .106 -;348 -.098 .135 .190 .343 ...046 -.029 .186 .155
'atmosphere

'Principal and staff response,to
,

parett cells . .116 .104 .145 .000 -.014 .034 .088 .116 .131 .284 ..018 .178

Parents have access to staff, .211 T385 .293 .288 .114 .064 .076

C

.075 .350 .241 '431 .380

Staff generates rapport between

themselves and parents .046 .095 .050 -.186 .044 -.184 ..073 .107, .015 -.077' -.239 -.128

Staff works well together planning .

activities fsichildren , .205 . 151 .032 .00p .179 .314 .330 4247 .154 -.023 .093 144

4..'n mu eJ
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staff works well together in planning activities for children," and

the operaltp fufption 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 F CONDUCTING

AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE NONPROGRAMMTIC .ACTIVITIES
AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND.NONPARENTS

Operating FunctiOns

Conduciing

Staff Parents Nonparents
4

0

Analysis

(

-,Communicati&a,

Involvement

Resolution

.040

.041.

.063

.032

1087

.029

-.008

-.060

.049

.009

.017

.042

It

Table 107 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

'Aar, control fuhdrion of deciding and the operating functions for the pro-

grammatic activities as perceived by-staff, parents, and nonparents.

A moderake correlation, r = +.569, was indicated!'by the nonparents as

0
-0

showing a relati nship between who Is reaponsible,fot deciding to include

the activity, "p rent questionnaires or surveys," in the home-school-

At

community relations program and the operating function of analysis.

Table 108 reports the mean correlations betweenipthecontrol function of

deciding and the operating functions for the programmatic activities.

252
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TAW 107

CORRATIONS REINEEN TR COMM MOTION OF DECIDING Att TB OPEPATING MOTIONS AS PERCEIVED

IT STAFF, PAIRS, AND NPARENTS FOR TRE PROGIVATIC ACTIVITIES

Staff

No24

a
0

Deciding

parents

1X1

C

0

Nonperents

C
0

Opefating

Functions

1) C 0

1 0 0 5. 0 0 4 g q .

.

i

progreatic, i

4 g . 41

ti c > o
14 pi ,

"4 1 g :

4
o
.>,

1

Eql 111

1 0 4
,N,

1 I

4 4 : 7)

0 1,4 4
),4,

la 1 > 0

Activities i 8 444 1 u. 4 0 1 8 g!

.
,

PTO .195 .443 p.122 .087 ..023 .070 ..168 ..189 ..185 .071 .239 ,064

Parent.teacher conferences 1278 407 .321 .404 .089 ..062 .104 1.006 ..123 .208 ..086 .165

Volunteer side program .289 .223 .126 .055 ..131 .005 ,176 .002 ..181 .254 .129 .001

, .

Christmas and Spring music post= .165 .174 .153- ;014 .122 .197 ,088 .143 .020 .298 .251 .193

,

Parent advisory board .219 .199 .280 .055 .090 .081 .065 .097 439 .000 .019 ..104

School newsletter .129 ..400 ..328 .063 .021 ;094 .020 .082 .269 .091 .026 ..023

Positive card's, calla and notes .034 ..209 .250 -.169 .085 .125 ..087 442 .067 .230 .095 .148

Use of corona); resouice people ..116 .021 .120 ,070 .074 .078 .133 .458 419 .325 .409 .179

Parent questionnaires orr surveys ..035 .460 .127 ..02/ .496 .111 .167 .204 l,569 ;113 .111 .157

'.,

Articles' in local newspaper .192 .096 .405 ,493 415 .177 ,287 .309 .191 .0z4 .207 .228
A .

Progress report . .332 342 .312 ..273 -.068 ,0a ..232 ..033 .,315 .1151 ..197 ..217
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TABLE 108

MEAN CORRELATIONS-BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF DECIDING
AND THE'OPERATIW FUNCTIONS FOR TUE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES.
Ae PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

4

Operating Functions

Dociding

Staff Parents Nonparents

Analysis -.064 .013 .051

Communication -.098 .028 .094

Involvement -,207 .019 .104

Resolution -.107 .058, .031

Table 109

control function

matic activities

reports the data regarding the correlations between the

of planning and operating functions for the program-

as perceived by staff, parents, and,nonparents. A

moderate correlation, r = +.425, was indicated:by the parents as showing

a relationship between wh is

"parent-teacher conferences,"

reaponsible for planning for

in the home-school-community

program and the operating function of analYsia,

mean correlations hetweenthe control function'of planning and the oper-

the activity,

relations

Table 110 reports the

ating function foi the programmatic activities,

Table 111 reports the data regarding the correlations, between the

control function of conducting and the operating functions for the pro-

d
grammatic activities as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents. A

moderate correlation, t." = +.571, was indicated by the ,parents as showing-

255
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, TABLE 109

(CORRELATIONS BETWEEN 11! Comm FUNCTION OF PIANNING AND TIE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED

BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS /OR TEE PROCRANTIC ACTIVITIES

Operating

Functions

ProgramIstit

Activitles

_.

Staff

.Ng24

o
1.1

0 . c 0

I U 11
vi s4 w 41NO) O00:0O>
) 5 A14
e' 1 ir i

il 8:4 fg

wog
parents

NI41
..

c

o
, ...i 0

4) 0 0

() i W34UN10 ,1 0

PI OfI'Pl'.
1 1 > I

1 g 41

Nonparenti

NE30

c

o

ili i 101 0

co,0 V

401

\L,
U

:OPI01
F4 1 r

C.

.332

Parent-teacher conferences .

Volunteer aide pros m

. I .

Christmas and Sprin music progres..402

1

Parent advisory board .294

School newsletter ..017

Positive cards, calls and notes

Use of community resource people .098
,

parent questionnaires or surveys

Articles in'local newspaper .201

Progress report

9

077

.280

.064

.175

.045

ImilliraiNONOMMINm0~011Fmnimummrami.

-,367

.1070

.173

-.328

.244

.074

.142

.046

.222

-.024

.084

383

SOLO

004

318

165

042

.164

..099

105

1.162

120

-.257

.119

-.096

..318

%OR

ot

..033

-.018

-.046

.176

-.184

.008

.068

1425

. 182

.266

174

.410

.116

435

-.157

.071

.202

010

344

.073

.124

228

112

110

.055

.073

228

383

.040

.237

.233

..062

.056

.201

-.079

.102

.166

o233

.130

-.044

324

073

I21 0,

169

. 015

018

,

015

.126

244

-.029

#

,02,2

-,024

.441

,298

.,208

.041

.036

-.034

,408

.012

.196

018

. 086

.091

.013

.413

.134

.142

.067

.281

-.266

-4123

-.002

. 161

.026

063

-.055

..016

. 291

086

313.'.204

436

054

.043

.1

. 67

.103

.

.159

.021

.051

.076

.243

.168

257
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a relationship between who is responsible for POriducting the activity,

"progrgss-report," in the home-school-community relatioi program and

the operating function of communication.

TABLE 110

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF PLANNING
AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NON/PARENTS

3

Operating Functions

Planning

Staff Parents Nonparents

Analysis -.067 AN .060

Communication -.056 .138 -.028

Involvement -.124 .073-. .000

Resolution -.072 .089 -.027

Table 112 reports the mean correlation between the control function

of conducting and the operating functions for the programmatic activities.

TABLE 112

_MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF CONDUCTING
AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Conducting

00'4ating Functions Staff Parents Nonpalwts

Analyalx -.096 .089 .024

ComulitCiation -.119 .156 ,052
\,

Invo14ement -.077 .153 ,037

'i.R6sCii4stion -.202 .219' -.071

258
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A

, CORRELATIONS RISEN Tim CON

9E10EIVED IY STAFF, PARENTS, A

TANI 111

PP.

CTIONS OF CONDUCTING AND TRE OPERATING FONCTIFS AS

NONPARENTS FOR TRE PROGRANTIC ACTIVITIES

Staff

N24

On UCt ng

Parents

',;.41 ('

.

lonparents

NnID

Operating

Functions

C C C
0 0 0
tri 1.1 iri 1.1 «o 6

% utt ,AJCC
0 0 0 0 ill 0 r: Q 0

n 0 % vi 0 u 1". vo N U il "
pl 4,4 0 0 Irl Irl 6 a vi vi V 11

m C ) : 0 c . ) : 0 C
)1 : PI PI )1 % Po P4 ii %, PI pi,'"1 1 ? PA "01 I ? 'g 1 ? 1Ircgramatic '

8 4 A 1 8 /4 A 8 4 a
Activit!es

-Is

PTO .205 -.319 245 -.025 .051 .314 .109 -.104 .213 032 .004 .167

1

Parent-teacher conferences .070 .038 124 .130 .000 .205 .286 .472 -.075 .180 .005 .259

Volunteevaide program .004 -.102 037 5188 .111 .189 -.106 .301 .043 .233 .275 -.002.

Christmas and Spring music programp.428 -.354 321 -,369 .060 ,048 ..153 .022 .010 .088 .071 .000

Parent advisory board .343 .398 111 -.345 .105 .069 .048 .257 ..411
.,

-.322 -.355 .510

School newsletter . .042 .005 080 -.052 182 .198 .242 .032 .295 .241 .288 .179
,

Pesitive cards, calls end notes .064 .142 164 -.078 .131 .272 .058 .240 -.141 -.161 -.280 -.212

Use of community resource people .173 .000 246 166 048 449 .193 .069 .060 .047 .22 .022

Parent questionnaires or surveys .063 .046 002 .125 .286 .303 .208 .369 ..243 .236 .117 -.157

Articles in local newspaper .117 -.0,30 059 -.106 .002 .233 .219 .337 -.058 -.244 .200 -.182

Progress report .143 .008 107 .090 .431 .571 .467 .351 .012 .243 .271 .171
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Table, 113 relibrts,the datregar ing ibe tore
1

c

) t ,4

if

? T.%4

.

%,...J;,' .

the control function Qr coordinati#g a d the operStii
- , .

.

, - . ,..

tilictibilisc
...

the programmatic activities as percei d by itaff stints,',,andnon:.4

..A: ... --7,

. 1
parents. A moderate negative.coirel io n, T2'sx -.,1.8, was in ted

, L

° °

by the staff as showing the OppoSite .relationghip between-Iihois

responsible for coordinating the activityparestteacher confete

in the home-schodt-community relations prograM ant:Pelle operating func-

tion of communication. Table 114 reports the mean correlations between

the control function of cobrdinating and the operating functions for

the programmatic activities.

TABLE 114

MEAN CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF COORDINATING
AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
AS PERCEIVED, BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Operating Functions.

Coordinating

Staff Parents Nonparents

Analysis -.071

Communication -.137

Involvement -.151

Resolution -.078

.093

.108

. 093

. 144

.076

.019

-.021

-.048

Table 115 reports the data regarding the correlations between the

control function of evaluating and the operating functions for the pro-

grammatic activities as perceived by staff, parentg, and nonparents.

irmoderate correlation, r = +.458, was indicated by the nonparents as

261
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TABLE 113

COMATIMIS mom TN atm Foam 0? COORDINATING AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS AS PERCEIVED

BY STAFF, rARFIUSI ANO NONPARENI FOR TOR I'(X4MMAT1C ACTIVITIRS

Negdo ".

'

1.1

C

E
01

1.4

41 A

.... __ _

Nonparents .

No30

0

0
"I

44 : C

a a a
44 vl GU
0 C ) 2
h 2 el , 411

1 1 >. :

1 8 4 A

Operating

Funcons
;

ti

hop:made

Activities

Staff

.

a

11,24

o
* a
0 C d

a g 1 VI. wi 41 41OC )2
h 2 0 1.4

", I g

8 4`4 A

Coordinatimg

Parent'

0
0
*
44

II 1
44 viOa)
h 2

1 8

270 .005 .031 406 .104 .246 042 .047 .035 -.074 -.078 .485 .460

Parent-teacher.conferences .211-.518 p.303 .056 .331 304 .274 396 .315 .108 -.032 03

Volunteer aide program ' .059 -,210 090 -.221 .298 225 -.033 395 .154 -.026 . 103 065

Christmas and Spring music prosy:m..438 .397 392 -.322 .092 037 .040 017 .170 .061 Ill 219

Parent advisory board ..310 -.359 205 -.342 -.182 112 - 038 -.061 -.062 .031 039 ,084

School newsletter .297 . 145 004 .105 . 242 .455 - 084 000 . .375 .147 ,002 .135
,

,?ositive cards, calls and note; .024 . 158 .188 -.10,8 .124 019 -.114 052 -.147 .076 031 ..006

*Use of community' resotirce people 173 .042 . 188 ..280 - 169 016 .165 071 -.130 .447 illS ..295

parent igstionnaires or surveys .139 .189 106 .170 .306 244 .321 372 .292 .136 157 .020

l'Articics in local newspaper .177 ..016 . 091 ..128 -.134 .243 .208 217 -.082 -.308 .1,103 . 158

Progress report
, . .249 .121 143 .143 .317 143 .210 055 -.016 .126 123 104
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TABLE 115

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF EVALUATING AND THE OPERATING FICTIONS AS PERCEIVED

BY STAFF., PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS FOR THE PROGROMATIC ACTIVITIES

Operating

Functions

1111

Programmatic

Activities

Staff

No24

a
o
..4 0
0 c 0
0 0 0

4114 .1rj1 r 7.1

14 c ) c
i, 2 Pi I"I

erla 11 g
C

8 4 g

Eva uating

Parents

No41

0
0

..4 U

j4fd 1 1
4 i t
0 c , 0
,s, Z ri , Pi

lig gg

8 4 g

Nonparents

No30

C

0
4.1 U

1.1 C C
0 t 0

4 .': 1 II
0 ; C > 2
)4 5

" t), :lot

1 .8 4 g

?TO -.213 -.054 .083 .015 -.022 ..127 -.137 -.183 .000 .248 .082 .179

Parent-teacher conferences , -.064 .038 .498 -.161 .049 .066 .090 .091 -.093 -.075 -.088 -.104

Volunteer aide program -.243 -.250 ..233 -.360 -.079 .4126 -.250 -.002 -.431 -.364 -.17i-.429

Christmas and Spring music programs. .042 .075 .013 .17) -:156 -.247 -.008 -.114 -.219 -.362 -.161 -.320

Parent advisory board -.032 .063 .065 .054 .044 ,030 .000 -.017 .048 .173 .123 -.076

School newsletter' -.245 -4274 340 -.145 -.196 ..220 -.256 -.156 .349 ' .019 .197 .421

Positive cards, calls and.notes .231 -.279 ..356 -.166 .009 ..091 -.079 -.156 .039. .075 .124 .231

Use.of community resource people 101 -.220 -.298 -.444 .033 -.047, -.011 -.160 -.234 -.085 .075 -.196

Parent questionnaires or surveys .229 -.115 ..002 .005 -.231 .064 .133 .002 .294 .394 .458 .169

Articler ii local newspaper .125 .190 -.108 -.201 .009 -.126 .248 .256 .199 -.056 -.030 -.113

Progress report ..064 -.004 -.142 -.054 .407 .135 .232 .027 .302 .126 .237 ;312

. - ,

04!

264 265
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showing a relationship between who is responsible for evaluating the

184,

activity, "parent questionnaires or surveys,' in the home-school-commu-

nity relations program and the operating function.of involvement, Two

_callawere_found,showing,.no_correlatians. 1. orrelation,,,r

was indicated by the nonparents as not showIng A relationship between

the control function of evaluating the activity, "PTO," and the opera-

ting function of analysis in the home-school-commUnity relations program.

A correlation r +.000, was indicated by the parents as not showing a

relationship between the control function of evaluating the activity,

"parent advisory board," in the home-school-community relations program

and the operating function of involvement. Table 116 reports the mean

correlations between the control function of evaluating and the opera-

ting functions for the programmatic activities.

'42
TABLE 116

MEAN CORRELATIONS'BETWEEN THE CONTROL FUNCTION OF EVALUATING
AND THE OPERATING FUNCTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
.AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

Operating Functions

Evaluating

Staff Parents Nonparents

Analysis -.113 -.011. .023

Communication 7.077, -.052 .008
*

Involvement -.165 p -.004- .061

Resolution -1121 -.037 .007
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The following section presents the data and findings of signi-

ficant mean differences for the ancillary queations as/foUnd between

staff, parents, and nonparents in terms of programmatic and nonpro-.

--grammatic activitiettx.._4S_

Ancillary Question 1:

What are the mean differences between the importance.of the
programmatic and 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 sigifficant difference

(p4.01) 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 difference

between their perceptions of the importance of t14,activity, "parent

visits to the school." The staff and parents reported 4 signiEicant

difference between their perceptions of the importance of the activity,

"the school facilities serve as a community resource."

Table 118 reports the data regarding the mean differences between

the importance of the programmatic activities as perceived by staff,

parents, and nonparents. The greatest significant difference (2L.. .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 reported significant differences

between their-perceptions of the importance of the activities, "volunteer

267
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TABLE 117

MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NONPROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITI4S"-AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENT4.

NoiipxagramrIat:Lc.

Activities

Staff- Staff- Parents

arents onparents o 04 nts-- -,

Parent visits
to the schcilal .

Students' enOusiasm ork_

in school activities

School facilities
.serve as a community
resource

'Staff generates a
feeling of warmth

Parents demonstrate
support for the school

Staff generates a
positive atmosphere .

Principal and staff
response to parent
calls-

Parents have access
to staff

Staff generates rapport
between themselves
and parents

Staff works well to-
gether planning
activities for children

.3 0 .3

.6* .3 .3

0 .3 .3

.1 .3

.1 .3 . .2

.4 .2 ,2

.3 0 .3

a .2

.4 .1. .6**

* Significant at p. <.05

** Significant at <.01

268
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TABLE 118.

MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE IMPORTANCE QF THE PROGRAMMATIC
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS

_Programmatic_
Activities

Staff-
,

'Paients

Staffi-

Nonparents
Parents--

PTO .17

Parent-teacher
conferences .2 .3 .5*

'Volunteer aide
program .3

Christmas and Spring
music-programs Ait .6* 2 .4

Parent advisory board .1 0 .1
r

School newsletter .,,1 0- .3
-,

Positive Cards, calls,
and notes. .3 4 .4

Use of community
.resource people .2 .2 ,2

Parent question-
naires or surveys

Articles in local
newspaper ,3 ,2

Progress report
.

8** .5 .3

* Significant at p <.05
** Sigpificant at p. .

***SiOificant at 2. OOl

269
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aide'program," and "parent questionnaires or surveys." The parents and

nonparentandicated a significant difference betweeh their perceltons

'of theactivity, if parent-tesCher conferences.

,Ancillary Question'2:

What aie the mean differences between the effectivenesadt

the programmatic and nonprogrammati&activities aa,perceived

by staff, parents, and nonparents? 0

Table 119 repoirts the 4ata regarding the mean differences

between the effLtiveness of the nonprogrammitic. activities asper-
:

* ceiVed by,staff, parents, and ndhparents. -..'i'Two-cells were found tO be

-11,.

.. .A,
-.:,.'

significant. at R. <.05 level. The signifidaht differences were between

the staff and the Parents and the staff and nonparents for the. aotiviXY,
b

"parent Visits to the school." .

. -

.
Table 120 reports the data regarding the mean differences4between

the etrectiveness of the progrgAmatic actiVities as perceived by staff;

,parents; and nonparenta. The greatest aignIficant difference (11 <.001).

'was found between the ataff and nonparents and staff and parents for.the

actiVity,"progresstepert,"Staffandnonparents
reported a significant

.
difference between 'their perception of the effectiveness of.the activ ty,

.,

Summary

This chapter presented the analysis of the 'data, The analysis

,
'included 'reiults regarding the programmatic and;:rtonprOgrammatic activi-

ties infa achool's homeschoolcommunity relations p`rogram. Triority

440tngs and relafionahips btftween the control functions operating.
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TABLE 119.j-C

MEAN DIFFERENCES BET.:i4EEN THE EFFECTIONESS OF THE NONPROGRAMMAT4
ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED'. BY STAFF ," PARENTS AND NONPARENTS

Nonprogrammatic
Activities \

Parent visits
to the school .

!

Stlidents' enthusiasm
in school activitiea,

Staff Staff-.-

Parents *nparents . Nonparents
-Parents

SchoOrfacilitits
,seive as a communit
reaourceif

.feeling o armth
:Staff genetes a

Parents ditonstrate
suppott for the school

Staff generates a
_positive atmosphere

Principal and staff?, ,

response tb

Par s h ave access

to staff

0

.1'

.1

.1

.2

.27 .07

Staff-generatea rapport
between themselvea
and'`parehts .36 .06

ThStaff works well to-
gether planning
activities for children .1

13

.3

* Signcant.at <.05

I,
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TABLE 120 ,

MEAN DIFFERENCES BETWEEN. THE EFFECTIVINESS OF THE PROGRAMMATIC

ACTIVITIES AS PERCEIVED BY STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS:

Programmatic . Staff- Staff- Parents-i.

Parents Nonparents Nonparents71.

PTO .4 .6*

Parent-teacher
conferences .17' .17-

Volunteer aide
program

Christmas and Spring-
music programs ,

Parent advisory hoard

School newsletter

Positive cards, calls,
and notes

Use of community .
resource people'.

Parent questionnaires
or surveyd

Articles in-local
newspaper

Frogresd report

.2 .1

.3

-.2

.1

.2

.1

.4

.3

.2

.1

.33

0

101

Significant at t
** Significant at p =.001
***Significant at p .001

27 2
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functions, primary interaction patterns, impolitance, and effectiveness

of each activity were discussed and presented agiperceived by staff,

parents, and nonparents. -$Agnificant differences between staff,

parents, and nonparents were discussed and pressnted in rel#ion to

the importance and the effectiVeness f the programmatic4nd nonpro-

grammatic.activities in a school's ome-school-commUnity relations

program.

i1-,
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SUMMARY OF THE.FINDINGS, CONCLUSI

".

WotIC.Of the stddy utilized the the

As specified in Chapter II of this document .the.canceptual frame-
/

etical, framework developed by Bowles,

kruth; and Moser. Thestudy. was conducted in -a singl&-achool district'

using interviews and questicnnaires as means of answering fourteen research

.questions and.two ancillary questions developed.from the home-school-

community relations literature and research.

100, Thia chapter includes a summary of the 'findings, conclusions,

iNlicationt. The findings and conclutions are explained utilizing

6 rasearclir and.,ancillary,questions. The chapter concludes with impli-
,

s'-,turther research.and for practice.
-r

'eh ueations ,

What'ari *ie programmatic and nonprogrammatic homALschool-
community relations actEvities as perceived by sarf,
.partents,,and'nonparents?

` .

hatlis:The prlority, ranking of each activity in terms of

- the opeAlitin 'Dimas ions, of analysis, communication, involve-.

tOntoa4f cal perceived by staff, parents, and
ncnparent0

'

action of each activity in terms
on patterns as perceived by staff,

Ait
ofv,tbe.ir

0aTehts,

wOo.413,4.
Jo.nf'fo,itheopro

as pAceive4iliy:s

!'t.

each.off the control func-,
Orqgyammatic activities

tiff, p Inonparents? ,

s ttit'relati nship between the-impbrtance of'the pro-
f"' ic : rogrammatiOftiviiies and the'xontrol

bnct - ceived by-staff, parents and nonparents?

. What'is the ret lationship between the'eifectiveness of the
pioghmmatic and ,nonpiegrammatic actiNilties and the control
fbnctions as per.deiverby staff, parents, and nonparents?

274
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7. What i elationthip between ihe importance of the

pro c and nonprogrammatic aCtivities and the oper-

at iona. as perceived by staff; parents, and non-

pa
1

8. Whatis.the relationship between die effectiveness.of the

programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the opera-. .

ting functioip as perCeived'by staff, parents, and.nonparents?

9. What is the relationship between the importance of t#e pro-

grammatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the priMary

interaction patkerns as perceived by staff, parents, and

nonparents?

10. What is the relationship between the effectiveness of the

programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities awl the primary
interaction patterns as perctived by14taff, parents, and

nonparents?

193

11. What is the relttionship between th importance and Iffect-

iveness for each of the programmatic had nqwrogrammatic
activities as perceived by staff,.'parents,1115d nonparents?

*
12. What is the relationship-between the control functions and .

the primary interaction patterns as perceived by staff

parents, and nonparents?
f

13. What..,is-the relationship between the primary interaction
patterns and the operating functions as perceived by Staff,

parents., and nonparents?

14. Whet is the relationship between the contiol functions and
rthe operating functions as perceived by staff, parents, and

nonparents?
'-4 AWi

Upoillaiy Questions.
,

1. :4What'are the mean differences between the fewortance of eaih

o'rogrammatic i10nonprogramiatic activity airrieived by
.staff, $arents4;4d ntonparents?

2. What are the meaddifferences betweenfhe effectiveness of
each pr9grammatic ana nonprogrammatic.,4ictivity4as Perceire
byAltaff, parents ind nonparents? .': 0

44
.:04

t

,

mpuMaty of Findings -
x.

The findings of the study are presented-regarding each researCh

and anci1lar), question:

2 715
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1. What are he programmatic and nonprogrammatic home-school-
community relations activities, as perteived by staff,

parents, and nonparents? ,

The staff, parents, and honparents interviewed in this study

identified fifty-three programmatic and fifty-three nonprogrammatic

activities ih the school's home-school-community relations progrge6.

programmatic activities identified most frequently were:.

a. PTO
Parent-teacher conferences

c. Volunteer aide program
d.: Christmas and Spring musiaprograms
e. Parent advisory board
f. School newsletter
g. Positive cards, calls, or notes
h. Use of community Wsource people for ins
i. Tarent questionnaires or surveys

.j. Articles about schoot in local newspaper

ok. PrOpees report-

ction

194

The

The nonprogrammitie&activities identified most frequently werel

di
a. The.. . ,,encourages parents to visit, obseTve

andi',, ..;..hers.
..-.:,

:b.% Stud ay, thiOr enthus,iasm and involvementjh the.,

man. :!Nx44;44;,,p5pvided for them&

c.. Th:'!,irA,: tieg:function as a community resource.

d. 'The
.ii

genera .leeling ofyarmth and friendliness
toward allwho enteflti-schohl.
Priirentsf demonstrate thieft'40itive support 4hr theOchool

,

.,Orough their willingneas fb' ik)ocome.irkvolved.ib.the

.:qttiool's.prograMs and activitiet: .
. .

.

_:'.0'.ibe°-Staff generates a comfOrtable, hon-threatening,

;positiveatmosphere idward students, Parents, and

4isitors. . ,

g. The principal4miteachers respoffa-To parent calls the

same day or within a reasonable amount of time.

AirP'arents haVe easy access 66.the principal and teachers
iI.:,,:. .-...;

about concerna no matter how trivial. ,

,...,,,
Ango- The ataff generates raPport,ani a'feeling of mutual

,:-- respeet between themselves and *rents. .

,

' r.. The atafrworks well togetiver in planningactivities for

children.

2. What is the priority rankineof each
the operating funeiions of analysis,
-ment, nd resolution as perceived by
parents?

4 276

4,14.

actWity in terms of
communicatioh, involve-
staff, parents, and non-
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The examination of the priOrity rankings of the operating func-

tiona in terms of the nonprogrammatic activities showed that the staff

,

and nonparintS xanked bost of the activities as involvement of
r

r

individ-

uals or groups within the school. The parents indicated that the

activities were esitentially directed toward communicati4 with the

various subpublics of the school.

Staff, parents, and nonparents all indicated that the programmatic
9

.

activities were primagiy for tile purpose of communicating with the

various subpublics within the school's attendance area:

6,

3. What is the intended interaction of
of the primary interaction patterns
parents, and nonparents?

4' a.

each activity in termip,.
as perceived by stalf,

^

Intended interaction/nonprogrammaticjtetivities.

The Staff indicated that the pximary focus of the nonpiogrammitic

activities was the interaction betweèn the school ind the home. The-:

parents repa 'the focus q e interaction was primarily between thea

-

school and Ch' and the schdol and home. The nonparents indiceit6 the
y

...- e ,-:,
,

focus of interacttOn'at'beipg between the 6-Chool and child.
6,

b. Intended interaction/programmatic actiNities
,

....

The staff, parentsVg nonparents indicated that the primar

..-

focus of the programmatic ts.%)kties-was the4inti_raction between the
4)

41$

school and home.

4. Who is primajkly responsible4vi&achs of the cioTtroi functions
for the proglimmatic and non progrAtmatic activities 1p e

ii

-

/Pceived by staff,- plirents, and nOnparents.

The role incumbents''iesponsibilitiet in con'ducting or-catry4ng

r
out the nonprogrammatic activities in the home-sehool-cdbmunity relations

277
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program as perceived'by the staff resulted.in the following:

a. Conducting or Carrying out/nonprogramMatiC activities.

Teachers were primarily responsible for conducting or carrying

out the majority.of the nonprogrammatic activities, followea by,the

I.& R Unit and principal as perceiyed.by the staff. Patents indicateci

that theLprincipal was primarily Oonsible for conducting the nonpro-
.

grammatic activities, followed by the Aachers and the I &-k Unit:

- -
Nonparents indicated that the principal was primarily responsible folk

,

utti:

conducting the pRpgrammatic activities, followed by teachers, and

-2
the I & R Unit.

b. The decision to includetRiogrammatic activities.

The role incumbents' responsibilities in conducting or carrying

out the programmatic activities in the home-school-communitY relations

program as perceived by staff, parents, and nonparents restileed4
it

.the following .findinga4.41 The staff indicated ehat teachera were the

primary decisien makers, followed by the I & R Unit and princrpAPI
li

The Rarents indicated that the' princip was the primAry4,decision maker,

followed by,the teachers. The nonparents indicated that the principal

was the primarl deciaion maker, fdllowed by the superintendent-centrAl
PF

1 office, and theA1C.

c. Planning/provammatic activities.

The ataff indicakpd that teachers were primarily responsible for
.0

planning fhe Trogrammatic activities, followed by the I & R,Unit, prin-

cipal, other parent groups, and others. The parents indicated th t the
,

principal was primarily responsible for planiang.the programmatic activi-

ties, followed by the teachers, and the I & R nonparents

8
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410

indicated that the principallwas primaiily responsible for planning

for the programmatic activities, iollowed by the superintendent-

central ofilFe, teachers, and the IIC. Little Agreement on who was

responsible for planning the activities was found by nonparents.

A. Conducting or carrying out/programmatic activities.

The teachers wsre primarily responsible for Cirrying out ihe

,

programmatic activities, followed by the I & R Unit, parent advisoty

board, and othet parent grotp according to the staff. ents indicated

that teachers were responsible for conducting the ptogrammatic activities,

P
followed by the principal; and I & R Unit. Nonparenis indicated that"

teachers were responsib for conducting the programmatic activities,

followed by the principal, and I & R

e. Coordigating or superviing/programmatic

The staff indicated that the teachers were responsible for coor-

dinating the programmatic actiirities followed by the I & R Unit, and

,

prinCipal. The parents indicated that the principal wasltssponsibte

.41

for coo*dittating the programmatic activities, followed by the unit

leaders, teachers, andj & R Unit. Nonparents indicated that thAprin-
,

cipal was responsible fot coordinating 40rOgrammatic aCtiyities,

followed by the,teachers.

f. Assessing or,evaluating/kogrammatic Activities.

The staff indicated that theteachers were res

.4*

279
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assessing the programmatic activities, followed by the I & R Unit, and

others. Only a small 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 asittAng the programmatic activities, followed by

the UC, and the parent advisory board .

5. What is the relationship between the impeirtance of the
programmatic and nonprogrammaticactivities and the
control functions as perceived by staff, parents, and

nonparents?

a. Importance and control functionAnonprogrammatic activities.

The examination of the relationships between the importance of

ithenonprogrammatic activities and the control function of conducting

eT,, i;,4r

showed no signtficant relationships.

b. Importance and control Onction/programmatic activities.

No significant relationships were indicated by the staff, parents,

or nonparents between the importance of the programMatic activities and
,

the cgntrol functions ondeciding, planning, conducting, coordinating,. --.
,

and evlluating.
,

What is the relationship between the effectivness of the/6.
Programmatic and nonprogrammatic activitiewan0 t1er'contr61

functions as perceived by staff, parents, an&nonparents?
k

4 r
;41 , 4000. ,*

Effectiveness and control functlip/nonptegiAmmatic activities.

No significant relationships were reported by the stagf, parents,

- ornonpaterits between the effectiveness of,the nonprogrammatic activities-
,,

and.the contiol function of conducting.

b. Effectiveness'and conrol fufictions/proOmmatic activities.

No significant relationshipsowere indicated by the staff, parents,

230
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or nonparents between the effectiveness of the programmatic activities

and the control functions.

7. What is the *relationship between the importanpe Of the

programmatic and nonprogpimmatic activities Od the
operating functtona! aa.f*ceived.by egaff,-.prents; and

,nonparents?

Importance and ope tivflintt Ofleitionprogrammatic activities.

No signifiCant relationships were reported by the staff, parents,

or nonparenta between the impoilance-of'the donprogrammativictivitiee

-and,the operating functions.

b. Lmportance and operating functions/programmatic activities.

No significant relationships were reported by the staff between

title importance of the programmatic activitiee and the operating functions.

A significant relationship was reported by the parents between the

importance of the activity, "parent adVieOiY board," and the erating

function of analysis,. The nodparents indicated a significan relationlgp

ahtp between the activity', "use of community resourCe people," and the

operating function of involvement.

: 8. What ip the relationship between the effectiveness ofthe :

-progr mnd nonprogrammatic activities and-the

oPetat ions as perceived by staff, parents, and

nonpare

a. Effectiveness and operating funttiontinonprogrammatic activities.

Several significant relationshiPekefereported by the silif for

the effectivenees of the nonprogrammatic activities, "parents demonstrate

support for the school," and "ihe staff.generates a positive atmospheri",

and the opliating functions of analysis, communication, involvement, and

.241i
,

resolution. In addition a signifiCant reiationship was found- betWeen

the effectiveness of,the acti*ity, "the staff generates rapport between
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themselves and parents", and the operating function of resolution.

The parents.reported a significantrelqtionship between the

effectiveness of the nonkogrammatic activity, "the staff generates a

feeling of warmth", and the operating function of resolution.

The nonparents Indicated a significant relationship between the

effectiveness of the nonprogrammatic activit*y, "the staff generates a

positte atmosphere", and the operating fungion of involvement.

b. Effectivenes and operating functions/programmatic activities.

Several significant relationships were indicated hy 'the staff
;RI

parents, and nonpirents between the effe iveneis of the pro$rammatic

activities and the operating functions.
f-t

The staff and parents reported

significant relationships.between the.at,ilvity,.:"parentldvisory board",

and the operating functions of analysis communication, involvement, and
.1;s4r-

resolution.

9. What is the reliktonVip,between t e importance of the
programmatic and 9nprogramma activities and the
interaction patterns as perceived by staff, parents, and

nonparents?

a. 'Importance and intended interaction/nonprogrimmatic activities.

The parents reported n significant relatiOnship between the

importance of the activity, "the staff,works well together planning

activities for children", and the schoO1J-S intended interaction with the

home. t
No significant relationships were reported by the nonparents for

the 4mportance of theSonprogrammatic attivities and the intended inter-

-n patterns of the sChOol.

232,
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Importance and intended interaction/programmatic activities.

Several significkt elAtionships were reported by the parents

and nonparents mainlybetwp#0,t le importance of the programilaticactivi-
,

ties and the school's intended interaction With the home. Only moderate

relationsflim were reported 1:r the staff between the importance of he

programmatic activtties and the intended interaction with the home;

10. What is the relationship petween the effectiveness of thei.z

programmatic ant nonprogrammatic fftivjAies and the primary,-

.
'interaction patterns as perceive ity staff, parents, and *

nonparents?

a. Effectiveness and intended in inonprogrammatic

activities.
.4.

A number of significant relation 11FWeie.indicated by the staff

and parents between the effectiVeness 'nonpiOgraMmatic activities
..

and the school's intended interaction 'the home. Several moderate

ielationshipiwere reported by the nonparents between the effectiveness

of the activities and the intended interaction of the school with the

home.

b, Effectiveness and intended interaction/programmatic activities..

Most of the significant relationships shown by t4e svff, parents,

and nonparents were between the effectiveness oi the programmatic

activities and the intended interaction between the school and child ancU,

.0
'the school and home. No significant reIationeWs were reported43y the

,

nonparents between the effectiveness of tPe programmatic activieies.and'

the school's intended interaction mith the child.

11. WPat ib the relationship between the importance and
effectiveness for each of the programmatic and non--
programmatic activities'as perceived by staff, parents,

ahd nonparents?

283
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a. Importance and effectiveness/nonprogrammatic activities.

Host of the moderate and significant relationships found were

reported by the is,taff bEtween the-iMportnce of the nonprogrammatic

activiti6 and the effectaeness.of the nonprogiammatic activities.

The parenti percep4ons of the relatiollip between-the importance and

202

,

ieffectiveness of the nonprogrammatic aCtiviiies was less than the Staff,

while the nonparent responses indicated little relationship between the

importance and effectiveness of the activities.
__, V_

At..

b; Importance and effectiveness/programmatic activities.
.-

For the programmatic.aity,'"volunteeraide program," signifA-

cant relationships between the importance and effectiwnéss of the

activity were indicated by the stiaf, paents, and nonparents.Signifi-.

cant agreement was also found between the importance and effcctivness of

the activity, "Oristmas and Spring Music programs," by the staff andr

parents. The s and nonparents reported a significant.relationship

between ehe importane of the activity, "school newsletter," and its

effectiveness. With the exception,of the three items mentioned for the
i.

programmatic activities, all respondent groups were similar in their

Perception's between the impo5tance and effejtiveness of the activities.

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

a. 4control, functions and intendted interaction/programmatic

Activities.

No Hcant rftdEloD,ships were reported by the staff, parents,
1

,or nonparents for the con rol function of conducting and.thck primary,

interaction patterns for the-nonprogrammatic activities.

2

4
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Lb

b. Control functions and intended interaction/programmatic

activities. ,

No significant -reldlionships were inrate4 between the control

functions of deciding, planning, cómdUcting, coordinating,- and evalua-

ting and the Privary interactions between,the chlid, school, atte dance

area, and total achool district for the pidgrammatic activities.
4

What, is',the relationship between the primary interaction
pattarns and the4opeAfting functions as perceived by
staff,\parents, and hOnparents?

a. AnalYsfs and primary interaction patterns/rionprogrartimatic-
activities.

Only the staff indicated significant relationshipi between the

operating function of analysis-and the prihiary interaction patterns for

the nonprogramatic actiVities. Significant relationshipa were found

between the Activity\"parente demonstrate support for' the schoOl", and

A p.

the school's intendedintimmiction with the child, and the home..."

b. Communication and intended interaction/nonprogrammatic
activities.

Significant relationships were reporêd by the staff and parents

between cehounication and primary interaction patterns.. Significant

/

relationships we5e found between the nonprogrammatic activities-, "the

staff generates a feeling of mirmth," 4-the staff generates a pdsitive

atmosphere," and nthe staffWorks well together planning activities Or'

children," and the school's intended interaction with the home. -

ç. 'InvolVement and-intended int tion/nonprogrammattc activities.

No signtficant relationships were i dicated by the honparents

'between the involvement of individuals or groups in tite' school's home-
.,

school-community relations program and.the intent:10 interaction with
1 .

285
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the'Community. Significant relationships were found by the staff for

'-/the activity,"school factlities serve as a community resOurce," and.
f

the intended interaction of the school:with the school's attendance

area,.and the total schoor districe. Anotherosunificant relationship

was shown between the activity, "pare demonstrate'support for the

school," and the school's intended interac with the hole. The

parents-indicated a significant relationship between the operating func-

-:tion of involvement.and'the schilol's intended interaction with thé

attendance area for ?he activity, "the staff generates a positive atmos-

phere."

d. Resolution and intended interaction/nonprogrammatic
,

-

patents, and'nonparents between the operating function pf r 'olution and

the primary interaction patterns for the nonprogrammatic activititS.

e.

,

Analysis and intended inferaction/progr tic activities.

4
The nonparents reported mote signifiCtnt relationships than the

,

Several significant relationships were indicated b the staff,

YNel

staff and parents on this item. Significant relationships-were found by

'the nonparents between the activity, "volunteer Aide'program," ihd the

.)
school's intended interactionvithw,the child, home, and the attendance

'

area. Also, a Significant 'relatibnship 4s retorted between the activity,

"articles in the -local. newspaper,lrand the intended interaction with the

child.

) 41.
f. Communication and.intended interaction/programmatic activities.

,

\

.
'Several sig -iCant relationships were reported by the Staff:

.

..,..f i . .

parents, end nonparents. -The relationships leriprimarily between corn-
. '

munic ting the activities and the intended interactions with the home
c----\

236
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and the attendance area.

In611.Feraent and intended in eraction/programmatic activities.
. ,

206

'The raise significant ,relationsh4s ere'indidated by the non-

parenta between involvement in the act vi "Volunteer aide-,Program '

' and the aChool's intended interaction faith the Child, attendance.area,

and the total-school district.. The s aff reported,a,significant rela-

I 4,,,..sL
I!

1

.....
tionship.between-Involvement in the-a tiv ty; "parent advisory board;"

-..

:. .

and the Intendedsinteraction with thej home. '

. ..
;

h. Resolution and intended 4nteraction/pcogrammatic activities.

. t

. .

'Significant relationships ind.cated by the staff.between

resolution oficonflict in phe activifres, 'parent-teacher conferences,"

'"parent adVisory board," and "progreL repo t," end'the richool's intended
. .

intereaction with the home.
,

14...What is çhe re1ationship between he control functions, and

.

the opera ing functiona las percei ed by staff, parents,.and

nonparents

.. a. C ntrol fun ticin and ratin lunc ions non ro rimmatic

activities.
,

significant,relationshipiNere4ndica ed by the staff, parents,

or nonparents"between the control flinction of con ucting and the opera-

.

-ting functions of analysis, communiirtion, involve ent, and resolution.'.

b. Control functions and o ratin ncti ro rammatic

activitier
6 6.

o significant relationshipstwere reported by the staff, parents,

or nonparents.between the control functiona of deciding, planning, con-

ducting, coordinating, and evaluati4 and the operating functions of

analysis, communication, involvement,land resolution.

28
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Ancillary Questions

#
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.

Most of the nonprograMmatic activities perceived 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 significan't

difference was found .betweert the staff and parents for the activity,

"school fibillties serve as a community resource." The staff and non-

parents also had agreement as to the importance of the nonprogrammatic

.

adtivities except for the activity, "parent visits to,the school."

SMilarly, agreement was found between parents and nonparents for the

importance of the nonprogrammatic activities except for the activities,

."parent visits to the school," and "the staff wbrks well togefher plan-

ning activities for children."

b. Importance/programmatic activities.

Staff and 14rents indicatedagreement on the importance of the

programmatic activities except for the activities, "Christmas and Spring

music programs," and "progreas report." Staff and nonparents agreed
0

upon the imPortance of most of the programmatic activities except for--

op activities, "voluntier aide program," and ''parent questionnaires or

surveys." Finally, parents and nonparents agree4 upon the importance of

the programmatic actiVities except for the activities, 'parent-teacher

conferences, and V,volunteer aide program."
#

2. What are the. mean differences between theoffectiveness
of the programmatic and., nonprogras6atic activities as

')Oerceived by staff,.parents, and nonparents?

288
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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 activity, ,"parents visits to the school."

b. Effectivmss/programmatic activities.
%

All groups indicated agreement upon the effectiveness of the

programmatic activities except staff'and parents and staff and nonparenes

for the activity,'"progress report," and staff an4 nonparents for the

activity, "PTO."

Conclusions of, the Study

The conclusions of this study are presented in this section using

the research question's as a format.

1. What are the programma5ic and nónprogrammatic hcae-
school-community relations activities as perceived
by staff,-parents, and-nonparents?

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 program-

matic and nonprogrammatic activitiei. Nonparents were more aware 'of the

programmatic than nonprogrammatic activities which leads to the conclu-

sion that nonprogrammatic activities aye less tangible and visible and -

therefore not is readily

than staff and p ents.

recognizable by commuility subpublicsother

2. What 'is the priority ranking of each
the'dperating functions of analysis,
ment, and resolution as perceived by
no arents?

289
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Although 'the schbolstaff placed high prioriton.comidunication

and-involvement in both the programmatiC:and nonprbgramMatic activities,

it is evident that,litcle'effort an4 resources are expended to conduct .

Accurate analysis of tthe,COMmunity. According to Bowles, Fruth, and

Moser (1976)inaccurate analysis may 1ea4 to questionable

invOlvement, and resolution practices. ASa' result oi,the

cs).rmunication,

-

low"priority

given the operaang function pf analysis, the effectiveness of the
,m

a,
commugication, involvement, and..resoliition practi es may be questionable.

4
3. What is the, intende4 intetactiOrrof each activity in,terms

of,the primary interaction patterns as perceived by staff,
parentg; and nonparents?

Bowles, Fruth, and Moser (1976) stated that the primary inter-
.

\

action patterns are between: 1) the teacher and.child, 2) the I.& II_

14
Unit and th home, 3) the ptincipal/IIC and the school community, and

4) the admini tration/SPC and the district community.

The staff, parents, and nonparettS-all,indicated that the primary

interac,tion,patterns were between,the school and the,child, and the schoo

'and the home. The strongest interaction was between the school and the

home. ThiS7is similar to the result's reported in the' Krupa (1976).

*4.

4. Who is primarily responsible forpeach of the control fUnc-
tions for the programmatic and nonprogrammatic activities
as perceived by staff, parents, and norparents?

From the boundary spanning literature, Leifer (1974) indicated

that open-organiza 00.11 have a higher proportion of boundary span-

ning activities at more levels. The staff, 'parents, and nonparents

reported that t1he principal, teachers, and I 6,01t U,nit were-all involved

in deciding, lanning, conducting, coordipliming, and evaluatinAlthe.

programmatic and npnpro tic activities. Lipham and, Fruth (1976)
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halie stated that in complex org4nizatiops ituch as the school; more than :
( °

one role incumbent is involved in the decision-making:process. This

,generalization wes verified by the staff/for most.of the control func-

tions. Due to the lack of agreement across all respondent groupS regatd-

-Eng 'who is responsible for thecontr61. functions, it can beconcluded,

that the. -school-community relatiqns program is not well Olanhed,,

'Owell organized, or visible..trupa (1976, p._124) 17dicated the dame

result from his study. It should be noted., howevA that the staff se'e

°-
themselves as primarily'respons for the programmatic and on-

programmatic activities in relation _to the control functidns, whereas,

the parents and nonparents dee the principal as being'primatily responsible

$
_

fot the.control funCtions. This leads to the following conclusion that

''.

the role definitions regarding the control functions are not clearly .'

understood by the patents and nonparents. 4There is a clear difference_

of opinion between the parents and nonparents dn the one hand and the
4

staff on the other regarding the majoy-resporisibilities for the control

functions.

,

e.

5. What is the relationship between-the importance of the

programmatic and nonptogrammaticoactivities and the
control functiohs?

,

k..
.

The data reported by the staff, parents, and nonparents in4icated

weak relationships between the im Oltance of the progranimatic and

i'lnprogrammatic,activiti s and the co 'rol functiona\.' The'4cond1usion

drawn from this-i, tha the importance'of an activity does not aepend

updn tHe contrql unction5 of decidlng, planning, conducting: coordina

k

and evaluating cle programmatic and nonprogrimma4c activities..

291
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°What i the,relationship between the effectiveness-ofithe.
,prograMMitic-and'nen6rogrammatic actfVities and the am-

trbl functi?ons?

Vety weal relationships.were rzeported between the.effectiveneSs:
_

' of the activities and the control fundtions. The conclutIon is that the'

effectiv ess of the Orogranimaticand nonprogrammati activities it not

.depen t upon theedAtrol functions of deciding, planning eondncfing,
4.

colvdinafing, and evaluating.

.7. What is, the "relafionshlp between thed4ortance of the pro,.
grammatic and nonprogrammatic activities'and the operating
functions?

_

Therogramtnatic and nonprogrammatic activities In the home--

school-community relations program were viewed by staff, parents, and
,1 : ,

,

nonparents as important in relation' to the operating functions. More

i .

,

1
,

importance. was placed upon the operating functions (.>.f commnication and
. ,

'

invOlVeMent which-leads to the contlusion that the school is more aware
.

. %

of, and places more emphasis upOn,
a

communicating %41.th and involving

'

,

indiyidulls in the various actiVities than 4n analyzing.the school

emmunity and resolving.conflict.
,

.

:. 8. What'is.the relationship-between didceffectiveriesstVE the
/

prog ammatic and noftprogrammatic activitiesand the:ope

)

ra-

ti funcfions?

\The staff viewed those aptivities related to.the operating furte-r

tions of communication involvement, and resolution as Pu lore effective

than analysis, while parents and nonparents viewed the programmatic
1. ._-

.

..
tivitjes 66neerned with the operating functions of communication and
.

involvement as most effective. Parents and nonpaients differed as to
1

the effectiveness of the nenprassammatic activities. Parents viewed the-
,

activities dealing with the,o6erating 1ncLtons of communication and

4
292 -
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reschution as most effectilie, while nonParents indicated the. activities

related to the operating functions of involvement an& resolution as most

,

effettive. The,conclUaion drawn from this-is that all re8pon4ent groups,

with:someiminor differences, view theSe activities dealing With the oper-

. .

ating funCtions of communication, involvem t, and resolution as the

mobt effective attfvities in-the home-school:community relations program.
1.

.this would raise some questiOn as to7the effectiveness of community

"analysis.

9. What ig the relationship between the imporiancetof the

programmatic and nonprogrammatic-attivities and the primary

.interaction patternl?

The.analysii of the data-revealed no relationshipbetween the

importance off/Ehe activities and their intended interactions. As a

reiDlt of "this, it .can be-concluded that staff, parents, and nonparents

do not perceived 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.

1 ., What is the relatiOnship between the effectiveness of the

proitammatic and nonprogrammatic activities and the. primary

interaction patterns? .

Mbderate,to strong.relationships were found for tile programmatic

and nonprogrammatic activities and the intended interactton etw n the

school and the home. This leads to.Aie conclusion that'all responatnt

groups generally agree that the activities intended to interact with,t'he.

5

home e the most effective activities in the home-schooL-cOmmunity

6C1

... .

relations Trog

11: What ts the relationship betwee the importance and effec- -

tiveness for each of the prograu4atic and nonprogrammatit
1,

activities?

;

29



www.manaraa.com

212

The data reported by the staff indicated_a moderate relationships

between the importance and effectimaness of the nonprogrammatic activities.

/4
The parents reported less of a relationship'between the importance and'

effectiveness of the activities, while the nonparents.indicated a weak

telationship between the importance and effectiveness of the activities.

For ehe programmatic activities, all respondent groups reported moderate4

relationships between the importance and effectiveness of the actrvities.

The conclusion-drawn for the relationship between the importance i

and effectiveness of the nprogrammatic activities is that the further

removed the respondent group from the school, the less important and

effective are the activities. For the programmatic activities, all

respondent groups were in agreement as to the seerate relationship between

the importance and effectiveness pf the activities. This leads tO the

conclusion that the more tangibleand visible the activity tche greater

is the perception of all respondent groups as to the impoitance and

effectiveness of that activity.

12. What is the relationship betweeR,the control-functions
,and the primary interaction patterns?

No relationship was found to exist between deciding,'planning,

conducting, coordinating, and evaluating the programmatic and nonprogram-
,

Matic activities and the intended interactions'of the school with the

child, home,, attendance area,

drawn from this is that there

of decidinii, planning,

and total school district. The conclusion

is no evidence that the cektrol functions
'

conducting, coordinaiing, and evaluating will '.

neither increase or decrease the school's interactionowith thechild,/
--home, attendance area,. or total school district.
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.1 : What is the relationphip between the primary interaction,,

patterns and the oper ting Wctions?

Moderate reltionsh--ips reported by the staff between the

213,

operating function of involvement. the intended interactions of
. I

the sChbol with the hoMe and tke, Olihoo1 with the attendance area regird- ,

ing the nonprogramma0c activities. , Parents and nonparents did n t

_

pdeceive moderate or staØL g correlations for any 0 the operating
=1- 1

functions in relation tohe primary interactiom patterns for,the non-

--------.. .

programmatic aitivities. No MOderate or strong-relationships were

reported by staff, paienta, and nonparents regarding the relationShip

between the primary.interaction patterns and the operating functions:

This leads.to the conclu:sion that for the operatitrg funCtion of

involvement regarding the nonprogrammatic activities ,the intended
'

interaction of the school will be between the school arZhome and the

school and attendance area. For the programmatic activiiies, it is con.

,cluded that the.amount of -analisis, Communication, involveMent, and

resolution do not relite to the intnded.interaction of the school with

the child, home, attendance diea, or total school distkict

4)"

14. What is the relationship between the sontrol functions

and the operating functions?
4

k

From:the data it.was found that little relationship exists between

decidfilg"planning, conductih, coord tivg, find evaluating the *ogram-

matic and nonprogrammaitic activities and the operating function& of

'analysis, comtunication, involvement, and resolutiOn: It'is concluded * s

that the control functions do-not relhte theamount of analysis, com-
,

munication, inyolvementand redOlution which was conducOds,bythe School

4,
with the various subpublics.

11.

2-9 5.

-
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,

, _,

Little:difference was found between how the staff 'parents,and*\
.

_
. ,

.
, e

nonparents perceived the importance of the programmatic and qonprogram-

,matic aciivitieEi.-APThIS leads to the conclusion that most of Ehe

'

respondents.are in generpl' agreement as' to the importance of the
f

, ..:
. . _

_activities within the wchool's home-school-community.relations program.
_ a ,

'2. What are the mean differences betwe6 the effeceiveness

'. nf the programmatic and nänprogrammatic activities?

For the progiammatic -.Ad nonprogrammatic activities little dis-

1.

agreement waa indicated by staff, parents,,and nonparents. This leads

to the conclUsion that respondents generally perceive the Objectives

of the home-school-community relations program as beilli-Scomplished to

some extent.

Implications of the Study

Certain implications from the findings and'tenclusions are

presented for further research and practice,

Lmplications for Further Resea ch

One of the limitations of this st47 was that research was con-
8

ducted in only one school and its attendance area. The school was

selected as haVing an exemplary home-school-community relations program

within a homogeneous community. A previous study implied that an ex 1-
,

lent relationship existed between the school and the school communirj,.

This study confirmed that. However, to assess the full extent of a

school's home-school-community relations program,,,research should be
4

296
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,
_conducted in two or more schools-end their respective attbndan6e areas.

The schools sampled should be from different types Of-communities such

1----/

as: 1) inert, 2) factional, 3) dominated, br'41 pluralistic, In Order
: .

to generalize, particular attention.should be directed toward schoolS .

".':- ..-

.

/-
.c

-c.

vithout exemplary home schciol-commumity relations programs and loceted
.,

_n,heterogenOus.communities as well.
c,

The nonprogrammatic activit5r, "parents have access to the staff,,'

ana two programmatic acavities, "E:bkitile cards calls, and notes," itnd
lit

.
,

"useof community resource people," were found to be statistically.

Ar
,

i unreliablec this study., After careful examinatioriof the'data, no

reasonaBre explanation was given for the low reliability of the items,

Since the data reported on these activities were significant in several

instances, further research might be conducted to-determineLthe signifi-

cance of these activities in the home-school-community relations program.

Research has been conducted'on staff, parent, and nonparent' sub-

publics, but little research has been reported regarding the child in

home-school-community relations prograM. Bowles arid Fruth indicate that

children are the.most important subpublic as stated in their theoretical

model. This study did not directly a4ess.the child, and a need presently

exists.for further researth regarding the4phild's role in the home-school-

Community -relations program.

Finally, the renParch conduc5ed in this study my primarily

directed'toward fin ng reationships between. variables as indicated by

the fourteen research questions. Further research is needed fOr deter-

mining differences between the perceptions of the varfous subpublics in

those research questions where moderate to strong relationships were

.297
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reported. for instande, mpdgrate relationships weye found by the Staff

hetween the Operatinpfunction'of involvement ancr.theLprimary inter-
r

aq_ion patterns of the school with.the home and the school with, the

attendanee,area. A need exists to determine if the moditaie relati

ships iworted by the staff are significantly diA;*6nt fromthe rel

tionships reported by the parents intl. nongarents. This additiOnal

research would aid further de/elopment of

.*tions model.

Lmplications for Practice

)

a hoeTzschool-commullit/y rela

7-
/

If a school wishes to reach ahi subpublics, they/might consider

strategied which w?uld enable them to do.so. liue to the lack of involve-
-

ment in especially some nonprogrammatiwactivities, the school' needs to

'develop broader concepts of community involvement whfch includes-non-
.

parentOln both nonprogrammatic as well as prOgrimmatic activities.
%

The school 'spends

ting wittl'parents without

commUniAtion is 9ecessary

Mfore

tremendous energy, td involvOg and coMmunica-
/ ,

asaurave that much of the involvement and

effective. .

the

or

activities are not needed to obtain an accurate analysis of

the community. The staff has failed to emphasize the ("possible analysis

func4ons inherent in many of the,existing, potential for analysis, the.

'problem is not one of expending new resources for additional activities

but rather the refocus of present activities on the operating function

of analysis. If the ichOol is in fact to develop a progr4of home-

', school-community relations rather than a series of activities, the

following must occur: 1) The school must accept the operating functions

as a framework from which decisions are made regarding what activities

298
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are conductett. 2) The school must idsure that the actiVities re ct

...,....
appropriate operating functions in aLsecipente which will 1ea d to

the resolution'of potential tonflictt 3) 'The objectiveS (oPerating
% ,

functions) of each activity-should clear to thetOtal staff.- Prin-

1
.

cipals, unit leaders and.teachers-should be Niowledgeable regarding:

. their roles and.the-resporisibilities of the--IIC, and I &.R Units in

meeting the objtectives. 4) 4'he principal and IIC must Assume theOper-

all responsibility for an-ongoing assessment and evaluationkorthe
'a

extent to,which the,needs of analysis, communicati , invIlxement,

and resolution Are being met through ex sting activilties. .Decisions
.

. . .

F.

'regarding the addition, of:new activities or the iefoeus'of existing

detivities niust be made on the basiS of the degree. to which the.program
.

re etts a recognition of the values and Attitudes of 'the Zahmunity,

.

allocation of resources consistent With those values, and the resolut

217

of potential conflict in an atmo here of understanding and.cooperation

rather than one of crisis mamagement.

Finally, this study and the studY by Krupa (1976) suggest that

there are a number of home-school-community relations activities

eurrently in existence,.but little evidence of a comprehensive home-
,

0
school-community relations program. There is a need for research,

development, and dissemination of information and materials on developing
4111.

0

a comprehensive home-sc.hool-community relations program in support of

IGE schools.
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NAME OF RESPONDENT

ADDRESS

TELEPHONE NUMBER

I. - INTRODUCTION

INTERVIEW S EDULE

Who you are (interviewer)

Name
1 ,

Refer to lettet of introduction ,

\

\

Refer to University of.Wisconsin study ffiliation

II. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

-

234

General purpose of the StlidY

To deterMine and classify ihe activities included in A school's

home-school-comMunity relations program,
\

To refine instrumentation for use in determining a school's
.home-school-community relations program,

Specific Purpose of the Study

To determine the formaland-informal aCtivities in a school's
home-sehool-community relations program.

T4classify 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 interviewed,

.-

314.
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III. AUTHORIZATION

235

Refer ton7Study authorization and letter of introduction again.

Refer to,Univereity of WidE4nsin affili on and to whom you

are respohtlible for these iriterviews (Wisconsin R & D Center),

USE OF:THE INFORMATION

Interviews are part of's study for the interviewer's dissertation.
, -

Inform,tion will beCome part of the Home-school-community

_Relations project and the Wisconsin R & D Center.

Use of your Same and/or quotations:

NO one.will be identified by_name or directly assOciated

with quotations. .

Study may employ questions to illustrate its observations,

findings, or conclusions but names or direct association

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 pf non-parent adults who are knowledgeable and informed .

.about public education in the local elementary school Area,

tist of some parents selected,at random from school attendance

rosters to get, broader representation.

List developed from intervieWs of persons who have been nominated

as knowledgeable and informed by othersiwhom we have intetviewed,

VI. CENTRAL - OPEN-ENDED QUESTION

What are some of the formal and informal attivities in the,school's

home-school-community relations program?

Allow the respondent to establish agenda - not interviewer.

Note language of the system,

315
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236

jiave respondent.operationalize'responses:

Definitions (What do you mean by ,,.)? ,

Examges (Could you gi4eme an example of:what you
mean by,...)?

Differences (How does differ.from what you
exPerienCed in another school or place)?

- '

Changes (Specific dates); qu. it different before or'
.after 4 certain event)T

Is shOuld? (Now, whatIdo 34:)u think it should be
like)/

Quotations ,

Places
4

Names (Who are some others who would be knOWledgeable
or inforked about ? Or What do you mean by
they?)

At you may know there are a number of homeschool-community
relations activities carried on-by the school, What are
some of the formal activities? ,Informal activities?

.Are there activities thai are used to acquire facts
regarding problems, community educational:preferences,
or to identify groups and indkviduala 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 schdol with
instruction, recreation,.program development or decisions
and evaluation?

Are thereactivities that are.used.to persuade'work out
acompromise, or resolve existidg 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?

316
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'1

237.

Who is primarily'responsible forconducting this ictivity?

Who is primarily responsible for.coordinatfng this

activity?'

Who is Orimarily. responsible for eyaluating this

activity?

Is this-activity best-suited for providing interaction
betwieen the.school and the child, the school and the

homO, the school and its-attendance area, or'theischool

and.the_total school district?

VII. CHECKLIST - FOCUSRD QUESTIONS
2

Inyour.judgment, are any*of these activities part of the school's

home-school-community relations program?

Parent-teacher conferences

PTA or PTO

Parent advisory committee

Sdhool ter

Report cards

Volunteer aide program

Use of community resource peopel.for instruction

Postive cards or notes
,

:
.

.j'arent questionnaires

Articles about school in local newspaper

Openness

Willingness to help

Friendliness on part-of total staff

Students like school
-

PTO and ppC,serve as sounding board

Facilities are a communityresource

AI

CoMmunication and involvement of nongcarent adults

3 sVi
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REFERRALS

Who are some other:knowledgeable and.infOtmed persons who
would,be willing to*sist in this study and perhaps be

interviewed?'

Would you be willingi:tp erve is a reference for me to .,that

4 person by either writih , calling,.or allowing me to use.
your name for introdxit on? (Note other names used in the

A'body
of the interview)

-a . 4 .

IXt, Come back or telephone contact for additional data needi,

'4! or for information and clarification,

.}0 Follow-up lettei of thanks.

"t
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PROGRAMMATIC AND NONPROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES
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Rank Frequency

A

PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES

Item

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

,
7.

8.

9.

31

30

26
21

20

18
17

15

13

Paient-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
Articles about,school in local newspaper

10. 12 Check List (Progress Report)

11. 12 Christmas Program ,

12. 9 Carnival (PTO Sponsored)

13. 9 Information Meetings
14. .9 Student Tutors
15. 8 Back-to-school Night
16./ 8 Orientation Program for neut parents

17. 6 Coffe Meetings with parents
18. 6 Foreign,Language Program
19. 5 Choir
20. 5 Spring Program
21. 5 yIP Resod" e File
22. 5 Parents helping with clubs

23. 5 Slide Tape Show
24. 4 Parent,Handbook

25.
.

4 Nature Center
26. 4 Parent Unit Night

27. '4 USSM
28. 4 Daily telephone calls by teachers to parents

29. 4 School-wide Schow and Tell

30. 3 Student Guides i

31. 3 Welcome Wagon
,...

32. 3 Use of serviteotganizations
33. 3 Steering Committee

34. 3 Use of community resources
35. 2 After school sports activities_

36. 2 National School Lunch Week
37. 2 Student groups performing
38. 2 Unit Newspaper
39. 2 Student plays
40. 2 Ecology Week
41. 2 Follaw-around Day -,

42. 2 Human Values Program - Lateral Thinking

43. 1 School Scrapbook
44. 1 Summer Library Program
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PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES'

g.

241

Rank, Frequency Item

45. 1 Simulations

46. 1 Parents dinner for teachers

47. , 1 r Building Improvement Committee
1

?

tnservice day for teachers from district

to visit 'School

49. 1 Teacher-student games (volleyball, basketball)

50. 1 -Christmas cards to parents fromstaff.

51. 1 Open Enrollment

52.. 1 Unit.Meetings

53. 1 'Week Ski Trip
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-
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Rank Ffequency Item
.

.-
1.,

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7,

8.

64. 35
30
22 .

'21
19

18'
1.7

17

Openness to the school
Students like school
Facilities serve as-community resource
Friendliness bf total schwa staff
Pirents welcome in school
Community Positive about sChool a
Non-threatening, Pbiditive atmosphere
Quick responSe of principal and teachers to,
parent calls

9. 12 Parents.have aCcess.to prindipal and teachers

10. 12 Good rapport and\mutual respect

11. 11 0/ Willingness of staff to woriCtogether

12. 8 PTO/PAB ser4e as sbunding board

13. 8° -"Staff very dedicated, honest

14. 8 Principal relates well with teachers and parents

15. 8,. profe'Spional

16. 7

Teachers'adept,
Willingness of staff to, help'

17. 7 Teachers get down to stUdent's level

18. 6 Varied activities fOr stU4ants

19. 6 Teachers Mftivate students,,:

20. 6 Good.pertonal, emotionil sUpport by teachers
for students .

21,. 5 Teachers enjoy their work
22. 5 Teachers communicate well w Ailtudents

23. A Teachers interested 'in chil en''.\.

(

24. 4 School allows persbnalities to develop.

25. 4 Kids project positive,image of school

26. 3 School comfortablejAa to be in

27. 3 Teachers follow through 4th parents
28. 3 Kids free to exftess themiè4ves ,..,

29. 3 School like 4 community cent

30. 3 sehff has a good time with themselves and.students

, 31. 2 Esprit De,Corps )4 ,

32. 2 Teachers truthful and Candid
2 'Appearailpe of school.33.

-34. ', 2 Staff relationships opeq 1

,.- 2 Students.have fantas.tic\projects

36. 2 Staff comfortable with what they are doing

37. 2 Children polite
38. 2 Educational leadership strong

39. 2 Positive teacher attitude

40. 1 Willingness ofschool to have research conducted

41. 1 Parents trust in teachers

42. 1 Warmth of staff toward-students
43. 1 Sdhool is a happy place

44. 1 Talking with parents in shopping areas.

322



www.manaraa.com

Rank Frequency

NONPROGRAMMATIC AbTIVITIES

Item

45. 1 Staff bowls together

46. 1 Teachers living-in school community

47. 1 KidssoMe first
48. _11 Low absenteeism

49. .1 School like a fimily

50.. 1 , Staff very cOhesive bunch,

51.,, 1 No put off on parent calls

52.. 1 Good language used in building by staff and

students .

53. 1 School high point of student's day
,
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APPENDIX C

_SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE

FOR

STAFF, PARENTS, AND NONPARENTS.
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A. Your Position?

B. S ?

7

BACKGROUND DATA

Elementary School Staff

1. Teacher
2. Unit Leader
3. Principal
4. Other (specify in blank A) A.

1. Male
2. Female

C. Highest level bf professional preparation
4
completed?

1. Less than Bachelors Degree
2. Bachelors Degree
3. Masters Degree
4. Masters + 30 credits
5. PhD

B.

C.

D. Total years you have been working in an IGE school? D.

E. Do you live in the district where your school is
located? Jp-

.1. Yes
2. No

F. Have you participated in a workshop or some other
training experience which included the subject of

, Home-school-community Relations?

1. Yes
2. No

G. TotAl years of teaching experience or working in
education?

E.

H. Total years teAching or working in the district? H.

I. Total years teaching or working in your present
school?

0 325'
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BACKGROUND DATA

Parents

A. How would you best describe your occupation? A.

B. Sex

1. Female
2. Male

C. 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,

D. Have you participated in a workshop or some other
training experience which included the subject of
Home-school-community Relations?

1. Yes
2. No

B.

C.

D.

K; Number of pre-school children? E.

-

F. Number of elAmentary school Children? F.

G. Number of secondary school children? G.

-f
H. Number of childiin in private school? H.

I. Number of post-secondarY school children? I.

J. Number of.children not attending school? J.

K. Number of yenrs living in school
attendance area? K.

L. Number of years living in city?

323
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4
BACKGROUND DATA

Non-Parents

A. How would you best describe your occupation? A.

B. Sex

1. Female
2. Male

C. 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

D. Have you participated in 'a workshop or some other
training experience which included the subject of
Home-school-comeunity Relations?

1..Yes
2. No

B.

C.

D.

E. Number of pre-school children? E..

F. Number of elementary school children? F.

G. Number of secondary school children? G.

H. Number of children in private school?
S.

H.

I. Number of post-secondari school children? . I.

J. Number of children not atiending school? J.

4'
K. Number of years living in school

attendance area? K.

L. Number of years living in.city? L.

327
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NOKE-11/01eCONNUMITT RELATIONX Amman quaint:Nunes
. SIM ONE

Dit4ctionu:
...

Please answer the fnllowing ions in f the Elementary School by placing the
number of the appropriate responses in the space prevdded for each question on the separate anseer

\

sheet. Place only one sassier In each space. Do note/place answers ,tm this sheet.

QUESTIONS Respowsts

'A. Who le pr ray responsihle for cooductina or s r forquestion AcluitmouL this activity?
1 - board of educatIon ,

2 - superintendent or r central office personnel
3 - Systemwide Program ttee (1PC)

\\ 4 - Principal
3 - Inetreetional %pro t Committee (IIC)
i - en% leader
7 - Mit members as a r (141 wait)
B - individual teicher
, - Parent Adel:seri Board
IA - other parent group
11 - no one presently responsible

e.
12 - other

ikt

S. Now Important% this activity in the home- Response for question B
chool-community relations protium?

Eltremely Very Somewhat
%versant Important Important leportant Unimportant

4 3 2 1

C. Now effective is this activity in the hom- RAmpons. fog question C
school-community relations program?

,EntremelY %EY Somewhat
affective Effective Effective Effective Ineffective

4 3 2 1

D. Now well does this activity provide vammunicatioe
or interaction between

Response scale for questions 0-1. 0-2,, 0-3, p-4

1 - the school and tha child

Veil
2 -.the school and the home? Racallent Good Good Adequate Inadequate

3 - tho school snd Its attendance area? 3 4 3 2

4 - the school and the total school district?

E. Now well does this activity accost:111st the leleeetele scale for questiona 1-1. 1-2. 1-3. 1-4
following:

1 - totacquire facts resardlns problems,
codiuntty educational preferences or to
identify groups and individuals whose in sssssss
and actions most affect the 'shoal program?

Very.
2 - to disseminate Information to, or xchanse Excellent Cood Cood Adequate Inadequate

information with, parents or other
community 'members? 5 4 3 2 1

3 - to involve par/9sta or othr community
members in assistins the school with
instruction, recreation, program development
or decisions, and evaluation?

4 - to persuade, wock out a compromise, Or resolve
existing and potential problems with p
or other community members?
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. pm Tioli
Directions:

f .

Please answer the followine questions in terms of ths Elemeteitary School by placing the number

of the appropriate responass in the space provided for each question on the separate answer sheet.
Place only one answer in each spoof. Oo psi place answers on this sheet.

QUESTIONS RESPONSES

A. kOlo is primarily responsible) for making the IhrePonses for questions A. S. C. D. II E
decision to include [his activity in the
home-school-community rotations progrem?

1 - board of education '

1...,
s. Who is piimarily responsible,for araing for 2 - superintendent or other central office personmel

this activity in tho homerichool-community 2 - Systemwide Program Committee ISM
relations program? 4 - principal

...; 3 - instructional Improvement Committee MC)
C. Who is primorily responeible for conductimt on: 0 . unit leader-. .

carrying out this activity? I - unit members as group (ISA unit)
S - individual teacher

D. Who is primarily responsible for coordinating , - Parent Advisory Board
or upervising this activity? 10 . other parent group

11 - no 00. presently responsible.
.

E. Who is primarily responsible for assessing or 12 - other
evaluating this activity?

,...

, r. How important is this activity La the home-
school-commemity relations program?

Emmaus for question 7-

extremely Very Somewhat
Important Important Important Isportent Unimportant

3 4 3 2

G. How effective is this activity in the home- Response for question G
schaa:ZWIZEity relations program?

''" , o 4Nitremely Very Somewhat
Effective Effective Effective Effective Illifective

4

N. flow well dome this activity provide communication Rseponse scale for quratione 14-1. 11 -2. H-). H-A

or interaction butweren

1 - the school and the child?

2 - the school and the home?

3 - tie'u school and its.attendance area?

4 - the school and the total school district?

Very
Excellent Good Good Adequate Inadequate

3 4 3 2

I. Now well doemthis activity accomplish the ft/POMO scale.foe questions Irl. I 1-3 1-4

following:

1 - to acquire facts regarding problems, community
educational preferences, or to identify groups
and individuals whose interests and actions
most affect the school program?

2 - io disseminate information to. or eschew
information with, parents or other
community members?

3 - to involve parents or other communityosembers
in assisting the school with instruction,
recreation, program development or declaimer
and evaluation?

4 to persuade, work out compromise, or resolve
existing and potential problems with permit'
or other community members?

Very
Excellent Good Good Adequate Inadequate
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SIDE ONE

l'am-schoollomonity Motion, Automat Questionado

USW SEC

Directimo Pleise mond ty plod* only me amber in *Eh spits.

. ,
The school miff moor- WW1 display chill tio school fseilitios the stiff plAltatif a'feel-
sus punts 0 visit, tathaslom sod hvolessost ,faittiM is a tonality los of moth md ftisidli-
Went, and talk with is the any activities pro- ,. teltUrce loos taord all go litir
cuckoo Mid for ;hes the school

1-4

Ile miff mum o cco-
fortable, rarthrutesins,

positive imperil toward

sheens, punts old
vtlitoro

A

1

C

1-3

Ite incips1 of teachers .

tossed to pint calls the
ono day or within p route-

able soot of the

A

A

knee have my Hem to
the priatipal sod,texert

about colons ea utter

ltcw trivial ,

A

1

11.1 D.1

`

r\

D.2

)

£4 D-2

D-3s 114

13-4 14 D-4_

14

4 12
14

P3 1-3 14

14
E-4

1

C

D-1

Forests dmeestrits

dolt positive support

fot chi ichool threoph

choir sliliapous to

bums isvolvs4 is the

school's proton id
activities

A

14.1

11-3 10-1

D4 £4

1-14 14

14

1-3 14

14_

The staff pontos rapport el Di atoll 1100110,111

o folio; of mod nowt toptIor to plipifor
Istvan denim ad panto actfolties foiAlloo

1-4
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SIDE' TWO

Homo-sebool-emmwetty Relstfons Assessment Questtonnsire

ANSWER SHEET

DtrectIonss Please respond by plsetng only one number tn each space

4

251

1PTO PARENT-TEACRFR VOLUNTEER AIDE CHRISTMAS AND PARENT ADVISORY SCHOOL NEWSLETTER
CONFERENCES * raocLue' SPRING MUSIC BOARD

PROCRAMS

A.

B. B. B.

C. C. C.
C. .11 .jii ...01

D. D.

, E. E. i. Q 4
":. q E. E. E.r l.,

H-1 H-1 R-1

H-2 H-2 H-2
H-2 H-2 H-2

It-3 M-3 H-3
H-3 H-3 H-3

'H-4

I-1 I-1 I..1
1-1 , 1-1 1-1

I-2 1-2 14
1-2 I-2 1-2

I-3 I-3 I-3
1-3 I-3 I-3

1-4 I.4
1-4 /-4 1-4

POSITIVE CARDS, USE OF COMMUNITY PARENT QUESTION- ARTICLES ABOUT CHECK LIST
CALLS, OR NOTES RESOURCE PEOPLE NA1RES OR SURVEYS SCHOOL IN LOCAL (PROGRESS REPORT)

FOR INSTRUCTION NEWSPAPER
A. A. A. A. A.

ti.
a. s. a. is.

C. C. C. C. C.

E. g. E. g. ()

v.

E.

I
c.

(

c.

H-1 H-1

M-2 H-2

5-3 R-3

M-4 H-4

I-1 r.: I-1

1-2 1-2

I-3 I-3

I-4 1-4

14 -1' 11-1 H-1

H-2 ' H-2 H-2

H-3 N. 11-)

H-4 11-4 H-4

I-1 1-1 I-1

1-2 1-2 / -2

1-3 1-3 1-3

1-4 1-4 / -4
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APPENDIX D

VERBAL DfRECTIONS FOR

ADMINISTERING QUESTIONNAIRES
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VERBAL DIRECTIONS

Please note that there are threeksections to the questionnaire:
'a) Background datit, b) Questionnaire,- and 3) Answer Sheet.

2. Please note that there is a side one and two to both the
questionnaire and answer sfieet.

3. Mark all answers on the answer sheet.

,4. Look at the questionnaire, sidelbne, uestion A. Reference is

made to an activity. This activity is foilnd on side one of the

answer sheet. There are ten activities on side one. Read the
question and activity; thcn select one of the twelve responses
found under "Response for Quedtion 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.

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..

6: The remaining questions are similar to question B.

7. Once you have completed side one, urn bosh 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.
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APPENDIX E

SAMPLE LETTER To PARENTS

rzygi-
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(cDt\he,isconsin
Research end Oev-elopment nter
for Cognitive

. Learning
the University of Wisconsin .1025 West Johnson Street Madison. Wisconsin 53706 (608)262 - 4901

9

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.

Phase one involves interviewing selected tchool staff members,

parents and citlzens 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. :

4*Your name was selected as being a parent in the Be tie Elementary

School attendance Area throUgh the use of a random sample technique. It

is hoped that you will be willing to participate in taking the home-school-

community relations questionqaire.

A joint meeting is scheduled with the Beattie Elementary School PTO

and selected parents and citizens on March 11, 1976 from 7)30 to 9:00 p.m.

in the school to explain the work which is being done at the University of

Wiaconsin in the area.uf home-school-community relations, and to administer

the.questionnaire. The 'approximate time for taking the questionnaire is

forty-five to sixty minutes..

I will be contsiting you to determine whether or not you are.avail-
able for the March llt,meeting, and to answer any questions or concerns

you may have. %

Sijely,

Roy . Lake °

Project Assistant
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rNational Evaluation Committee

Francis S. Chase. Chairman
Emeritus Professor
University of Chicago

Helen Bain
Past President
National Education Association
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Professor
University of Co lora&
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National-Dirket ion Comaiittee
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Emeritus Professor
The Ohio State University
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R & D Center

Associated Faculty
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Profesior
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Professor
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'Proforsor
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Professor
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Cuiticulum and Instruction

Frank H. Hooper
Professor
Child Development

Herbert J. Klaussieier
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Joeeph T. Lawton
Assistant Professor
Child Development

Larry R. Gimlet
Professor
University of Illinois

Chester W. Harris
Professor
University of California - Santa Barbera

William G. Katzenmeyer
Professor -

buke University

, 'Barbara Thompson

Superintendent of Public Instruction

Professor
Teachers College
Columbia University

James M. Lipham
Member Of the Associated Faculty
it. & D Center
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Associate Director
R & D Center '
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R & D Center

Elizabeth J. Simpson
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4:-Professor

Educational Psychology

Thom, S. Popkewitz
Assistent Professor
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