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THE PROGHAN
The Command ty-School. Relations (CSR) Workshop is a component of
the learning and Action through Social Education and Reading (LASER)
program. 1he LASER program is directed toward brenling down the
walls between the public schools and the communities that they serve,
The CSR VWorkshops are designed to improve school community relations
by bringing school personnel together with commmity representatives
to work on problems of mutual concern. The 1972 cycle was the product
of the gradual evolulion of the component over three previous cycles
¥ .
conducted in 1970~Tl. The materials for the most recent cycle listed
the following as the objectives of the program:
To stimlate participants 0 express ineir
educational. philosophy and expcctations re-
garding the relationship between the commun-~
ity and the schools;
To identify and assess the mojor educational
problems existing between the community and
the schools in their district(s);
To clarify and understand each participant's
. perceptions of the existing commuvnity-school
problems as well es attempt to understand deeper,
root causes of those problems;
To encourage participants to jointly seek and plan
solutions to the major educational problems that
concern the conmmunity snd the schonle.
Previous cycles of the program resulted in the development of a

detailed written curriculum based wpon the application of problem-solwving

and groud work techniques to such areas of commmity~school relations as

* For a description of the previous cycles, sec "Evaluabion of the
Comunity $chool Relations Program, 1970-71." Center for Urban
o Fducation Rescarch and Hvalwation Division, Novewber 15, 1971,
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cacceounbability and parend involvement., The materinls congisted of

a Worlkshop Leaders Guide containing detoiled #ession plans for 15
two~hour scssions for use Ly the Workohop Leaders, and exereiics

for use by the pavticilpants. Allhough the particlpants were
expected to appiy the techniques oublined in the curriculum to
problems that they felt to be of interest and concern in their
districts, to some extent determining the content of the program
themselves, the session plans formed the basic structure of the
progran. These plens were in the process of being revised and
simplified al the beginning of the cycle under consideration. In
addition to the curriculum, a Manval of Procedures was developed to
guide other institultions in setling up similar programs. Originally,
the developers plamned to utilize this curriculum in a series of weekly
workshop sessions. 'These were to be held at the Community Learning
Centers in Schoél Districts 7 and 14 after formal approval for the
implementation of the LASER program was obtained :(from the districts'’
Comnunity School Boards,

Forty-six participants were to be reeruited in each district and
divided into two working groups. The participants were to be selected
from parents, wiion and non-union teachers, paraprofessionals, schonl
administrators, and members of communily organizations; In addition,
students were to be included in the Vorkshops for the first tiwme. Com~

munity represcntatives and school persomnal were to be equally represented.
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Parents, students, paroapeofeasionsls, and mombars of commanity
organizations were congidered to be commuiity repvesentatives.*

The Worlkshop groups werc to be led by consultant staff menbers
of the Center for Urban Fducation (CUE) experienced in education and
group work, The role of the group leader is primarily that of an
"enabler" and mediator. He serves to introduce topics for discuscion,
assists the group in focusing upon important points through questions
or through leading the group in the exercise of such techniques as role-
play and "fish-bowl," and may serve as an informational resource to the
participants. 'The group leaders were to receive additional training
frqm the Project Director,

However, for reesons which are not clear to us, CUE was not success-
ful in obtaining the cooperation of the Community School Doards. This
caused several chanées in the plan outlined above, TFirst, waiting for
the approval of the Boards delayed the start of the program and ultimately
made it necessary for the sessions to be held twice each week in order
to complete the program by the end of the school yesr., In addition, the
developers were unable to recruit community school board members, and
stated that there were altempts by some school personnel to discourage

others from pacticipating.

¥ The progran developers of the CSR workshop considercd students
as both community and zchool representatives. In evaluating
the progranm, hovwever, we defined them as part of the community
group only.-
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Thus, the program was handicapped from the start in its endeavor to

recruit a balanced group of participants.

Methodology

In assceeeing past cycles of the Community School Relationé Vork~
shons we concentrated heavily on formalive evaluation, providing
extensive feecdback to the developers while the program was in progress.
This year we decided to turn to a more summative épproach since we had
already provided cxtensive feedback on the process and implementation of
the program, and the pfogram had reached the stage where the time had
come to look at outcomes rather than processes. IFurthermore, the developers
decided to use other wmewbers of the development'division to observe each
session, and to provide the kind of information that we had previously
provided. Nevertheless, we continued to meet with the developers weekly,
and contributed our assessment of those sessions that we observed. We also
met with the developers to discuss the manual and the.curriculum.

Our observation of the previous cycle of the program convinced us
thaﬁ CSR was capable of bringing about positive changeé in the relation-
ships between individual participants.

Two guestions appeared to'spring directly from this conclusion.

First, to what degree could the responsibility for these changes be

traced directly to the curriculwn materials? Work on this asgpect of the
program had not been possible in earlier cycles because of the extensive

curriculum revision that was donc concurrently with the actual use of the



materials, Furbhermore, prepared session pluns were frequently

alterced or abandoned in response to the participants' desire to discuss
problems that were of more lmmediote interest in thelr distaricts.
Although we regarded such flezibility as an extremely positive aspect
of the progrsm, a contimwtion of this pattern would suggest that

other factors might be as important (or more important) than the
curriculum materials in improving the relationships between the partic-
ipents, If this were the case it seemed possible that additional
maté?ia}q#@focusing on these factors would have Lo be creabed in order
to cnsuré¥the replicability of the program. As subsidiary objectives
we wished to isolate these factors if possible, and also to begin to
investigate whether any spceific techniques or topics in the materials
appearad to -be more effective than others.

The second question that we wished to ask was whether or not the
participants showed any evidence of meusurable change that appeared to
go beyond the changes in thedir relationships to each other. In other
words, was there any evidence of change in the participants' views of
the various groups (teachers, parents,paraprofessionals, administrators,
and students) represented in the workshops or in their reactions to
concepte that appeared to be fundamental to the curriculum. If it could
be established that such changes actually took place we would have stronger
grounds for believing that the participants' experience in the program

would continue to affect their behavior even after their graduation.
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Iq\?rder to dctermine the extent to which the currviculuwm was
actually used, we asked the group leaders to fill out after each
scasion, a wshort qu@stionnair% detailing vhich of -the activities,
topics, and techniques listed in the session plans were actuwally
utilized, which were omitted, and whether or not any others had
been added. In addition, the group leaders were requested to note
which activities or topics provoked the greatest and the least re-
sponse; vhich representative groups had the highest degree of
participatibn; howxelevantthe discuséion was to the stated ob-
Jectives of the session; whether or not the expected outcomes were
achieved; and what suggestions the group leader had for improving the
session. | |

Observations of approximately 15 percent of the sessions by an
evaluation staff member provided an independent check on the group
leaders' responses to the questionnaire., The observer concentrated
on noting the participants reactions and the degree of departure from
the session plans.

In addition, a short questionnairg was administerel to the partici-
pants after each session. This questionnaire was designed to elicit the

‘participant's views on the importance of the topic; the relevance of the
discussion to this tople; the app&opriabencss of the techmique utilized,

and how well it was used; the clarity and relevance of any printed materials

1 Bee Appondix II
2 Sec Appendix I
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distribubted bo the participants; how free the individual fell in
participating in the discussion; what they thought were the best and
worst things aboub the session; and their suggestions for impr@ving it.
The responses to this qncstionnaire.wcrc also relayed to the Development
Staflf, and were primarily used as an on-going check of the participants’
reacltions to the program.

The primapy tool used in our attompt to measure changes in the
participants perceptions was a preprogram and postp;ogram questionnaire?
The questions focused on such things as the kinds of input into educational
decision-meking that the participants believed most appropriate for the
various greoups concerned with education, and the participants' perceptions
of the actual roles of these groups and of the educational problems of this
district. Because participants were all expected to have a working knowl-
edge cof English, the instrument was administered in English only. The
guestiomaire included a semantic differential section in which participants
were asked to rate ten cencepts (school professionals, educational change,
parent involvement, etc.) on ten scales. Other guestions were of the
méztiple response type, although open-ended questions were included to

determine what the respondents believed 1o be the most pressing educational

s

problems, what solutions to these problems they deemed most workable, and

what suggestions ‘they had formed for improving the program. In addition,
we gathered demographic data and background information on the respondents'

previous activity in educational and community groups.

3See Appendix TIT
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The prebest was adrinistercd to 4 participonts end Lhe posttest Lo
hl; 33 persons took hoth the pretest and the postiest. Dackground and de-
mogiraphic questions were asked only on the protest, and lthe results given
are based on the group of 44, There is little difference between the pro-
portions of teachers, adwinistrators, community represcntatives, etc., who
took the pretest and those who took both tests. All comparisons of pre-
test and posltest data are based on the latter group. All percentages
given are inclusive of the'no response" catezory.

Serutiny of the data gatherad by our instruments revealed several

»

problems., Tor example, we based our estimate of the participants compre-
hension of written English on the daba gathered during the previous cycle

of the program., -Since some participants evidenced difficulty in respond-
ing‘to questions with which participants in the previous cycle had had no
difficulty,” it is possible that our assumption of a similar level of com-
prehension was erroneous. However, ﬁhis problem does not appear to have had
a crucial effect on our data, although in specific cases it has limited the
usefulness'qf certain questions. A more critical problem lay in the group
leaders' rating form. This will be discussed in detail in the section on

the curriculum.

‘Background of the Participants

A total of 62 people attended at least one of the fifteen sessions.
Nine of these dropped out (failed to attend the last three consecutive

sessions), leaving a total of 25 participants in the Bronx and 30 in
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Brooklyn. 0f these, & bLagic nueleus of 20 people in the Bronr and
23 in Brooklyn may be considered Lo have attended regularly. The
remailning ten attended sporadically, being absent for a total of
four sesslons or more.

The 44 participants to whom the pretest was edministered
identified themselves as follows: three administrators, nine faculty
(one of whom was u U.F.T. representative), six students, thirteen
paraprolessionals, and thirteen parents. Parents, students, and para--
professionals were considerced to represent the community. Thus, since
only 29 percent of the total group can be classified as school pro-
fessionals, it is clear that the developers were not successful in
their effort to recruit eqgual numbers of school professionals and
community representatives. As we mentionsd previously, the developers
report that the refusal of the Community School Boards to officially
cooperate with the program greatly hindered the recruiting process.
Since earlier cycles of the program indicated that it was important
to have an equal balance of participants so that both groups could
react freely without feeling thémselvcs to be on the defensive, this
result must be regarded as highly unfortunate. This imbalance was
more severe at the Bronx site than.in Brooklyn, and may have contributed
to the problems thaﬁ the program expericnced in the Bronx.

Seventy-seven percent of the respondents were female, and 23 percent

were malc., They reported the following levels of educational attainment:
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Did nobt complete high scheol. - 32%
High school graduates - 307
Some college - %
B.A. - %
M.A. or Ph.D. - 23%

\

This reflecls a considerable change from the previous
cycle, in which 58 percent of the recpondents reported themselves
as possessing cither a B.A. or a more advanced degree, while 37
percent indicated that they had not gone beyond high school. lowever,
in both cycles ecducational attainment has been a sharp dividing line
betwesn the school profesaionals and the commwity representatives.
In the current cycle all participants with a B.A. or a more advanced
degree were school professionals, all who indicated that they had

"some college" or had not gone beyond high school were community

either
reprenentatives.

Seven persons (16 percent) stated that they had previously beeén
enrolled in a CUY sponsored program. None of the respondents indicated
that they had participated in any related programs sponsored by any
other agency.

Sixteen of the respondents (36 percent) had been associated with
the district's schooles for seven years or more, 13 (or 30 percent) for
four to six years, 11 (or 25 percent) for one Lo three years, and three
(ox 7 percent)_for less than a year. (Two of the latter group dvépped

out before the end of the program.) All but one of the profensionals

had worked in the district for at least four years. All of the pro-

fessionals, and oune of the students, resided outside of the distriet.
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Of the remadning participants, 82 percent had lived in the target
dintricts for abl least three years. These fludings suggest that
all participants probably had a high degree of familiarity with
the digtriets' overall educational problems.

M.fty-five percent of the respondents stated that they were
active in educational or commuity groups in the district, ond
listed a variety of orgenizations' ranging from the PTA to tenants
counclls to community action groups. Some were involved in as many
as six different groups. FEighteen percent of the respondents (most
of them professionals) stated that they were active in educational
or community groups outside of the district.

Thus, the’pyerall picture thut we get of the group is that it is
highly weighted in favor of community representatives; that some of its
members have had a high degree of previous activity in educalional and
community groups; thal the group as‘a vhole possesses a broad spectrum
of educational attainment, but that educationally it is sharply divided
between school and commnity representatives; that it possesses a con-
siderable backgrowid of experience with the local schools, and that its

members have had little previous experience with similar programs.

* Comparison of the Two Sites

Analysis of the findings given above by borough reveals a number of
differcnces between the Bronx group and that in Brooklyn. Six of the
seven participants who stated that they had previously bean involved in

a related progrom belonged'to the Brooklyn Group. Members of this group



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

also dndicated that they had u grecter background of previous
involvement in cducational and community organizations. Furthermore,
the Brooklyn group enrolled twice ns many educators as did the RBronz
group. lowever, the level of educational attainment of the Dronx
comnunity representatives was somewhat higher than that of the
Brooklyn community representutives. In addition, the Bronx group had
a considerably higher proporlion ‘of paraprofessionals. As we have
previously mentioned, aboul 13 percent of the sessions were obscrved.
The obgerver noted a conziderable dif'ference in the characters of the
two groups. The Erooklyn groups evidenced far more knowledge of local
educational politics and a decper involvement in them. Such questions
as the meriis of appointing certain persons as principals and the reasons
behind actions of the Commumity School Board were Ffrequently discussed
in Bfooklyn, and it was quite evident that a number of participants from
both school and community attended meetings of the Board and attempted to
influence its decisions. It was also clcar that some of the community
participants belonged to organized groups working for educational changes
in ‘the district.

In contrasl, the Bronx group whilc ovidencing knowledge and concern
about the problems of the schools, generally revealed little awareness of

what the educational issues were at the district level. It was also clcax

that most of the participants' knowledge of the workings of the educational

establishment above the level of the individual schiool was quite limited,

as was their previous experience in discussing educational questions.
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Posuslbly as o result of this compusrabive luck of knowledpe and
previous activity, the discucsions of the Bronx groups Lended to be
more poorly Tocused than in Prooklyn, and were frequently characterized
by radilcal shifts from the éxtremely general Lo the extremély personal,
However, the personal problems of two of the more vocal participants
also contributed to this result. In addition, the Bronx groups mani-
fested a much greater degree of dependency on the group leaders, and
olten appeared to view them as tcecachers, despite their continual effortis
to emphasizg that this was not their role.

Furthermore, the members of the Brooklyn groups appeared more capable
of freely discussing their thoughts and feelings ﬁith each other. This |
difference appeared far grecater than is sugsested by the results of the
participant rating forms, in which the Brooklyn group members' rating of
their freedom to participate were slightly (but consistently) higher than
* those of the Bronx group. At the start of the program, none ol the com-
munity participants'in the Bronx appeared to have developed their leadef-
gship potential to the point where they couwld effectively challenge the
professionals. In at least one of the Brooklyn groups this was certainl&
not the cése. Open disagreement and the beginning of a dialogue were
evident by the second session (the first session we observed.) In the
ﬁronx, commmity participants often appeared'reluctant to openly challenge
statements by the professionals with which they privately disagreed, al-
though in some cases they reported their lack of agreement to the developers

after the session. On the other hand, some of the professionals appeared
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content Lo restrict thelr comments primarily lo safe generalilies.
Thus, ot some sessions no real dislogue scemed to develop bhetween
the school people and the community representatives.

Although this situation certainly improved over the course of
the progiram, discussions ol the backgrounds and solutions fo educo~
tional problems (as opposed to the participants® individual experiences
with them) frequently lacked the degree of spontaneily in exchange of
idesas and opinions that was typical of the Brooklyn groups and of the
third cycle.of the program. In addition, the Bronx groups evidenced
considerably more diff{iculiy in arriving at concrete solutions to the
problems discussed, For these reasons we believe that the Bronx work-
shop had only limited success in achieving the programs baslc goals --
goals which the Brooklyn groups and the previous cycle of the program
indicated what the program could achieve,

We attribute this result to the.recruitment of a group of commuﬁity
representatives with comparatively littie previous involvement in local
educational issues, none of whom had previoﬁsly demonstrated leadership
potential in this area; possibly coupled with the failure to recruit a
sufficiently large group of school professionals; Both the Evaluation
'and Developnent Divisions ére in agreement that selection procedures mﬁst
be further fefined to ensure that participants have the background and:
the personal qualities necessary for them to derive the maximum benefit

from the program. The Evaluation staff feel that this could best be ac-
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compliched by the selection of commumity partlieipants, wont of whom
have either o considerable background of involvement in educational
and commwity groups or 'who have pgroduated Lrom one of the other
components of TASER and demonstrated a high potential for ieaderm
shiﬁ. I the developers also wish to involve participants who have
little background in education and community work, we suggest that
a screening instrument be devised based on the leadership criteria
of the Educstional Leadership Development component.

However, the Evaluation staff feel that the programs' chance of
success in achieving its ultimate goal, the improvemept of education
in the distiict through an exchange of ideas and a rapproachment
between school and communilty, would be greatly enhanced if the -
participants selected were in a position to influence the groups that
they represent. From this point of view, it seems greétly preferable
that the majority of the community pérticipants be persons whose
previous activity in the community has given them some degree of
‘influence in existing groups; while the majority of school representa-
tives should be principals, U.F,T, chapter chairmen or school board

menbers.

‘The Curriculun..

Cur primary source of data for determining how and to what extent
the session plans were utilized was the Group Leaders' Session Rabing

Form, suplemented by the Participants Session Rating Form and the
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observationa., Unfortunately, the group lesders' vating forms wore
keyed to the "Activitics" and "Outcomes" sectlons of the session
plans, This resulbed iﬁ infoxmation that is extremely vague and
difficult tc use, since it ié not posgible to determine,. for example,
what is meant by "partially" completing a discussion of aécountability.-
All that can be determined frowm such a response is that some tine was
spent on the activity. The nature and depth of' the discussion, and
the degree to which the participants wnderstood the concept remain
unknown. In addition, the facl that each group met twice each weck
resulted in the group leaders being under considerable time pressurec.
This frequently led to a rather cursory filling out of the forms and
to a number of instances in which they were never filled out.

As a result, much of the data thét we hoped to gather“through
the Group Leaders' Rating TForm is of limited utility. While our
basic question has been answered to some extent, questions relating to
specific aspects of the curriculum have not.

Since there were two groups in each borough and the program con-
sisted of 15 sessions, there was a total of 60 individual sessions,

Group Leader rating forms were submitted for 67 percent of these

_sessions. Almost all those which were not submitted related to the

later portions of the program. However, since in all of the groups
half of the next-lto-last sessions was devoted to the posttest and

half of the last session to a farewell party, the importance of some

of the missing sessions can be discounted to some degreec. I these

gsessions are omitted from the total, forms were complebed for 77 per-

cent of the sessions.
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Ay wo dndicented pruviousiy, o basle quention thal we wisghed
to ask was to what extént the curriculwn was acbually followed,
The following is a hreakdown of how the groun lcaders rated their
adherance to the session plan of cuch sessilon for which we have
datas

Not closely at all .+ v o o o o « o27%
Fairly closely o « « « « o o « o o 43%
CLOSELY v v o v e e e s e e e . . Al

Very €losely o o v o v s o v s eo 11%

Ilo Response C e e o e e e o e 5%

The fact that session plans were followed "not closely at all"
at 27 percent of the sessions for which we have data, appears.to
confirm our expectation (based on observetion of the previous cycle)
that the plans would be frequently modified or abandoned. Cbservational
data indicates that these deviatlions were usually caused by either the
participants desire to coﬂtinue a discussion beyond the time alloted fox
it,.or their feeling that another topic was of greater impoftance and
interest to them. On the very few occasions over the last two cycles

vhen the group leader attemplted to adhere to a session plan despite

participant resistance or lack of interest, the session appeared to he

wproductive. There was little interaction in the group, participants
appeared bored or restless, and dlscussions appeared to be either
inconclusive or repetitive. Since there appear to be conzideralle

variations in the responses evoked from the participants hy identical



~ 18-

segaions, we must conclude that flewibility in the dmplementation
of ‘the curriculum is a highly positive factor in achieving the
type of interaction desived.

Hoviever, such flexitilily clearly shifts a major portion of the
responsibility for the content and oulicome of the program from the
vritten materials to the group leader, thus creating a ser ous problem
of replicability. At the present time the curriculum does »ob appear
to furnish the group leader with sufficient guidelines for him to
determine when deviaﬂions from the session plans are advisabin and how
they can best be structured. Some aspects of this question ove addressed‘

1
in the Manual of Procedures, and a new introduction to the Workshop

Leaders Guide also addresses bhese problems {to some degree. However, we
believe that it would be extremely valuable to future group leaders if
the Development Division produced a_considerably expanded introduction
to the Workshop Leaders' Guide which would outline the step-by-step.
interactional objectives the programs suggest, what techniques are

best used in what interactional sitwations, provide criteria for judging
when a change of plan is warranted and when an irrelevant issue is being
introdvced; détail what pitfalls to avoid and hoﬁ to avoid them, and

_generally provide a guide for group leaders attempting to structure and

vincent C. Flammings and Parrell L. McClane, Plamming for Effective
Community-School Relabions: A Manuwal of Procedures. Cenler for
Urban Iducation, I'all 1972,
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direct goselions thut.depuvb from the written materials, In obher
words, we Laeel thot the production of @ short gulde that would be
as unrelated as possible to the content of the gescions would be
invaluable in assisting the group leader to replicale the pro-
grams basic approach to problems of commmity school relations,
even ‘though the actual problems discussed may differ,

Unfortunaitely, our dalta do not permit us to advance much
beyond the conclusions that we reached at the end of the previous
cycle in evaluating the specific techniques utilized in the Work-
shop Leaders' Guide. A stress on problem-solving techniques still
appéars to be the most fundamental and valuable aspect of the
currieulun in relation to the programs' long range goal of improving
education in the district. However, in botﬁ of the last two cycies
of the program the participants appeared to experience some diffi-
culty in moving from the discussion of possible solutions to problems
to a discussion of the various mechanisms by which they could attempt
to -implement these solutions in the real world.

Since it is hoped that the participants' involvement with each
other ard with educational problems will continﬁe after they complete
the program, we believe that it ﬁould'be valuable to creale one or

two alternative sessions focusing on what tactics might be most

_productive in obtaining a hearing for their ideas. If the group
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posuasses a sufflcient depgree of sophistication about the educational
problems of their digbtrict, it moy be possible to compress the time
alloted to the more informutional messions in ordexr to deal with
such tactics at the end of +the program. However, consideration of
this problem would only be appropriate if the group has reached a
considerable degree of agreement on the nature of the problems with
which they are dealing and thebbeét solutions to them. TIf they have
reached this stage, then consideration of tactical problems would
serve as a basic point of departure from which they could work to~
getherlﬁo improve education in their district after their graduwation
from the prograr, .

In conclusion, the Workshop Leaders' Guide appsars to function
as a basic framework for the program with participant input serving
to effect dAifferent modifications in each sub~-group of each cycle.
The way in which changes are handlzd and blended into the existing
curriculum is the responsibility of the group leader? It is our
belief that additional material directed toward assisting him to
structure such modifications wpuld be extremely helpful. Tor work-

shop groups which are sufficiently advanced to utilize them, it may

_also be valuable to create additional materials focusing on possible

bactics for the implementation of group proposals. .
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Ral.ng of Personal. Trpact

In order to determine what aspects of the program Lhe
participants Lelt had the greatest pervonal imwvuct, the posttest

presented them with a list -of 16 statements, most of which had

bean dravn from the "expected outcomes' sections oflthe session
plans. The statements were phrased in terms of individual skill,
knovledge, or understanding -- e.g., '"my understanding of the problems
of the schools in my district.”" The participants were requested to
rate their improvement on a scale from one {2 lot) to four (not at all).
Ratings tended 1o be very high for all statementé and ranged from 76
percent who said that the program had'improved their understanding of
parents "a lot," to a low of 33 percent who felt that their knowledge
of ways to improve cooperation between school and community had im-
proved "a lot." "My ease and confidence.in talking to other people
who have different points of view" received the sccond highest rating.
Sixty~-seven percent of the participants felt that they had improved "a
lot" in this area.

In only one case ("my understanding of the role of the community
board") did as meny as 9 percenﬁ of the participants feel that the

program had not helped them at all, and only in this question and in

I . , )
For a complete breakdowm of the ratings see Appendix IV; for the
actual instrument see Appendix ITI, P. 1y,
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"my understanding ol the probloms Lacing principals,” did as meny us
27 percent of the participants feel that the program had belped them
"a Littile" or-fnot at all," These results are hardly surprising,
since comparalively few princlpals or assistant prineipals, and no
Community School Board members, participated in the program, with the
result that the views of these group§ tended to be poorly represented
in the workshops.

It is inueresting to note that paraprofessionals gave distinctly
higher ratings to almost every area of the program than did school
professionals or other community people. This result is congruent

with those of the semantlc differential in which most significant

5 can be traced to the paraprofessionals.
) . .
In response. to our request for suggestions as to how the program

night be improved, 52 percent of the participants eitﬁer failed to
respond, indiceated that they had no suggestions, or made suggestions
wnich were irrevelent, impractical, or illegible. Tifteen percent
felt that the program should concentrate more heavily on specific
solutions to problems, 12 percent felt that it should recruit

additional or different participants, 18 percent made a variety of

. specific suggestions as to changes in technique (more role-playing,

more guest speakers, etc.), and one person felt that the program

should be longer.
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The sugrgestion that the program should concenbrate more on
gpecific solutions Lo problems moy be related to the fact that
the partictpants gave relatively low raltings to the programs'
improvement of their mowledge of ways to improve cooperution
between school and community. "My skill in finding out the cuuses
of educational problems" alsb received reiatively low ratings. Al-~
though the participants may just be asking for easy answvers to dif-
ficult questions, these responzes suggest that the program might

~increase its' effectiveness hy liﬁ&ting its focu~ to a thorough
analysis of a small number of carefully delimited problems.

Fér example, it is possible that sessions seven through ten,
all of which have as & major component the consideration of the
thorny questions of racism in the schools and minoritly aspirations,
might benefit from a more specific focus on one or two concrete, solv-
able problems which would exempliiy.the broader questions in this area.

However, the ratings of personal impact coupled with the fact
that all the respondents, with one exceétion, stated that they would
be williné to reéommend that others participate in the program even
if the stipend were to be discontinuad, indicate a high degree of
personal satisfaction with thelr experience in the program. This
finding is furthef confirmed by the usually high ratings on the

varticipant rating forms.
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Open-linded Questions

Qpcn-énded questions weve ineluded in the pretest and the
posttest to record any wnexpacted devolopments thet might be missed
by other parts of the instrunent and to allow the participants to
express themselves move frecly than would ctherwise have been possible,
Not wnexpectedly, the responses tend to be a diverse mixture of the
cxtremely general and the extremeiy specific, and are of limited
ubility in suggesting ways to modify the program. This is particularly
true of the'queétions relating to the areas of greatest and least
success of the program,

The participants' ideas of the best way to improve commnity-
school relations.revcal little evidence of change over the course of
the program. Both before and after.the program, most respondents
believed that imprdved communication or greater interaction bLetween
school and community would be the best ways to improve relations.
However, Loth the school and cowmunity participants views of their
“districts' most important eduvcational problems and the most realistic
solutions to these problems exhibit an interesting change.

Initially, the participants tended to mention either specific in-
- school programs or problems (reading, lac¢k of materials, discipline),
communication, or a need for better school persommel as being the
principél educational problems of their district. On the posttest, the

number of participants choosing the need for better personncl increased
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markedly, while the munber choosing the other categorles anbove
declined, This shift is cven more evident in the suggested
solutions to the problems. The nwnher of respondents indicating
that improved sclection or training of school personnel was one of
the best solutions to the districts' educational problems rose from
one-fifth on the pretest to almost half of the total group on the
posttest. On the pretest, school professionals volunteered this
response more frequently than did gommunity representatives. On
the posttest, it was given by approximately cqual percentages of
the two groups.

Although it would not be wi§e to ﬁake too much of this result,
it ie interesting to note that it tends to correspond with the results
of the semantic differential in that it suggests that school persomme.l
initially possessed a somewhat more negative view of their own group
than did the community representatives and that the programatic
experience resulted in the two groups arriving at similar viewpoints.

1
Semantic Differential

A semantic differential technique was used to detect change in the
participants views on certain concepts fundamental to the curriculum;”

H

such as "Accowntability" and "Community~School Relations.'" Concepts

such as "School Professionals" and "Paraprofessionals" were also included

lSce Appendix III, Pages 2-12.



in an attempt to determins wheller or not the participants' per-
ceptions of thesc concepts would change. A total of ten concepts
and ten seven~podit scales were used. The scales were designed to
explore the .evaluative, dynamic, and rceeptive aspects of the
participants' semantic spacc. In the discussion thal follows (when
evaluative scales are used), 1.0 is the extreme positive response,
4.0 is the neutral response or unrelated to the concept, and 7;6 is
the extreme negative response. |

When the total group of réspondents is considered, oﬁly two
concepts and two scales indicate changes that are statistically
significant at the .0l level of.confidence, On neither the pretest
nor the posttest was the mean rating of any concept assoclated with
the negative end of any evaluative scale. The ratings ranged. From
very positive to neutral.

The two concepts thal show change are the concept "Paraprofessionals!

1 n

on the scales "friendly-unfriendly," and the concept. "School Professionals
on the scales "leir-unfair" and "friendly-unfriendly." The rating of
"School Professionals” on the latter scale moved from a mean of 2.9
(slightly friendly) to one of 4.1 (neutral, or unrelated to the concept.)
- Analysis of this rating for professional and community participants,
separately, reveals a stalistically significant movement from 2.5 to

4,0 in the rating of the concept by the commmity group. The rating

of the concept by the professionals shifted from 3.8 to 4.2, a change



which is nob signiiicont. In other words, at the begirming of the
pfogram the community representatives associated the concept "School
Professionals" with friendliness more strongly than did the profes-
gionals themselves, but by the end of the program the ratings of
both groups corresponded closely. R

Further analysis shows that a large portion of this shift can
be traced to the paraprofessionals, whose mean rating of the concep®
moved from 2.5 to 4.6. Ratings by the other community participants
moved from 2.5 to 3.5. + is also noteworthy that the shift was
greater in the Bronx (-2.2) than in Brooklyn (-.6). The changes in
the Bronx and among the paraprofessionals are~signifiéaﬁt at the
.01 level.

The overall pattern of change in relation to the concepf "School
Professionals” on the scale "fair-unfair” is similar to that described
above. 'Ratings by the total group show a significant change from 3.2
to 4.3. The mean rating by the commmity participants went from 3.0
to 4.4 and is significent, the professionals raling moved from 3.7 to
4.0 and is not significant. Further breakdowns.show change sigﬁifi—
cance al the .0l level among the paraprofessionals and Bronx participants
(a disproportionate number of whom were parsprofessionals) shifted from
a rather positive view of the friendliness end fairness'of school profes-
sionals to a position of neutrality on these questions. This may simply

be the result of an initial reluctance by the paraprofessionals to reveal
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thelr true feelings aboul their institutional superiors, or it may
reflect a real change in their viewpolnt brought about by their
association as equals with a particular group of professionals.
If it is believed that the professionals are unlikely to underrate
their ovm group the change in the perceptions of the community
repregentatives-may be a positive development, a move toward a more
realistic conception of the profeésionals; |

The pattern ouwblined above does not appear in the rating of the
concept "Paraprofessionals" on the‘”friendly—unfriendly” scale. The
rating exhibited a significant shift, at the .0l level, from 1.9 to
2.6. This resvlt was analyzed by borough, and by its comnmunity and
professional components. However, the only sub-group to reveal a
statistically significant shift was the Brooklyn group, whose ratings
moved from 2.0 to 2.8. '

While the rzason for the change in the Brooklyn participants'
ratings 1s not clear to us, the shift in the direction of neutrality
is 'similar ‘o that which occured in the ratings of the concept "School.

Professionals.”

Although we have no evidence to substantiate it, it
is tempting to hypothesize that the program resulied in an increased
- perception of the various participant groups as being composed of

individuals with individual strengths and weaknesses, thus leading

toward more neutral ratings of them.
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AlL concepls dnd all scales were broken down into their
Brooklyn and Bronx, and professional and commmity components.
This brcakdowvmn revealed one other change that was statisticelly
significant. The ratings of "Parent Involvement" by professionals
on the "open-closed" scale moved from 4.2 to 2.6. Since open-closed
is bhasically not an evaluative scale, this shift does not mean that
the professionals viewed the concept more positively at the end of
the program than at the beginning; It simply means that they
associated "Parent Involvement'" more strongly with "opemness" at the
end of the progream. It appears probable that this is the direct
result of discussions of the desirabili ity of "opening up the school"
to greater involveument by parents. The perception of the concept as
being related to the idea of opennéss seems a natural result., What
is more interesting is that the commuwnity participants shift from
4.0 to 3.6 is not statistically significant. Apparently they were

" and opeimess were related.

not convinced that "Parent Involvemen
This result may imply that the participants did not view parent
involvement as being effective in opening up the schools, but no
other evidence exists to confirm this hypothesis.

No significant changes are evident on any of the scales in the
participants' ratings of the concepls "Group Decision Making," "Parents

in this District,'" "Educational Change,'" "Community-Schiool Relations,"
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"Accounbalility,” or "Children in this District."

In sum, ihe semantic differentisl sections of ﬁheipretomt
and ‘the posttest reveal Little evidence of change in the partici-
pants' attitudes toward the concepls measured. With one exception
(the rating of '"Parent Involvement' noted.above), all changes are
in the directién of neutrality and relalte to the participants
perceptions of groups present in the sessions. The results suggest
that the program had the greatest impact on paraprofessionals, but
this may simply reflect an initial reluctance by the paraprolfessionsls
to get dovn their feelings about thelr superiors in the educational

hierarchy.

Participation in Decision-laking

Since the Workshop Leaders' Guide included materials for several
sessions dealing with accountability and the éllocation of responsibility
for meking decisions that affect the operation of the schools, we
hypothesized that the program would affect the participants' views on
how much -input various groups should have in making decisions about
educational policy. As a measure of such change, we asked the partici-.
pants what level of responsibility each of five groups should have in
five areas of decislon-making. Unfortunately, some partlcipants
evidenced considerable difficulty in understanding the.question.

On the pretest, & muber of them either failed to answef ports of the
question or gave unusable responses. This limits the utility of a
comparison of pretest and posttest responses, although we shall indicate

some general changes, and some patterns of response exhibited on both
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the pretest and the posttest.

The participants were presented with five areas ol education

in which decisions must be made: changing the school curriculun,

educational programs. They were then asked which group should

have major responsibility in eéch area, which two groups should.have
some involvement, and which two should have little involvement.

They were to chooise either parénts, teachers, students, principals,
or the Community School.Board%

-On the pretest,. the largest group of respondents indicated thst
they felt that the Community School Board should have major responsibility
in the areas of determining how the districts’ money should he spent,
chénging the curriculum, and removing teachers, and éhat teachers should
have the major responsibility in the areas of evaluating programs and
determining childrens educational needs. Students were placed in the
"little involvement" category more frequently than any other group in
every area éxcept that of removing teachers. In the latter case, equal
percentages of the respondents placed students and teachers in the
"little invélvement” category. ParéntS'were placed in the "some in-

volvement" category more freguently than any other group in all five

‘areas of decision-making.

lSee Appendix IT1, Page 16.
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Three shifts were evident on the posttest. More respondents
chose principals to have the major responsibility for removing
teachers then chose the Community School Board to have the wmajor
responsibility for evaluating programs than chose the teachefs.

The third shift is more tenuous and is probably not significant.
Principals were mentioned more frequently than parents in the

"some involvement" category in the area of detcrmining how the
districts' money should be spent. However, il orne also considers
the respondents who saild that parénts or principalé ghould haye
the major responsibility in this area, it is clear that the group
in general rated parents second only to the Community School Board.

The responses to this question appear to be basically fairly
conservative and the shifts do not appear to indicate any radical
changes in the participants!' percepﬁions of how responsibility
ghould be sharéed in the enumerated areas. |

In a related qguestion we focused upon communiby involvement aﬁ
the local school level. The question was of the multiple response
type, and directed the participants to choose the two best ways for

a principal to incrcasse community support for his school. The re-

.. sponses were selected to allow the participants to opt for varying

degrees of community involvement.



{n both the pre- and postbest approximately two-thirds of the

respondents chose "Having teacher-parent workshops to discuss school

problems,"”

and approximately one-third chose "Fncouraging parents to
vigit classrooms," as one of the two responses. The latter aiter-
native appears to be of a relatively passive, information-gathering
nature, vhile the former implies an aétive exchange of information,
without implylng any influence on decisions.

The greatest changes occurred in the categories "Explain s chool
policies through the P.A. or P.T.A;” which increased from 12 to 2k
percent bhetween pretest and posttest, and in "Have community residents
advise on curriculum, " which increased from nine to 21 percent. These
movements appear to be in opposite directions. Greater utilization
of the P.T.A. is & relatively 'tradj.tional.Eolution,phrased in a rather
passiﬁe mannef, wvhile having community residents advise on curriculum
is activist and féirly gadical in the context of the local schools.
Only one other category, "Hold parent orientation meeting at the start
ol ‘the school year," was chosen by more than 20 percent of those tested
on either the pretest or posttest. Twenty-one percent chose it on the
pretest and 15 percent on the postiest. This ié an exbremely passive

- solution. The remainder of the choices are broadly distributed. Thus,
the responses Lo this question implies that the participants believe
that community primarily desires an increased access to information

about the school and an opportunity to exchange ideas with its staff.

ERIC
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Only a comparatively nmall mamber helieve thmtAgreater commnity
influence on educational decisions would be the best way to increase
support for the school. ''he changes belween pretest and postteét
are relatively small, although they may point to a slightly more
active approach to community-school problems.

In sumnary, both before and after their experience in the program
the participants appear to have desired a grester degree of parental
involvement in nll five arcas of decision-making, while generally
supporting -the ‘status quo as to who should have the ultimate responsi.-
bility for decisions and who should have little involvement in them.
The level of involvement desired appears to be that of having assureq
avenuas of communication through which parents can know what isg
happening in the school and be certain that their views will be care-
fully considered by the decision makers. There was littld change
between pretest and posttest, although there are indications that the
programalbic experience may have resulled in increasing the desire of
some participants for a more active community role in educational

decision-making.

Precaptions of Political Reality

Our previoug experience with the program also led us to hypothesize
the possibility of its effecting changes in the participants perceptions
of the political relationship between comnunity, principal, and Community

School Board.

O
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To teat this possibilibty we devised a simple problem situation
in which the Poard, the principals, and the comunity representatives
cach propose that a diffcrent and new program be introduced into the
school%. The participants were then asked to choose what would be
the most likely and the least likely reactions of each group to
this situation. The alternatives that we listed were essentially
identical for each group, altﬁougﬁ the wording was adjusted to reflect
the different political positions of the three groups.

On thé prétest, the largest percentage (21 percent) of respondents
indicated that they though the C3B would examine all three programns
carefully before making a decigion. On the postiest ﬁhis increased

to 3

)

percent. This increase was primarily due to a doubling of the
number of Bronx respondents giving fhis response. This choice suggests
that the participants considered that the Board was gapable of consider-
ing new proposals fairly, but unwilling to engage in a dialogue on the
igsue.

Fighteen percent of the respondents on the pretest indicated that
they though that the CSB would try to meet with the other groups to
work out compromises. All bul one of these respondents belonged to the
© Bronx group. No one chnse this alternative on the posttest. This choice

guggests considerable flexibility on the part of the Board.

1See Appendix III, Page 15.
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Fifteen percent of the respondents (all of them from the
Brooklyn group) thought that the'CSB would be most likely to
simply use its own program. On the posttest this increased to
21 percent but once again all the respondents were from Brooklyn.
This cholce indicates a lack of flexibility and a resistonce to
suggestions by other groups. It is interesting bto note that on
both the pretest and posttest the majority of' the respondents
choosing this alternative were professionals. No one believed
that the Boérd Qould choose the commmity residents' program.
Responses as to what the CSB would be least likely to do were
broadly digtributed. Trying out all three programs; using thelr own
program, and meefing with the other groups to work cut a compromise,

were each chozen by 15 percent of the.respdndents as the least likely

alternatives. The number choosing compromise as the least likely
increased to 24 percent on the posttest, while the rumbers choosing
the other two alternatives exhibited slight declines. On both the pre-
and posttests a majority of those who believed that an attempt at com-
promise was least likely belonged to the Brooklyn group.

Thus, it appears that there are marked differences in the ways that .
“‘the Bronx and Brooklyn participants perceived their Community School
Poards. It seems clear that the Brooklyn group viewed the Board as
being relatively inflexible and unwilling to compromise, although many

thought it capuble of independently giving careful consideration to new
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ideas. There are indications thut the professionalg felt the Board
to be more inflexible than did The participants {rom the community.
While there was little change over the course of the program, it 4
seems Lo have been in the direction of an inteansification of this
Teeling. The Bronw participonts initially seemed to feel that the
Board would either carefully consider all suzgestionz or attempt a
comprenise, but by the end of'the program they appeared to view the
board as being resistant to compromise, although not inflexible.

This difference between the Bronx and Brooklyn groups is not
evident in thelr responses to the parts of the question concerning
principals and community residents.

The second part of the problem related to the probable reactions
of principals. On the pretest, 18 percent indicated that principals
would be most likely to agree with the Board's program. Since the
respondents were not told what the programs were and were given no
reason to believe that zny one program was better thaﬁ ‘the others,
this choice indicated & belief that the principals would simply Ffollow
the lgad of those in authority. TFifteen percent of the respondents
chose the alternatives of trying out all three programs; a solution
. which suggests indecisiveness, although it may also indicate flexibility
and willingness to experiment. Fifteen percent also chose "examining all
three program; and deceilding which one to work for." Twelve percent -

thought that the principals would sgrece to use the Boards! program and
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have their own used experiementally, and twelve percent believed
that the prinecipals would conbinue to work for their own program.
No sipgnificant change occurred on the postlest. |

On the pretest, twenty-four percent of the respondents indiceted
that they believed that it was least likely that pfincipals would mect
with other groups to work-out a compromise, and 15 percent indicated
that it was, least likely that they would advocate the community
residents program. The remaining responses were broadly distributed.
However, no one thought that it was least likely that the principals
wvould agree to usc the Boards program vhile their ovm was tried oub
in a few schools.

On the posttest, the percentape Belicving that principals were
least likely to compromise dropped from 2l percent to 12 percent. This
change occurred entirely among commwiity people and paraprofcssionals
in the Brooklyn group. In another change from the pretest, the percentage
believing that principals were least likely to agree to use the Bd@rds'
program while their ovm was tried out in a few schools‘went from zero to
12 percent. Once again the remaining responses were broadly distributed.

Thus, there was little agreement as to whub the principals would be

~most likely to do, a situwation that did not change on the posttest. How-
ever, among Erooklyn communitf fepresenﬁatives there ig evidence of an
4increascd belief in the principals willingness to compromise. The in-

crease in the number of respondents who thouwght principals least likely

£
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to back wse of the Boards' program coupled with an experimental
triad of thelr own program is puzsling.

The third wsecbion of the questlon concerned the probable
reactions of community residemts. Thirty-three percent of the
group tested (a mejority of them commuity representatives) felt
that the community residents' group would cxamine all three alter-
natives, Twenty=~seven percenﬁ (a'majority of whom were professionals)
thought the community would continue to work for £heir owWn program,
and 15 parcent believed that they would back the CSB's program and
advocate experimental use of their own.

On. the posttest, there was a large increase in the "no response"
category in this'part ol the question. However, the percentage belicv-
ing that commwity representatives would simply accept the school board's
program rose from zero to nine percent. No other significant change was
evident on the pretest.

tn the pretest, thirty percent of the group chose "trying out all
three programs in a few schéols“ as the least likely alternative for the
commuity residents’', but only 15 percent indicated that it was least
likely that the community residents would adopt fhe USB program. No
. one chose the alternative of community residents backing their owm
program as least likely on the pretest, but 15 percent did so on the

posttest.,
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It appears that commmity participants tended to think that
their repregentatives would cavefully congider the alternativgs,
while the professionals tended to believe that the commumity
representatives would adhere rigidly to their own ideas. The
changes bebween the pretest and posttest may point to the growth
of a belief among some participants that the community residents
would bc over - awed by the other groups and support their programs.

In summary, the changes in the participants perceptions of the
probable reactions of principals, Board ﬁembers, and community
residents arc slight. The most pronounced change is an increasingly

negative view of the C8B's willingness to compromise.
g

Conclusion of the Program

At the conclusion of the program the Brooklyn participants were in-
vited to join an eilucational action group that had originally been fqrmed
by graduates of the previous cycle, and which is involved in working for
edgcational change in the district. Many of the par%icipants expressed
interest in joining the group and it has been reported that a number of
them have participated actively in its‘meetings. Such continuing post-
program invovlement in local educational activities by group members of
diverse backgrounds suggests that the program has achiéved a degree of
success in bringing about a meeting of minds between representatives of

both school and community.
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Summaxry of Conclugions and Recommendations

The participants found the progrom tp be both interesting and
worthwhile., They perceived it as baving congiderable personal. im-
pect on various areas of their knowledge and on their ability to re~
late to others. Obsexvation confirms that relations between group
members did change over.the course of the program. However, the
participants perceptions of céncepts fﬁndamental to the program
and of varioug groups involved with education reveal little evidence
of change. Those changes that have been noted suggest that the prOgrdm
had the greatest impact on paraprofessionals, although this may be the
result of greater frankness on their part at the end of thé program
than at the beginning. Marked differences were noted in the level of
interaction of the Brooklyn and Bronx groups. These differences suggest
that the program had only limited success in achieving its basic objectives
in the Bronx. This result appeafs to be traceable to the fact that the
Bronx participants generally had comparatively littlg previous involvement
in local educational issues, although the programs failure to meet its
target in the recruitient of school professionals may also have had a

negative effect on its success. The Development Division is planning to

. implement more stringent selection criteria in future cycles.
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The Workshop lLeadersz' Gulde appears to function as a bhasic
framéWOrk fér the program with participant inpul serving to effect
different modificatioﬁs in each sub-group of each cycle. The way
in which changes are handled and blended into the exlisting curriculum
is the responsibility of the group leader. It is our belief that
additional material directed ﬁoward assisting him to structure such
modifications would be extremely helpful. Ior workshoi groups which
are sufficiently advanced to utili“e them, it may also be valueble to
create additional materials Tocusing on possible tactice for the |
implementation of group proposals.

The fact that few chahges are evident in the participants overall
perceptions of various groups and concepts important to education in the
district'éuggests that it may be important for the participants to continue
to maintain contact with each other after graduation from the program in
order to have any real influence on the improvement of community~school
relations.

In Brooklyn, a number of participants of diverse backgrounds evidenced
a continuing interest in working toéether on edﬁcational problems and joiﬁed
a voluntafy group formed by graduates of the previous cycle in order to

accomplish this purpose. - This step seems very promising.
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In conclusior, although changes in the relationships between
the individual participants generall& did nol appear to have much
-effect on their views of the groups lhat these particiﬁan-s répre-
sented, these changes indicate that in Brooklyn (although not in
the Bronx) the programs basic interactional objectives were mét,
while the fact that some of the participants are continuing to
work together suggesls the poésibility of a long-range effect

on the commmity-school relations in the district.
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Assistant Principal
Student

Other; please describe:

[
weab o

. A9TL-7e
aicn Reting Form

Date:

o e .
MARIEY klltllll-o\.l IS TR R N R ) B R TR F R RS

]GQRO arsver cnch gquestion below; you may answer
Use the baok

thils form iFf you need mere
in this torm baefore you leave.

of EpAC e

9. Whal was the major ﬁ Lhﬂlﬂhﬂ used
today (e.g., discussion, ! lecture, role-
play, ete.):

10, I found the technigue to be:
Not appropriate to the Lopic
Somewhat appropriate to the topic
____Appropriate to the topic
Very appropriate to the topic

I found this technique to be:
Used very poorly
Used somewhat poorly
_Used fairly well
Used very well

11.

In general, I felt that the:

12,
' Teachers didn't participate enough

Principals didn't participate enough

What was the major topic of today's
session:

Community representatives didn't
participate enough
Everyone part1c1pated well

5. In relation to the Workshop's overall
goals, today's topic was: '
Unimportant
Of some importance
_Important
Of great importance

6. In relation to today's major topic,
the discussion was:

Almost never relevant

Sometimes relevant

Frequently relevant

Alimost always relevant

7. During today's session, I felt free
to participate:

Hone of the time

Some of the time

All of the time.
8. If any printed materials vwere used for
Loday's session, please angwer the
following~

The prlnted materials were:
____ Not relevant to the topic
" Somewhat relevant to the to ic

[:RJ}:

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

13. In relation to the educational needs )
of this community, today's session vias: -
< Mot very relevan®
Somewhat relevant
Relevant
Highly relevant

s

il. Overall; I found theé quality of
today's session to be:

Very poor

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

15. What was the one best thing about
today's ses§ion?

16. What was the least satisfactory thing
about today's session?

17. Tuture Workshops can be imprdved by




Paront DarLJCLPsNu
" Other Community; please describe:

UMD Chapter Chairman
Teucher
Faraprofessional
Principal
. Assistant Principal
Student
__Other; please describe: _

l

4. What was the major topic of today's
session;

2. In relation to the Workshop's overall
goals, today's topic was;
Unimportant
Of some importance
__Important
Of great importance

6. In relation to today's major topic,
the discussion was:
Almost never relevant
Sometimes relevant
Frequently relevant
Alinost alvays relevant

7. During today's session, I felt free
to participate:

None of the time

Some of the time

All of the time.

8. If any printed materials were used for
today's session, please answer the
following:

The printed materials were:
Not relevant to the topic
Somewhat relevant to the topic
______Relevant to the topic
Very relevant to the topic

The printed materials were:
Confusing
Somewhat unclear
Very clear

l-—’ A

___ Appropr]
Very appropriate to the topic

11l. T found this technique to be:
UIsed very poorly
Used somevhat poorly
Used fairly well
Used very well

. In general, I felt that the:
Teachers didn't participate enough
Principals didn't psrticipate enough
Community representatives didn't
participate enough
Everyone participated well

13. In relation to the educational nceds
of this community, today's session vas:
. Not very relevant
Somewhat relevant

Relevant '

Highly relevant

14, Overall, I found the gquality of
today's session to be:

Very poor

Poor

Fair

Good

Fxcellent

15. What was the one best thing about
today's session?

16. What was the least satisfactory thing
about today's session?

17. Future Workshops can be improved by:

CENTER FOR URPAN EDUCATION

Evaluntion and Research Division

. om"“
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Eveluation and Resesrch Division
CENIER FOR URPAN LGUDATICH
105 fadisun Avenue
New Yok, Mew York 10016

COMMUNITY -SCHO0L RELATIONS VORKSHOP
Discussinn Leader Session Rating Form

We want this report to furnish us with a record of what happens at each session
S0 that we may evaluate the current program and plan for future ones.

Ve are asking you to cecmplete this form for each session as soon as possible
after the session ends while the meeting is s$ill fresh in your mind. Some of
the following questions refer to activities , outcomes, and topics listed in the
scgsion outlines. If you wish, you way answer some of the guestions by using
the number or lelter given to these activities in the outline. Because only one
form was developed for all secssions, it was impossible to anticipate all that
might happen; we therefore wrge you to describe problems or situations not
covered in this form that you think we should know about.

Thank you for your cooperaticn.

. ' ' _ Brooklyn
Mane: ) : Bronx
Date: Session number: Group: I 1T

1. How many regular participants attended today's session?

2. Did any new people attend?

No
Yes; if yes, please describe, and indicate if they were visitors:

3. If a sizalble nunber of a group of participants did not attend today's
session, what was the reason? (confllctlnv meeting, weather, etc.)

i, Were there any physical problems - space, materials, ete., - that interfered
with the conduct of the session?

No
Yes; if yes, please describe:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s




5. In genaral, how alosely did you follow the wouhline fo" today o iond

b
P

€

=2
-}

Hot ¢Llosely ab all
—:: Samevhat closoly
Closels
Very closely

6. In the first column, indicate the activitics listed in the sessiocn outline
that were covered in today's session, Put a check in the second coluvmn if
the activity was completed. In the third colum, approximate the time
actually spent on the activity. In the last c¢column, indicate for each
activity which took more or less time than you had anticipated.

Activity Conpleted More or Lass Time
Humber (check if YES) Time Spent Than Anticipated

7. If any scheduled activities, listed in the session outline, were omitted

please explain why:

8. Were any activities, objectives, topics or techniques added to today's
session?

Mo

Yes; if yes, please describe what was added:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



9.

l()l

11.

12,

13.

1k,

15.
‘o
IC

(Text Provided by ERIC

Were there any important interruptions theb interfered with the conduet of
the session?

Lo
. Yes; il yes, please describe:

Overall, 4id you have enough time to adequately conduct teoday's session?
. Neo
Yes

What were the major topics discussed today? (E.g., if the activity vas
choosing a problem, whalt were the principle problems discussed?

Which activity or topic covered in today's session appeared to be most
productive in stimulating interest and interaction?

Which activity or topic appeared to be most productive in creating mutual
understanding?

Which activity or topic covered today appeared to stimulate the least
1nterest7

Why do you think thet this was the case?

Overall, in yvour opinion, today's discussion was:
3 5

Almost never relevant to the session's stated objectives

- Sometimes relevant to the session ; stated objectives

T Frequently relevant to the session's statpd objectives
ALNOut always relevant to the session's stated objectives




lr{' [

fl
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19.

n
o]

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Yhich topic or activity eliclted lhe most gifforence of epiinlon®

- e o e

Did anything lLappen toeday that you did noL antici pate or for which you-4id
not feel preparad?

No

Yes; if yes, please describe:

Vere there any problems in raking transitious from one activity or topic to
the next activity or topic?

Mo
Yes; if yes, pleasc describe the problem:
Was there any difficulty with the size of the group present today?
_No
Yes; if yes, vas bhe group too large, too small, unbalanced (how?);

How did you cope with this difficulty?

Please indicate helow your
ment in today's session,

impression of the participants' overall involve--

Bored, uninvolve

Passive, but mildly invelved
Pairly actively involved
Very actively. involved
Emcticnal, volatile (please

& ot o
r——————
————
o

indicate reasons):




a2l

22.

[N

23.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In general, T felt that (cheek o many as apply):

_Teachers didn't participote enough

Community representatives didn't participate enough
Principals didn't participate enough

(.'nl.“ d e -(‘-'n d.‘ a lt ot d et ,.'.l: “ _r)-

Students didn't pavticipate enough

Bveryoue pariticipated well

1

m

Generally, the individuals who parbticipated the most were the:

o Adninistrators
UF? Chapter Cnairmnen
Bilingual teachers
Qther teachevs

Guidance personnel

258 members
Paraprofessionals

P.A. or P.U.A. officers
Obther parents
Students

Others (specify):

[T

S

Generally, the individuals vho participated least were the:

Administrators

UFT Chapter Chairmen
Bilingual teachers
Other teachers
Guidan¢e personnel
CSB members
Paraprofessionals
P.A. or P.T.A. officers
Other parents
Students

Others (specify):

T

In your opinion, what was the most important thing that occurred

today?




25,

26.

27.

28._

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Indicate the Jduerees bo whdoely She cubeomes Lialed

gugsion outline vero
wehioved tadoss '

Dempey Gutemnn junbor
Achicved

artially achieved

Mol sure

Not achieved

Other comnments:

Here there any other outcomes?

No
Yes; if yes, vhat were they?

Did the participants agree on tentetive solutions to the problems discussed
today?

No
Yes; if yes, vhat were the problems and vhat were the solutions?

; R
i

Did the participants agree on any vays of implementing these solutions:

Mo .
Yess if yes, what were they?

|

Please rate the overall quality of today's session:

el
o
w
e

—__ Very poor
Poor
Fair
Good
Fxecellant

1]



7

30, Toowhind woays cendld this session te dmproved in the future? Iry o be specifis
in deseribing wiat conld be added, climinated, modified, or refocused:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Avpeppry 1Tt

LAUCRLEL FOR OFFICEH USE CNLY
Evaluation and Research Division 051072
CEETHR FOR URBAN ROUCATLON | L]
10Y Madison Avenue L P T
New York, lew Yovi 10016 l [ 1.1
p) 0 { &
COMMUNLPY -SCHOOT, RELATIONS WORKSHOP { l | [ ]
End of Program Questicmnaire, 1971-72 9 0 1L 12

Date:

Te are asking you to answer the following questions so that we may cvaluate this
program and dmprove it. Your responses are confidential and will be seen only uy
members of the evaluation staff.

For each item, check your response, or complete the answer in the space provided,

If you wish Lo answer in Spanich, you may. If you need more space, please use
the backs of the pages

Name: - - C - ~ L o

Vhich group are you in? ' Group I ’

_Grouwp II

1. Check any of the following that describe your relationship to the schools in
this school district. You may check more than one.

Community School Board member
Parent of a child in public school in this district
P.A, or P.T.A, representative
High school. student
____Paraprofessional.
Guidance counselor ‘ ‘ , ‘
Teacher :
Bilingual teachexr
UFT representative
—____Principal
Agsistant Principal
Representative of a community organization; which one?

Other; please describe:

OB A v 7ext Provided by ERIC



o

. On the Tollowing panes we ave asking you to judge ihe meaning of some ddcas Wy
ratineg thom on 1O divicerent senles., 'There sxe bo might or wrong ansvers, be
vant to know how btite ddeas feel bo you., In making the ratings rely on your
first impression,

The IDFA i8¢ in CAPITAL LETLERS on the top of the page; underneath are the 10
scales. Here is a sample idewn: '

HAM

And o sample scale:

Fast H

ca

: Slow

Y
e
e
.

If you feel thaet the idea is very closely related to one end of the scale or
the other, put an X here:

Fast X : : : : T Sl.ow
or here
Fast : : : : : : X Slow
TIf you feel that the Ydea L& Tairly ¢fosely related . bo wn end of the ceale o
the other, put your X here:
Fast ¢ X : : : : Slou
or here )
Tast : : H : D S Slow

If you feel that the idea is only slightly related to cne end of the scale or
the other, put your X here:

Fast ' X : : : Slow
. or here
~ Fast : : : X : Slow
. "j .
- it yoﬁ feel that both ends of the scale aré equally related to the idea, or

if the scale is cempletely unrelated to it, put an X here:

3
o
2]
ct-
-8
b
o

Slow .

Remember:
Put your ¥ on the line and not between the lines.
Putb ade on every scele for every idea, but no more than one X on each scale.
‘Work quickly. Put down yowr first impression and do not worry over items.

ERIC _-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Open
Colorless
Wise

Ineffective

Strong
Unfriendly

Interesting

Unfair

COMUNTTY LEARUDIG CELILR

Closed

Colorful

Foolish

Effective

Soft

‘ﬁat"luwm"

Weak

Friendly

Boring

Fair



Open

Colarless

Ineffective
Hard

~ cold
Strong
Unfriéndiy
- Interesting

Unfair

CROUP DREBCLSION-PARTIG

I

Closed
Colorful
Foolish
Effective
Sof't

Hot

Weak

Friendly
Boring

Fair



Open

Colorlass

VWise

Tneffective

Haxrd

Cold

Strong

Unfriendly

‘Interesting

Unfair

PARENTS TH THIS DISTRICT

an

Ut

Closeq
Coloiful
Foolish
Effectiye
Séft

Hot

Xveaﬁc
Friendly
Boring

Fair



Ogeg
Colorless
Wise
Ineffective
Hexrd

Cold

éﬁrong
Uﬁfréendly
‘Interesting

Unfair

.

EDUCATICHAL

CHANIGE

6

Closed
Colorful
Foolish
EBffective
Soft

Hot.

Weék

Friendly

"Boring

Fair



SCHCOL PROVESSIOMALS

Open : : : : : : (losed

Colorless : H : ‘ : :' : Colorful

Wise : : : K : :  Foolish

Ineffective : : T . : Effective

Hard : : : o : Soft

Cold : s : T . : : Hot

Strong : : Weak

.
——————— o bt

Unfriendly s : : : H : Friendly

Interesting : : : : s Boring

Unfaiy : Fair




Open

Colorless

Wise

Ineffective

Hard

Cold

Strong

Unfriendly

Interesting

Unfair’

COMMUNTTY-BCHOVL REFATLIONS

Closed

Colorful

Foolish

Effective

Sof't

Hot

Weak

Friendly

Boring

Fair.




' Open
Colorless

Wise

Ineffective

Hard

Cold

Strong

Unfriendly
Interesting

Unfair

PARLENT THVOLVERELT

9

Closed
Colorful
I'oolish

Lffective

Sof't

Hot

Weak

Friendly

Boring

Fair
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VARATROFESSICHALS

QOpen : : : : ¢ : Closed.

Colorless ‘ : : Cos : : : Colorful

Wise : : : : : : Foolish

Anelfective : : : : : : Effective

Hard : : : : fo_. i Soft

Cold . ¢ : : : e : Hot

Strong : : : : ! Weak

o ,
Unfriendly S : : : : . Friendly

. Interesting : : : : : : Boring

‘.-- E Unfair : : : e : . "Fair




Open

Colorless

Vise

Ineffective

Hard

- Colad -

[ 4

Strong
Unf{riendly
Interesting

fair

ACCOURTATTLLLY

.
.
. . .
. . .
[ ’
. . -
. H H
’
.
.
.
¢ ’
. .
[
.
)" . .
L . . -
. . . '
- - .

AL

Closed
Célorful
Foolish
Effec#ive
;;fgw“.,.“
Hot

Wéak

Friendly

Boring

Fair



Open

Colorless

Vise
Ineffective
-ﬁard

Cold

Strong

Unfriendly

Interesting

Unfair

CIHELDREN AN THIS DIsTRICT

. . .
.
4 [3
. .
- -
] .
. .
.
*
-
.
] ‘e
. .
. [ .
*

R
-

Closed
Ccolorful
Foolish
Effectivg
Sof't
Hot
Weak
F;iendly
Boring

Fair



3. What do you think is the most important cducational problem in this district?’
(If you think "lack of wmoncy' is the most important problem, please list the
next mozt important problem, )

k., What do you think would be the best, most realistic solution to this problemn?

5, Trom the 1isht below, selcet two of the most important things that a principal
in this district could do to increase support for his school. (Remember, only
check two choices.) ' '

Explain school policies and programs ﬁhrough the P.A. or P.T.A.
Have community residents evaluate the school regularly
Havé parent-teacher workshops to discuss school problems
Encouragé parents to visit classrooms
Hold informwi monthly coffce hours with'parénts
- :Have conmmity residents advise on curriculum
Have an open class day once a month
Have a school newsletter
Establish good personal relationé with community Jleaders
Hold pufent orientation meetings at the begimming of the school year
o ‘Other; please deseribe:

ERIC -

O A - 7 Providod by ERIC



1k

"+ Please read {the 'J"oJ Lowing stoabterents,  Cilrelie the nuber ot the raght af
ench ntotoment that Qescribes how much vou Lhial the Yorhshops hove ime
proved your siill, knowledge or understanding in each area,

L= A lot
2 = Somovhal '
3 = A little
I .
I = Not at all PO PR P
0 o
I L T =
o ‘le b
ct & o D
} ot Ll
ot '5’ f_‘
o
1. My understanding of the problems of the schools in this
district 1 2 3 k
2. My skaill in finding out the cauvses of educational problems
in this distriet _ 1 2 3 k&
3. My ability to weigh different sides of a question in order
i to find o workable solution 1 2 3 4
v.lk.';.‘,j.-,l"’g'{ wdersta ndw_;_ g olracinol angd ethnie problems in-eduvcation R Y ARPTL N
5. IQ/ understonding of the idea of "accountability" ) 1 2 3 L
6. My understending of reascns for breakdowns in communication
between school and community » 1 2 3 4
7. Hy knowledge of ways to improve cooperation between s:‘.}.oal o
-,'f;,'"&nd‘ community ' : _ - 1. 2 3 L
8. | My I\nowlt.dgc of ways in which schools can increase their
reuponslveness to the coumunity . 1 2 3 4
9. Iiy ease <md confidence in talking to other people who have
different points of view S 1 2 3 &
10. My understanding of the problems facing community repre- ‘ ;
sentatives 1 2 3 k%
1. My uﬁderstanding of the problems facing principals 1 2 3 &
‘12, . My understanding of the role of the Community.School Board 1 2 3 4
13. My ability to find ways to help solve educational problems 1 2 3 &
1k, My understanding of the problems facing teachers 1 2 3 &
15. My understanding of the problems Tocing parer bs- ‘ 1 2 3 ’4_

My ability to.compromise and agree with others on solutmns , ‘ O
..pecx[‘Lc educa‘c;onwl probl(:m.a o | 1 2 3 oo




PAruntext provided oy enic [

Yod
A Oad

To Suppose the Lolloviug nituvation cecuryed:

"A Cenpmnity Sehocl Beord decided bo start a new prosram in the scheols.  'The Cone-
munity School Beard then neat out an anpeuncement of the new progranm, and described
its objectives and budpzet, A group of camsunily regidents sugpested that ancther
program vwag bebler and should be used instead, A group of principals in the
district recommended still another program."

From the list of stutements below, choose the one statement that deseribes what the
COMMLLTITY SCHOOL RBCARD would be most_likely to do, Indicate your responsc by
putting an M (most Likely) oun the line next to the statement, Then, choose one
statement that deseribes what the CAUMUBITY SCHOOL BCARD would be least likely to
do, and indicate your answer by putting an L (Lleast likely) on the line,

_ Try out all three programs in a few schools

Examine all three wrograms and decide which one to use

Use their oun program

Use the principals' program

Use the ccrmunivy's program

Use their own progrem and try out the principals' program in a few

1]

schools
Use their own program and try out the community's program in a few
schools : '

Meet with the other two groups to defend their decision
leet with the other two groups to work cut a coapromise

Reread the sbove situation, Irom the list below, choose the cne statement. thut
describes vhat the PRINCIPALS would be mest likely to do (M), Then choose the
stotement that describes what the FRIMCIFALS would be lepst likely to do (L). In-
dicate ycur response Ly putu;nw an i{ Tor what the Principals would be most likely
to do. ut an I cn the line to show what the Principals would be least likely to

“do., Use the LOllO ring list:

Suggest that all three programs be tried out in a few schools
Examine all three programs and decidc which one to work for
Agree Lo use the Comrunity School Becard's progran
o Work for the use of their owm progrum
___Work for the use of the communxu\ 8 progra

© Aivsnmna dom st mo AL~ . ) ~ .,




o
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8, In ecach of the sreag belew, declsions wagt be pade.  Read coch stabtement and decid
whick one proup should have majer rouponsibidlity, which two groups chenld hove s
involvement, and which Lwo proups sheadd hove Little dnvelveuont in pehlug aeoisdons
an cwih area,  Please colest groups only from this Liot:

Community School Bosrd
*nrent Groups

Students
Principols
Teachers

CHANGTING THS SCHOOL CURRICULUM:

Whiich one group should have major ov priwaxy responsibility

¥hich two groups should have some involvemcnt

Which two groups should have little involvement

DETERMINING HOW THE DISTRICT'S MOWEY WILL BE SFERL:

Which one group should have major or primary responsibility

Which two groups should have some involvament

Which {two mroups should have little involvement

DETERMIHIHG_CHIL?RENS‘ EDUCATIONAL NEEDS:

Which one proup should have major or primary responsibility

Which two groups should have some involvement

Which two groups should havehlittle involvament

REMOVING TEACHERS:

Which one group should have major or primaxy responsibility

Which two groups should have some involvement

Which two groups should have little involvement

EVATUATING EDUCATICONAL PROGRAMS:

Which one group should bave major or primary responsibility

Vhich two groups should have some involvement

Q . : .
[ERdﬂzt .Which fwo proups-should have little involvement
A TR L S R T
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9. Overall, in which ar reas, or with what kinds of

BONCH Wa s ‘L'“x ('v)mmp L"
Sehool Relations Promenn mant aneensaful?  Flease try to ha ﬁpu.&mlh-)

~~

10, In which areas was the program least successful?

11, What suggestions do you have for improving the program?

12, Vould you reccommend this Program to a friend?

1. No
2. Yes
3. Yes

, if he were paid to attend
soeven il he were n0u paid to atte

13. What is Lne best way of building good schdol~commuﬁiﬁy relations in this
cdistrict? ' o '

AruiText provided by exic [ Lo




APPRNDIN: TV :
1 ‘
Mo parbilcipants ware ashed Lo rate how nueh the progranm had improved
their skill, knowlodge, ov updersbanding in eaxch of the areas Listed below,
by circeling a ounber from oune to fouwr in the colums at the right ol the ques-
tions. Uhis table gives the percentages of the participants cheosing cach
response, ’ '

Some- A Not
A Lot  what Little At AlL TR
(1) (P) (3) -
A

0 4
i c/"f) (/ 0./\)

My wnderstanding of the problems of the ) ’ ¥
schools in thiis district : - 6l 2l 12 0

My skill in finding out the causes of educa-

G‘ C)

tional proplems in this distric 36 39 15 6 6
My ability to weigh different sides of a ques-
tion in order to find a workable solution 58 30 9 0 3
My understanding of racial and ethnic prob-
lems in education : 52 33 .9 3. 3
ty understanding of the idca of "account-
ability" . C 6L 27 3 6
My wderstanding of reasons for brealkdowns in
cowmun1* tion bebween school and communiby 52 30 12 3 3
Ny knowledge of ways to improve cooperation’
between school and community .33 - ko 15 0 . 3
iy knowledge of ways in which schools can in-

crease their responsiveness to the community L9 Lo 6 0 3
My ease and confidence in talking to other
people who have different points of view o7 27 6 0
My understanding of the problems facing com- .
manity representatives 46 Lo 12 0
My understanding of the nrﬁblems facing .
principals ‘ Che 27 21 6
liy understanding of the role of the Commu- : ‘
nity School Board 36 33 18 9 3
My ability to find ways to help solve educa- ;
tional problems : , 52 ho 3 3
My understanding of the problems facing
teachers ' 52 36 12 0
My wnderstanding of the problems facing L
parents . : ‘ 76 18 3 o 3

My ability to compromise and agroe:with obhers v v .
on solutions to specific educationzl problems 6k 18 18




APPERNDD. ¥

Results of Semantic Dilferential Brercise
“lor Total Gronp of Respondents

Community iroup Deci- - Parents in  lducational : ,
Lengs . Cenber aion Makidnyr Thig Dist. Change Profesaionals
OFEN-CLOSED R
Pretest Mean 2.2 2.6 3,5 4.0 3.8
Posttest Mean 2.0 2.5 ol 3.6 3.7
COLORFUL~COLORLESS
Pretest Mean 2.5 2.3 3.0 = 3.9 h.2
Postbest Mean ERA RN 3.2 3.7 3.3

WISH-FOOLISH
Pretest Mean
Postbest Mean

e
£
~3{co
(O8] (V]
HO
(63}{UV)

NN

FFFECTIVE~
INEFFRCTIVE
Pretest Mean 2.
Pogttest Mean 2

PR
ol
Ro| =

T

. . » E
UL \Ne I

HARD~SOF'T

Pretest Mean 4.5 4, b h,1 3.9 3
Posttest Mean .3 3.7 L4 3.7 L

~ HOT-COLD
. Pretest Mean 3.3
Pogttest Mean 3.0

o’
Ry PO

=
N

STRONG-WEAK
Pretest Mean 2
Posttest Mean 2.

oo

] (-]

opo

Wi -
»

“Nollw.

PRIENDLY-
UNFRIENDLY

 Pretest Mean 1.5 2.0 2,5 3.5 2.
Posttest Mean 1.7 2.3 2.6 3.5 b, 1%

INTERESTING-
BORING

- Pretest Mean 1
Posttest Mean 1.

ol Ll
hOON
[

AN TV
. {o
NO[ON
njno

FATIR-UNFAIR
Pretest Mean - 1.9 1
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*Significance at .0l level or above




Results of Semantic DLLferentisal - -Brorciso
Tow Total Group of Respondents

*Significance at .0l level or above

Comm. School  Parent Parapro- - Account~  Children in
Relations Involvemnent Tesslonals ability Thig Distri
OPEN-CLOSED ‘ :
Pretest Mean 3.7 L.o 2.9 3.9 3.0
FPostlast Mean . 3.3 3.0 4,2 2.3
COLORFUL-COLORLESS .
Pretest Mean .2 h.3 2.7 3.5 3.0
Posthest Mean 2.0 2.8 2.1 2.8 2,1
WISE~FCOLISH .
Pretest Mean 3.5 3.25 2.5 3.1 3.9
Pogttest Mean 2,5 2.0 3.0 2.7 3.2
EFFECTIVE-
INEFFECTIVE : .

" Pretest Mean h.2 3.5 2.5 3.1 3.9 -
Postltest Mean 2.0 ERN 3.3 3.3 2.0
HARD-SOFT | o
Pretest Mean 3.5 4.0 3.9 3.k 3.5
Posttast Mean 2.9 2.8 L1 N .Ov'

" HOT-COLD ,

Pretest Mean k.0 3.8 3.5 L.o 3.4
Pogtlest Mean IS} 26 3,6 ) 3.5
STRONG-WEAK - : B o
Pretest Mean - .3 Y2 3.0 3.9 3.8 -
Posttest Mean Lo .0 . NEW 3,L IR
FRIENDLY~ R
UNFRIENDLY | \ B
Pretest Mean < 3.6 2,9 1.9 3.5 2.8
Postltest Mean 28 2.9 o _f¥% 2,7 o0

. - .
. INTERESTING- IR
BORING , : SR
© Pretest Mean 3.1 3.0 2.2 2.6 2.7 -
Posttest Mean 58 o8 2.8 2.1 2.3
FAIR-UNFATR . - -
- Pretest Mean 3.5 . 2,8 2.4 3.0 2.9
Posttest Mzan 3.9 ' 2. 2.6 3.0 5.8




