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: Minneapolis Public Schools

'An Evaluation of the. Minneapoiiélpubiic Schools
197374 “Tuesday Released Time Program’
~Part: I: A. Summary . of’ Findlngs‘

¢ { A Summa:y o - .

. During the l973-7h school year elementary and secOndary
students in Minneapolis were released from their classés every / o
- Tuesday at 2:00 to allow staff, members to participate in staff ° . ' v,
development activities., A variety of different .types of - ‘' - ‘ -
.meetings were distributed throughout- the 37-week schedule: L . e
building meetings to be used by individual schools, citywide . , . -
meetings organized by consultants, curriculum-meetings organized ' -
. by areas and consultants, human relations meetings, area meetings
- organized by decentralize areas, and at the elementary.level, _
required and optional parent-teacher conferences. This part .
,of the -effaluation report summarizes the overall findings. )
i;riptions of obJectives, activities, and specific evaluatiogns
onsultants and individual schools can be *found ,in Parts II-V

: of‘the complete evaluation report:, Part II (Citywide),
. Part III (East Area), Part IV (North Area), Part V (West Area)

Although there was great va¥iation among schools, elementary
- staff members made good use of building Tuesdays. Staff question-
i A naires showed!that parent-teacher conferences, faculty meetings -
- to discuss school policies and progedures, staff meetings about j
B ~ program and ‘curriculum development,. meetingSsto learn aboput .
- other educational programs, and desegreggtion-integration.program
© . planning were .common uses of building Tuesdays. The majority of
. the staff members said they helped set objéctives, helped plan
. the activities, and felt the activities were related to their
individual needs. K Soh .

Fifty-seven peréént of the elementary staff said the ;
_ " building activities were very worthwhile, 3% said they:were-,
I : somewhat,worthwhile, and 4% said they ‘were; of little or no’
- worth° Ninety=-four percent said - the released time program
should be continued, although 36% said some changes'should -
.be made. v Lo = .

Interviews with prlnC1pals and staff members at ten ele-
mentary schools indicated that staff response was favorable and e,
" that building-designated released time periods had been used - 10-13
'productively in most of these schools, P .

Building released time'act1v1ties at most secondary_séhools )

. L were of some value to the staff menbers, although the evidence
-, > is not strongly favorable and substantial room for improvement
' exists« Compared with elementary school personnel, secondary
personnel expressed’ ‘substantially less favorable opinions of = .
the building released time activities. The most common uses .
of secghdary released time were faculty\meetings to discuss
matt such as school policies, procedures, budget, and o -
program planning, and department meetings to work on program = 1,15
development or things such ad@budget and eqmipmedt orders. O

e S 5
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" staff members indicated a rather limited involvementin plamning =~ - .
their activities. Overall, one-third of the staff said.they helped .- :

"’Although there was stmstantia.l varia.tion a.mong schools, seconda.ry

" set building Teleased time"objectives, while 11% said they helped ¢ 16-19

- plan many and 43% said.they helped pian some of the released time .

I activities. Thirty~two percent of the questiopnaire respondemts = -
, --~said the huilding: activities were yery worthwhile, 58% said they =~ - :
vere vsomewhat worthwhile~ and 101; said they. were of littf’le or no

DL vorth.

"o
l

Lhrmof the- Area and Curriculum Tuesdays vere given to the

Human Rela.tions Program or to individual &chools. . However, the - - 23«25 >
consultants and area curriculuh generalfsts did orgenize some . - ' :
staff development meetings on the Curriculum Tuesdays.

The ,sub.jec’t-aren and support-sex‘vice consultants were responsible o

for three citywide’ meetings -and severa), area=vide’ curriculum meetings.

b Although participant response ‘to the consulta.nt meetings. differed

substantially among subject and. supportive areas, the overall parti- 26=31
cipa.nt reactipn tended to be pésit‘ive s but somewhgt less favorabie A

® than their ratings of ] uilding relea.sed time activities. About “

one=third of :the participant,s said the consultant released time .

_activities were usually related t& their needs, 39% said sometimes, ' .

"and 25% ‘said seldom, ! Overall, one-fourth.of the respondents said
the ‘fetivities: weres very worthwhile, about- half said they were e - o
somewhat worthwhile s and one-fourth said they were, of little or - - | D A
' J"uo worth. . v - P : T .

‘Five ’i‘uesda.ys in a‘ea.ch school were used for humn relations ' _

activ1ties. Although ‘the ‘evidence indicated room for improvement, .

particula.rly at secondary loca.tions, the majority of the elementary. 31:36 e
participants and about half of the secondary participants felt the ... . T.7 |
progrem had a positive”impa.ct on interpersonal relntionships among,

staff memb%rs and on ‘awareness of other cultura.l/ethnic gz'oups. '

Several reconnﬂendntions were mde. In a.bbrevinted form, these ) 35,3'}',38 Fek

: recomxendntions were:

PN

a

“
. » ‘o

‘-' More time should be devoted to plnnning a.nd orga.nizing released

“ time a.ctivities thnt are related tasthe, needs oﬁ the pa.rtic:.pa.ntso R o,

More releaséd time Tuesdays should be designated &5 the respon- :
sibil:.ty of individual schools. . o A . o

Citywide and Curriculum Tuesdays need a different structmre e
and should be more related to the needs ‘of the pa.r“ticipnnts. T

Efforts should be mede to improve the building a.ctivities o
, at the secondary level. e '

A statement of program guidelines ehould be mde by the
" central and/or area administrations.n . S T

Persons -responsibile for each cogponent of the. relea.sed time
.program (school, consultants, area) should take the responsi- ,
bility for bullding an evaluation component into its released o v
time plans.” - b : A
. . LR K o E el :
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Minﬁbapolis Publ‘ic Schools

by An Evaluation of the Minneapolis Public Schools' i .
' I973=Th Tuesday. Released Time Program o
R ‘ " Part I: ASumma.ry,of.Fi ngs _ .
*" .« During the 1973-7h school Yyear elepenta.ry and secondary students ]
' in Minneapolis were released from their classes.%yery mnesday at‘ °OO 3
to allow staff meﬁbers to participate in staff deveIopment activities.

The released time schedule on page two was esta.blished by the Depa.rbment a

’

of Planning and Instrnction to .coordinate different types of meetings
" 'within the decentralized areas. The £e$]§wing guideline .for each type_
" of meetixgg was included with the time schedule.

Q

1. Building Tuesdays. ,Meetings*designated as "Building were
- - - 1o be used by individual schools Qa.s determined by the .

. principal and fa.culty. N : } R R
2, Citywide Tuesdays. Three Tuesday meetings were reserved *
for c:.tymde meetings to be pla.nned by the sub,ject-a,rea.

v

‘ s 7 consulta.nts. : : p‘ . - .m-" A :

e el B Curriculum Tuesdays. Areas and s_chools witbi‘n areas could y

o ca.ll.upon all consultants and curricnlum 'personnel‘ on the '
days indicated. . ‘

- h 'Area Tuesdays. Meetings designated as Area. were to be B -

‘ used in any way the a.rea superintendent decided. T g s

"Human Relations Tuesdsys. Although not ihcluded in the SR

time schedule,"ea.ch- area and school was committed to the,

scheduling of five Tuesday released time meetings for
the Human Reldtions Program. L ©

6. Pa.rent-Tea.cher Conferences. At the elementa.ry level five

. ‘Tuesdays in the fall were reserved citywide for parent- .
tea.cher conferences.. Fouf“mm'e 'I‘uesda.ys *in the spring

‘ were optional dates thet individual elementa.ry schools K

could use for parent-teacher conferences.

. <
Evaluation Design

.  An evalua.t:.on strategy was developed with two mjor considera.tions - -
' C in mind. First, it w_puld provide a vellicle for systematic pla.nning a.nd e
documentation of released time activities within each'of the various ,
- . types of meetings " building, a.rea, citywz.de, human rela.tions. Second, 4

\
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a.ssesslent, objective setting, activity planning, process eva,luation,

it would provide outcome mea.sures of relea.sed time benefits in a.ddition

-~

to su.rveys’ of staff opinions. I : . ’ o - R

The eva.luation strategy wa.s 0 proceed through five step3° ' needs

P

ond outcome eva.luation. cIn, October 1973, once the evaluation strategy _
hs.d been a.pproved by the Minneapolis Public Schools and the State Departy”

ment of Educa.tion, each individual schopl was. asked to complete the first

three. steps for the citywide meetings. The three decentralized areas: ‘
A": >W%re ‘asked to indica.te their objectives a.nd activities for the Area and” d '

= Curriculum Tuesda.ys. The pla.ns for human rela.tions Tuesdays were coordina.ted :

| hby the a.rea. hmnn relations fecilita.tors. '

[

o V3

The Southea.st Alterna.tives (SEA) &area Wwithin the Minneapolis School

' System um.s not included An this evaluation, Since it had its own e_glﬂm‘tion
teal!. v ’ . -t . : ' B N

. : 3 >
N .

"+ The process evaluation and outcome eval\ntion portions of the evaluation .

stra.tey had to wa)it untii the ‘f:.rst three steps were completed. %sed
on the obJectivesg&nd acti’Vities returned, e.nd ba.sed on the ti’me alloéations

~ for evaluation, the following prdcedu;res were developed to determine the
. ‘use and value %f the Tuesday Released Time Program. ° ot C "y

s

1. Elementary Building Tuesdays S Lo L
a. Edch school was asked to provqﬁe a des\:riptlon of
.+ - - how they a.ctually used their ‘building Tuesdays. =~ °
b. Sta.ff melbers at ea.ch school were asked to complete “

a. guestionnaire regarding the va.lue of the progra.m

(see Appendix Y .
.c. An evaluator interviewed staff nesbers at ten elementary K
K schools to more specifica.lﬂy determine relea.sed +time

@

-
A

/ N a.cconplishments. .
Jcozﬁary Building Tuesda.ys
L a. Each school was asked either to describe how they = ° . '
Cf na.,ctula.lly used ‘their building Tuesdays, s Oor to provide = - "
v & information related to the a.chievemen.t of egrlierf | q'

_ identified objectives. . . - . R d

- b. Sta.ff members a.t ea.ch schqol were asked to complete
8, questionnaire rega.rding the .value of the program |
(See Appendix A Lo b v K



- .
El

. . c. </Several secondary schools which used more than four released'

V. tine meetings for defartment activities were asked to \ B
Co describe whst each d partnent acconplished during released
V. ' S tine. , BN . \ . - T
v . < . .
3. Area and Curriculun 'ruesdays o g : : "
. \ Q ', T The Curriculum Genéralists in the three decentralized areas '
NPT were interviewed to deternine their’ use of these Tuesdays.
” . Citywide Tuesdays N | S .
N ,a; ‘The consultants were asked to, describe how they used — |
Y | '. o " ;the citywide Tuesdnys. ) IR .‘{ . ,‘ L \’”
.' o ’ 13. Parti,pipants conpleted brief questionnaires arter ' "
o SRR several citywide meetings. Ly - :
. ' f_‘i": +Ce 'Sts.r:l!' -embers responded to a’ questionnaire regarding "
y ' the value of the citywide meetings. ~ - ']
. 5. Humen Relations Tuesdays. .. . A ,
e _ ~ Each school, completed a hung.n\relstions questionnaire at the - -

end ‘of the five’ sessions (see Appendix A)

\ .
3 <

> -~ o

Results : R

The results for this section (Part I' ' Summry of Fiuiings) ‘of the
. Tuesday . Released "':une Program evaluation will b- presented in the follmng
° order- Elementary Building Tuesdays, Secohdsry Building Tuesdays, Area , -
- and ‘Curriculum Tuesdays, eitywide Tuesdays, and Human Relations Tuésdays, °
As indicated previously, mnore complete results for ‘consultants and
1ndividual buildings Awithin each decentralized aresa are repo/ed_v in

Parts IT - V of the complete evaluation report. ' PR

. ' Results for Eleménta¥y' Building Tuesdays. -~ = - . ° ' \ 1

_ : J,The response by elementary schools to the October1973 request , W
o ror needs, ob;]ectives , and planned activities for their building-designated
- L y Tuesdays was good. Forty-seven of the 55 schools that were requested Y

to provide information (seven lchools in the East Area expanded communi uy :

‘schools area were excllided) seht in documents that described their needs, . - o |
ob:j_ec:tives, and‘ planned activities. A copy of each school's @hns_for




e

‘their building Tuesdays is included in other parts of thisreport: ° '
: ‘l?a.rt IIT (East'Area), Part IV (North Area), Part V (West Area).

.4 " The identified needs and ob:jectives varied greatly among schpols ’
e.lthough many schools had ob:]ectivés relmted to improved parent communi-
c&tions and development of new skills. a.nd knowledges among the staff.’

The clsrity of the statements of obJectives also varied greatly among
schonls. Some schOols stated their ob,jectives in very clepr, meagurable
behavioral terms, vhile other schoo:hs mde genera.l statements, or state~
ments related to aciyities rather thsn beha.vioraf;l. ou!tcomes. N

o
The elementary staff questionnaire (see Appendix A) sent to all> schools
in June 1974 was completed by about 70% ¢ the staff members. Since it |
we.s sent out late in the school yesr, a few schools were not able to get
staft reactio,ns. 'I\lo schools s.re not: included in the totals because

" their responses vere received too late. The staff views for individual
elementsry schools tha.t completed questi‘onna.ires can be :t‘ound in Pa.rts III,

Iv, a!ld V.

" -

Stats Questionna.ire o Q o .I'

-~

~ P

CActivities ST T

4

3

The* elementa.ry questionnsire asked fcfr staff perceptions of how they

- spent their building-desigmted Tuesdays (’rable l on page 6). Parent-
teacher conferen;es were & commo[n use of released time; 78% of the staff.
members said they spent i’our or more building ‘l‘uesdays talking with parents
about students. Meetings of the total school faculty .to discuss. school
“'policies a.nd procedures,  or to discuss the curri,éulum and educational
- program were common (abcut 80% -of the respondents s two or more
Tu€sdays were used for each of these activities). Worki with other

| //’\h«ff meﬂ)ers on progrsm and curricu].um development, meetings to 1earn

-

about other educational programs, desegregation-integra.tion program °.
plﬁnning, and discussions with other staff members about student manage= D
ment were a.lso common. : . . ‘ _
When inservice meetings in &be sub;ject areas vere he:|.d, they were
ususl]y one-shot sessions rather than extended progrsms olver several -
Tuesds_,ys. -About tvo-thirds of the respondents said they did 2ot have

any released time to individullly do as they \gis"hedé% - -
.& . . , . . / .
e "\’ 4}
4 o : 5 ko
¢ 14 . N\




. ] ——-«_,,_‘ . B 1 . . . I . . \ ] - R e \_\ :/ o .‘) . L .
» @ . '.0. . °~ . X . o. . _ . . B . n ; u‘- ) d'(". v ’.“ v/ )
" L . Ta.ble l : - . o ’.J :‘ . ) o N
Elementary Released Time Activities 2d3' ! Y ;'-//' o
Sta.ff“ Perceptions of 'I'heir Va.lu LoE T / : iy
How much time did you spend | . . N=1016 o ,f L .How Valyiable’ Were S
on this activity on. - N o These }thivities?‘ o
- Building Tuesdays? , B o ( // / . | 2 /
“ h or W “p N L K I S c. :
+ More 2°or3 One S to /‘ 3 Very - 6f Some or No
Tues. -Tues.” Tues. None . Activit x Valusble' Value = Valle
: . . |Meetings of total faculty o dis- .\_,»,;.. R :
- S | cuss school policies, pr edures, e
hek  329- 15%7 T% [budget | T
I ' © ', | Meetings of. tofal fac_:"j ¥ to dis-
" , .+, , 7. |cuss the curriculum and educa~-
hl"'—ﬂ W - -11 " «7 |tiohal program A e
Lo . : + " |vorking on program gnd curricu- '
' : T | luh development with other staff .
033 b1, i . 120 nﬁetmbers n yout. s¢ 961. '-
S / | | thdiviaua1 time t6 work on
' .| specific curriculum deveLgpment
8 - 24 28 ko |tasks - : s -
Individual timé to’do as
L 15 19 62 | one w:.shes [ »
_ o Conferences vwith*parents abOut ' ;
78 11 3. 8 students R i & 4
. - . Discussions with othe,r sta.ﬂ"
S b : menbers abdut student behavior,
11 - 32 27* 30 . | mnagement, discipline ; “
, - Meetings with paZents to discuss | -
: ' 7| the curriculum gnd educa.tional . _
9 .24 - 3 35 |program - ]l 59 . 38 2’
) ' . .~ | Meetings to learn about other ' ’
r S educational p: gramsea(a.lter- )
2 25 22 | matives, etc.)/ 4 , 53 LT 1
; R ) . | Meetings with econda.ry school : R
13 21 -+ 20 - 46 | staff members . 23 s 57 20 .
. * Program planning mee‘lﬁx;gs withy - '
_ o ’ staff members|from other ele~ ‘
-7 ‘ i + | 'mentary schools part of the : : - -
25 19 1k 43 desegregation plans _ 5 - "4 5
. . W . ‘
s 17 . 25 5k Reading inse Yice . . 58 38 L
) 2 17 ki ko - Lhth-_ inservic N Lo 57 390 &
2. 5 .30 63 - | Science inseryice i . "3 ) W7 10
T 30 " 55 | Social studie inservice B LS N 10
k4 22 ° 43 31 Ianguage arts insesgico \ , 53 k2 5
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Staff involvement. Were the.staffnmembers aware of building objJectives

for released tigie activities? Ninety-five pericent of the eiemedtary Y
{}_‘ v 'respondents 8gid their school set objectives that they Hoped to-accbmplish
. on. building Tuesdays. (Table 2 on page 8 ). Sixty-six percent of the

. staff sgid they helped‘set the objectives.” This staff involvement in"
.~ getting oﬁlectives varied greatly amongﬁschools° All of the staff {}00%)
v 'said they helped set the obJectives at. the most positive reSponding school

¢ ) on this particular question, while 19% of the staff ‘said they helped set
‘ the objecti¥es at the least positive school°~ ol I
S e Y  Did staff members help plan' their>building s released time activities?
y - ty-nine percent said.they were involved in planning many- activities o

. and 479 said they helped plan some activities (Table 2). At the most
P tive ‘school on this item, }@0% of the staff said they ‘helped plan many
or some activities‘ At the least positive school on this item, lh%asaid\ .
they planned many or some activities.-' o 5 S ‘ s
\§> ‘Most*® people felt their building activiuies were related toathgir
building's needs. Fifty-six percent -responded usually, 38%-said sometimes,
and 7% said seldom. The ufually" response for individual schools ranged
from %% to o%. : ' ' '

Overall value. Three items On tﬁe questionnaire were related to the

e

! overall value of the Tuesday Released Time Program. Fifty-seven pexcent
of the respondents said the buiiding released time activities were very
worthwhile, 39% said they were somewhat worthwhile, and 4% said they
were of little or no worth (Table 3 on'page_'9 )o " Individual school )

: 0‘ responses ranged from 100% to 104 on the very worthwhiile choice. . The
- . majority of the elementary staff members'fﬁaicated_that they did something
 djfferent onstheir job this year.as g result of ‘the building released .
time activities; '24%, indicated many things, 60% indicated some things’
~ Ninety-four percent.said the released time program should be continued, .
although 36% said some changes should be made. The response of staff . .
members of individual school who wanted the program continued ranged

from 100% to 55%

e

*
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: activities in Table l (page 6) were viewed as valuable by elementary
'staff members who participated nn them. For example,’QO% of the staff
'members whoﬁgad conferences with parents about students said they were

' . spent one. or ‘moré Tuesdays on individual curriculum tasks or doing as

' Inniv1dual Schools S N o \

L ) I3 ) e ., - & ~

(. Value of actiVities. Most of the more specific released time -

very valuabie. Althcugh only about half %of the'respondents said they

one wishes, 80% of" those who -did participate gaid it was very valuable.
Most other activities also received favorable ratings, with about half .
or more of . the'participants.saying they were very valuable.’ Meetings with
secondary school staff metbers’ was the least\favorably rated activity, L
23% said- they were very valuable, 57% said of some: value, and'ZO% said of
no value. AR . L : ~ :

@
' . e ¢ .
. . 0 . . P

-

\J

Due to time and resource constraints, ‘the outcome evaluation was not
carried out tO)the extent that was originally'planned chever, to obtain .

‘more specific information about released time accomplishments, ten gfhools

were selected for further study The evaluator had no prior knowledge of .
each school’s" acc0mplishments. An evaluation assistant visited each of

the ten schools and interviewed the principal and the teachers to obtain
their views of the reléased time activities in their school., Each school

“will be discusged briefly. A more thorough description can be fsund in

el

Pa.{ s III’ IV, and v.
i“’Audubon, Feedback from staff and administration wab positive. The inter-

\

‘viewer s impressions were supported by the staffs response on the questionnaire. -

v

Specific accomplé:shments by the'Audubon,staff on its building Tuesdays were:

°

’_. ‘Plans for & media center have been developed (more time needed).
- . ‘Plans made for a grade h-6 ‘math program for next fall. .
. -Continuous progress extended to grade L next fall.
| . Plans were made for an open class and parents and school staff
| visited other schools to observe open classes in operation.

. Plans to extend mini-classes in grades 54@ to grade L next fall.

o Bethune. Bethune is part of a six-school cluster in-the desegregation-
integration plan to be implemented in the fall of 1974. Teacher feedback
in the interviews was positive. . The staff listed the following accomplish-
ments on building.muesdgys. o




»

'.desegregation-integration planxto be implemented in the fall of 1974,

" results support teacher ‘views (29% said released time activities were

'and home visits to explain program objectives to parents. Many of ‘the

Y

y e -Meeting with parents frOm both communities to share ideas and f

w

work together. e : : ,; e L o :f‘,‘ B
- Got acquainted with new’ teaﬂm‘-‘-te-s; | sharins vmews, feenngs, methods, . i Y
philosophies. G ) - S

‘e Team program planﬁing for next year.;'-

e LOoked at materials needed for next year. ) e . 4
« Looked at alternate programs for next years;. ' S 1.1~vf.
. Dealt with steps.to change library to media center. , N bl
, Bremer. Bremer is: part of the Bremer-Cleveland-Willard cluster in the

Ck

Building Tuesday accomplishments were: 5. . . C S T §
. Developed level of trust and working relationships among teachers’ - b
th l . \ -7 . .. . R ': . ’ 0 |
in the cluster. 5. . is\ g*

Extensive program planning for next year; booklet developed that
explains the three alternative programs. oL ’ :
P .

. Meeting parents and childrgn from new. area. . ) . . e
. Time.to’ study and discuss selection of materials: and resources.
. Specialists from outside building regarding children 5 needs. '

. EE The . interviewer did not talk with the principal (not available)

-‘Althpugh teachers valued the idea of released time, they want it to be more

meaningful to their needs. Teachers expressed frustration in ,2that many of ‘]
the planned meetings were cancelled and teachers had to go to an area K
cluster meeting in which they' were not involved. staff questionnaire -

"uSually" related to- their needs). g u
! | ﬂ o
Cooper. Most ofqthe building(Tuesdays were used {to plan and carry out

‘;programs to improVe human relations and attitudes among staff, students,

i ’

and parents,at ‘Cooper. No direct evidence of changed attitudes, but
teacher feedback to interviewer was very positive. See Cooper section
in Part III for listing of their activities. I m%:~ '

" Fuller. ?uller wlll be closed n-x+ year and its students will attend
Field-Hale. The building Tuesdays during the first half of the Year were . . .
used to further develop and expand the Continuous Progress Program. This » ’ N
included classification of students, comprehensive planning and assessment,

other building Tuesdays, particularly toward the end of the year,h were

s

used to- meet with the Field-Hale staff to. plan for next year. e

L . £ ‘CG
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‘fall of- 1974, An’ administrative'decision regarding the exact %oundaries

L , v ; .

, Harrison. Harrison is part of the’ Bryn M‘""D°“81=S-lerison-xenwgod . _.t
°1“8"'91‘ in-the desesmsation/ integration plan to be implemented in the"

s

was not made‘until late in the year. This made - it difficult to complete , f :

‘cluster planning by the staff for next’ year" (one of their released; ime

ob;ectives), although the Harrison staff did‘?eet with the staff from the v

' other cluster schools several tides toward the end of the yeﬁ ‘Other . % . -

activities and accpmplishments during building Tuesdays were..-' oo ;/‘

3

N Became familiar with new math material and games. o oo 7 -

Open School. y .
. Discussed building problems. N K

.-lParent conferences.

e e s

__1gggi The Kennw staff identified four object Ves at the beginning o \
of the year° staff understanding of other ethnic\grdups,\staff preparation -
for teaching of ethnic cultures, staff interest 1n and\preparation for R
trying new techniques or curriculum, and staff orientation to a k=12 concept..
All activities were related to these’bbjectives. Both the principal and ) :
teachers felt they had accomplished the first three deectives.’ The K-12.‘ e
orientation objective was not completed, scheduling problems made it diffi- |
cult to meet with other schools. The positive response given by the staff t i
in the interviews also came out in the staff questionnaires. o .

Loring. Loring is part of a cluster of schools in the desegregation/
integration plan that willibe implemented in the fall of" l97h Many of
the building Tuesdayg were used for cluster planning. chever, the Loring. .
staff also had actintie? -

related "to some Of their long range plans to .
carry through on innovative units. Major accomplishments indicated.by,theh

principal and teachers were: - °
~+ - Cluster planning regarding c1a381fication of students, selecting . R
materials and ~equipment, meetings with‘parents, program development,
and . planning exchange’ activities for children..i’- _ '
- Became aware of language arts approaches .and materials.
. Met with Multi=Ethnic Task‘Force representative to discuss materials°

©\ w
- ¢ @




L Stangish. Most of ‘the building Tuesdays were used 40 plan programs ' »
for next ye ar's desegregation., Standish will become part of arthreemschool
cluster that willfoffer three alternative programs, contemporany, _mf;f S

v continuous progress, andlmodified open.. Teaéhers indicated the foll e

I - " activities: teacﬁers and\parents inet to write philosophy, develOp»goals, s . /H

d _ decide on programs, survey and ogder\materials, and discuss the. program -
- for hext year. ' Many other meetings in addition to the released time : ;

-é;ﬁj "sessions were held to complete the tasks.- . . o R

;// - . Based’ onovisits to ten elementary schools, it was the intg Viewér s ;; ,ﬁ‘;w

opinion that, with few exceptions, the.huilding-designated released time L e

-periods had been used productively in nine of the ten elementary schools. ' ,h{;—';”‘;:‘

" staff response was favorable and eyidence existed to indicate’that staff R

members were engaged in many worthwhile actiVities. J . .*I“ o

- . . . S L
ks . ’ . - IS
< )( . . * . .

.

‘o’ . . W e T

Summery of Eleméntary Building Results » ; f

' .

Did the elementary schools make- good usé of the Tuesday released : Ty : f
time SéQSIOns that wer:a%esignated as the responsibility of individual | ) O ,
. ' ﬂ§01s9 Although it was not-feasible 4o evaluate the programs at each h ;
sch 1, ‘the information that was collected indicates an answer of yes. o -
. Most schools turned in needs, obJectives, and planned actiVities for the
\\; U building Tuesdays that indicated that attention had been given to planning
: eaningful programs. - Staff questionnaires showed that parent-teacher .w‘“/' "f
"conferences, faculty meetings to discuss™ schoql policies and procedures, ' '
stalf meetings about program- and curriculum development, meetings to learn
about other educational’ programs, and desegregation-integration program '
planning were common uses of building Tuesdays.;. , : S
Although there was great variation amoné’schqols, the #ajority of = -
_‘, I the: staff members said they helped Set the objectives, helpeé’plan the N
v activities, and felt the activities were related to their building needs.
sFifty-seven percent of the questionnaire respondents said the bnilding
“released time activities were very worth#hile, 39% said they were somewhat
‘ , worthwhile, and 44 said they were of - little or no worth. Most of the staff
éu ' . members indicated they did s0mething different on their Job this year as “a
e result of the building activities; 2i% indigated many thifigs, 60%
- indicated some things. Ninety-four percent said the released time program
should be continued, although 36% said same changes should be made.

]

-

; > . N
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- .
. The principsl é.nd teachers at ten elenenta.ry schools were interviewed

«, to obta.in more specirfc infornation about™ relessed time sccomplishments.
With a few exceptions, st?a.ff response was favorable, and evidence was ' .
. ,availsble that building-desigmted released ‘ime periods had teen used
”. productively in these elementary schools, -

N e, -
. »

(P
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Results' for Secondnd'y Buildfng 'quesdays

Ya o

P,

L . i _ N (

- The proposed eva.lub.tion stra.teg.v met with some difficulties at the

e - secondsry leVel. About &xsl: of the secondsry schgols responded to th, -
) October 1973 gequest for needs, objectives, and p‘ianned s.ctivities. "-‘ g ,
It is ‘not knm why mare schools did not respond Of, the secondsry 7
schools who did respond, some provided detailed. plans ‘including department L

ob:jectives, while 6th5rs were quite general. Plafis for each school ' & ; % f"
b,uilding Tuesdsys are given in other pa.rts of the complete evaluation : 0
regort' Part III (El.st Area.), Pa;t IV (North Area), Part V (Wesf. Area)

7 ;'

,  In Jamary 1974 most schools , pe.rticuls.rly those who had not given (
f 'infornstion cs.)about their ob.:)ectives snd’ planned \a.ctivities, _were a.sked to

keep a record and brief description of their building released time

- activities. These records were sent in at the end of the school year

" by most of the secondsry schools. Copies can be found in Psrts III, Iv,

‘,, N T and V., L - . ‘ ' S !
. - ;

The questionmire sent to a.ll seconda.ry schools in May l97h (see y
Appendix A) and completed by about three-fﬁm.rths of the staff members’ )
' a.sked for staff perceptions or how.. they spent their building-designated o
Tuesda.ys ('rsble b on page 15). Staff views corresponded with the description
. of activitieh submitted by schools at the end of tite yea.r. Meetings of « = -
the total i‘a.culty to discuss matters such as school policies, procedures, -
and budget and depsrtnent leetings to work on program and curriculum develop~
S ment were the mnost comon uses of building 'ruesdsys. About’ half of the
» questionna.ire respondents ssid they. spent a.t ;I.ea.st four 'ruesda.ys on each of
these two s.ctivities. About hs.lf of* the respondents said’ they spent two or more
Tuesdays on the fgtioving. a.ctiviti}es‘: meetings of the total faculty to

[}

¢
)



~+ & Table 4

¢ o =

Secgndary- ﬁﬁele\a.sed Time Activities and

:

taff Percept:.ons of Thelr Va.lue

.Wow much time did you spemd| | . . 1160 \ “How Valuable Were
.on this activity on N These Activities? .
Bu.llding Tuesdaars? ) - : . :
L or . . e 3Ty . : . ’
-More 2aor_ 3 One ‘ St Nioe o ‘Very - Of Some Of No
Tues. _Tues, Tues. Nome , Mctivity ° Valuable Value Value
st ‘ ’ Meetings Of total faculty <
- Lo to discuss school poli- |
g, - 38%  10% 5% ;cles 5 procedures, budget 36% \fo% L9,
. _ ' Meetings of ‘total Paculty, -~ |
' - e to discuss the curriculum| - . .
13 - b6, .2k 17 - | and educational program 31 ° 6l 5
. \ SN v ' ) v
. @ o v Meetings of total faculty T
S L. 7. | to hear an 1;1vited : S .
‘9 S 27 ,%*’7‘22‘, spea.l;er 28 6h4 -8
e = V T ' Depa.rtment meetings to .
‘- . S S - | work on program-and : _
51 . 34 10 L | currifdulum development 63 « 35 2.
- ,‘_/J Department .meetings to - ,
) work on such things as ’ )
: : LT book orders, staff - &
i, ko 29 ° 17 |assignments . 62 3. 3
. | Meetings with other
; departments, but_not . v
% ‘ total faculty, to plan. | e ' ,
L 16 19 61 | curriculum - ' 39 53 7
\, ) Individual time to work
: ~] on spécific curriculum , ‘ .
7 29 2k 39 development, tasks 65 = 32 3
: T . | Individual time to doas | - .
L . 18, 21 58 | one wishes . .67 \’29 29 In
g T o V ) ' ¢ " .
‘Meetings with other staff . '
E members to discuss indi- . ‘ ' :
w 5 13° 19 63 |vidual students ' 50 L6 L
Meetings with parents ﬁo
, . discuss the curriculum °
\ 1l 7T 19 - 73 -|and educational. program ‘39 - 52 9
" . ®Only respondents who spent time on an activity rated its value.
\)‘ r‘ ( 15 , )

2




of the Tuesday Released Time: Progra.m 8 value.v ‘A1l schools except one

-

;o 3 A o
. / . kN -
‘disAss <g:,he curriculum and educationsl progra.ms, meetings of the tgta.l AR

faculty to, hear an invited speaker, a.nd depertment meetings to work on -
things such -as book orders and staff assignments. Some time was spent »

by about Ralf of the staff members to° individually vork on curriculum tasks -
or other activities.v Little time was spent on inter-department meetings,

meetings among staff to discuss individual, students, and meetings with " -

parents to diseuss the edqcational program. . o - . _ 1
: \ ) . ’ . , . o . B .

Staff 'Questionnaire .o T S o , -
. The secondary staff questionnaire also Was used to collect- staff views P,

returned. completed Questionnaires. One other school is not included. in - . -
. : . . v . - » ‘ . . - .
the totals because its i‘esponses were received too late. The result‘s for B

‘individual schools can be found in Parts. IITI, IV, and V. - - . T

Sta.ff involvement. Were the secondary staff members involved in\ the

*planning of" theif released time program? Seventy-five percent of the

~ secondary ffrespondents said their school set ob,jectives for their released

- time Tuesdays ('.l‘able 5 on page 17). Thirty—four percent of. the staff said
thefy helped set the objectives. Staff pa.rticipation in setting the ob.jectives
varied among schools. At the school that responded most positively to "this’
question, 51% oﬂthe staff said they helped set the obj&ctives, while 9% of

~ the staff at the least positive school sald they helped set the objectives, N

About half (Sk%) of the respondents indicated that tﬁey helped pla.n ‘
their school's released time activities; ll% indicated many activities ' ¢
and 43% some activities. At the most positive school on this question,

84% of the staff said they helped plan many or some activities, while at
the least positive sehool, 20% said they were involved in planning activities.

Tl'xirty-three perce t of the secondary staff felt the activities were /
usually related to thej ndividual néeds, 51&% of the staff said they were _
related sometimes, and 13% said.seldom. : : BN .

Overall value, Although most secondary staff members -said the building

released time activities were at least somewhat worthwhile, the qverall
response' was not extremely favorable. On a three-point scale, thirty-two

-

percent of the secondary staff members said the building released time .
activities were very ‘worthwhile , 58% said they were somewhat worthwhile,
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av,

and lO% said they were of little or no worth (Table 6 on page 19),
v Responses by indivldual,schools ranged from 75% to ll% on the very worth-
~ while choice. o : - ' .
. Somewha.t more than half of the reSpondents said they dig something
oY | different on thpir ,jo‘b this year as a result of the building released
time activitles- 10% indicated many things, 51% jindicated some things.

Value of Activities, The more specific r, ea.sed time actiwities

in Table h were viewed as having at least some value by almost all of .
the seconda.ry staff who pa.rticipated in them. Department meetings and
. Ind:.vidual tn.me a.ctiv:.ties received the hn.ghest value ra.tingso About
o g two-thirds of thOSe who pa.rticn.pated rated them as being very va;ldﬁ.bleo
Other activities, Includn.ng the three types of faculty meetings, were ra.ted
as very valuable by about one-third uf the participa.nts. e SN
- T Secondary-Elementa.ry con@arisdns. §El,ementa.ry school personnel expreSSed

[

1

the bui ldlgg released time

L substantially more favorable opinions ‘abow
. activities than did secondary school per onnel (Table 7 on page 20)
“Almost twice ‘as many plementary than sécondary staff members reported: that.
th'“' helped set the obJectJ.ves for /their building Tuesdays and that the .

released ti?e a.ct:.vities were re)ated to their individual needs, - On the

> overa.ll value sca.le, 57% of tl Elementa.;'y personnel, compa_red with 329,
of the secondary personnel, 4atd the-building released time activities were
very vorthwhile, .+ / | |

~ Individual Seconda.ry Sc ools

“

" In an attempt to {)bta.in more specific informa.tion a’ﬁout building
released time a.cco shments, a few schools were a.sked to provide J.nfornatn.on
relative to the a.ci)ueve;Xlt of objectives that were J.dentifn.ed at the
beginn'ing of the year,
describe wéhjat egch department a.cqomplished on building Tuesdays that wereﬁ

+ set aside for; epartment meetings. Seve:al_‘,schools will be discussed
briefly. More complete information on all schools can be found in Parts
III, v, a?é Ve T - B o | »
. ' Franklin Junior High, - Franklin's identified released time need was -
K o to dev:)t{vp a magnet program, as part’ ofbthe desegregation—integre.tion

- plan, ixﬁplenxentatlon in September 1974, Franhlin'e major objectiye,

PR . ' ! “ LT P Y o .

le other schools were asked to specifica.lly ' o



*s3uTyy saos Jo s3uTy) Ausw

\wﬂnpmm PIBS OyM afequaoaad 1107 BYL q

K . x_w " corTyMyaoM Axaa prES oys sFequsoxad ouT,,
. _ . . (S9TITATIO® 3uT}
-t - ¢ ‘ ' ON |pasesTaa SurpTIng 2uj
_ . . Jo 1TnsSax ® S® I8dh
¢ g T : . - sBumyy swos €sax-|-- - _STU3 qof amok uo
*Of 88 o _ _— ) Arquaxaritp -Sulyy
q : q ° - sBuryy Auew €saf -fus Juop noAk .aavy
n/ . - . - . ﬂ -
- - . Ot Y3IoM ou Jo 3T33TT JO . o o
: L g {S9T3TAT}O® JWI}
- - 8¢ STTUMYIION 5BUMAOY ' paswaTax JurpTTRg
B . . ° o : , a7 aJIam STTYM
o PTT 5 ¥5L _ T . STTurMuIoM A13\ |  ~y3Jaom MOY €TTBIBAQ
< T00UdS ToouDs . Onti=N EETL LT UoT35a1p
TENPTATPUL TENPTATPUL - Axepuodsg < . .
BATYTSOd 15ed] | 9AT3TSOd 3SOW Te30L ,
JJe3s Arepuoosg Aq PamSTA S SATITATIOV OWIL POSBSToY JO onyeA TTBIAA0 |
- . . .9 °1qel . ' o
5 o~ ” »
’ Y
g =

19

f
°




Question ~ Total Total:
. 2 o Elementary. | Secondary
Question Response _N=1016 §=1140
Did your.school set |Yes, I helped set the cbjectives .. 661 3y
-objectives or goals ly.. put T qid not help set :
that, it hoped to the cbjectives 29 b1
. accomplish during
~ Building released I was not aware of any objectived’ -5 25
time activities? - .
To-what extent werem | I was involved ‘in planning _ .
you involved in meny activities oo : 29 11
planning your I was involved in planning .
" Building's relea.,ed : : a
time activities? some activities . b 43
|1 I had little or.no involvement \
. in planning activities 2k 46 -
Were the released Usually ° 56 33
time activities in . 1
‘ your building relatea| Sometimes -~ 38 Sk
to your individual |Seldom 7 13
needs? :
Overall, how worth=- KQery worthwhile = * .57 32
gﬁigizzrieizzs oi |Somewhat wortmhile 39 '58
- time activities? Of little or no worth Lo 10
Have you done any= .
thing differently YQS’ venj things ek 1d
on your job this ’ _ .
year as & result = | Yes, some things .60 51
.of the Building ‘ o . %
released time . No . ' 16‘ 38
. activities? . ‘ . .
Do you think the | . N ‘e
 yeleased time pro=- o o .
, should be Yes, continue as is. 61 a
~continued? - 36

s/

N . Table 7 >
T

Plannzng, Relevanee, and Overall Value of Released Time Activitiec as

Viewed by Elementary and Secondary Staff Members -

~

<

4
1

+
4

Yes, with these changes Cy

'aThis*item was nqt 1nc1qu§ on the secondary questionnaire

S

~

-




to attract students from outside its attendance area, cannot be evaluated !
until the 1974=75 school year., Twelve building relessed time sessions )
. ,were used in 1973-7h to develop the magnet'school proposal. Thesé meetings
| included departmental curriculum development' faculty discussions regarding
.budget, community burvey résults, preliminary proposals; steering committee
reports. A newspaper outlining the maghet school proposal was developed and
sent to parents and school personnel. , ,
Bryent Y.E.S. Bryant Y.E.S., a school with about fifty aunior”high
stydents who have not adjusted well to the regular Junior high, is a .
4notable example of planned released time activities. At the beginning,of ¢
the year the staff members ldentified ‘several needs and then ectsblished
objectives and planned activities to meet the identified needs, During
the year, building rcleased time meetings were used to develop a policy
~ for dealing with drugs at the school, to develop and evaluate a system of
| home visits to 1mprove communications between home and school, to review

¢

a committee s report on a report card revision, to develop a set of team
objectives, to discuss a report by the academic planning committee on, 7
'qurrent testing and prescriptive learning techniques, to_develop a system ’
. and orientation program for new students, and to introduce and discuss
A _.a career education curriculum. e
’ '%he resnonse by eight staff members Sh the questionnaire supported’ . .
| the other evaluation materials provided by the school. AlYl eight staff '
members said .the' released time activities were usually related tc?their S
_individual needs. Most of them said the building released time
‘activities were very worthwhile. .

Anthony Junior High, Anthony submitted one of the most complete
descriptions of . their building released time objectives and planned
activitie-.- ubout half of the building Tuesdays were used for tota

Y faculty meetings. ‘The two sessions on Adlerian psychology were well
received; about 75% of the participants felt the concepts that were'
presented would help them reach their goals. A , .

|
|
|

The other buildlng Tuesdays were used by.departments;' At the end
of the year, each department was asked to indicate specifically what they
had accomplished. Some departments indicated quite clearly What they had
done in the area of curriculum development and departmental business matters,
.while other departmentsfmade general statements like "planned curriculum

R
" PREA N

‘changes for next year.'
", e - . . Qﬁé;'ﬁ

s




:r Senior high schools., ’ Although descriptions of released time activities
were nét provided by all senior high schools, »- the records availsble (see
Pa.rts 1II, IV, and V) indicate that most senior high schools used the’

. building released time periods for (1) faculty nmeetings to discuss program

: planning budget, and operationa.l procedures such as registration, att%n@nce,
and grading, and (2) department meeting to pla.n curriculum and discuss
such things as budget, materials, and scheduling. ‘

&

Several high schools were requested to describe what each department b
accomplished on 'building° 'I‘uesdays designated “for department. meetings.
Although many of the descriptions are not specific, the reports from North,
Roosevelt, and South ind:.cate» that most departments, particularly he . .-

' larger ones, used released time for curriculum development, and thelt . . .

most departments used released time for work on things such as budgets ’
scheduling, and equipment-materials selection. ’

d'

- Summary of Secondary Building Results ) :

" Dpid the secondary schools make good use of the 'I‘uesda.y released. time |
sessions that were designated as the responsibility of individual schools? .
'The evalustion information available indicates that the. building released
stime activities at ‘most secondary schools were of some value to the staff
members, although ft?\e evidence is not strongl,v favorable and substantial
room for improvement exists. ’ :

Staff. questionnaires and buivlding records showed that faculty meetings
~ to discuss matters such as schdol policies, procedures, budget, and *
: program plenning, and department meetings' to work on program dev'elopment
. or to d:.scuss things such as budget and equipment orders were the most
oL common uses of building Tuesdays. Although there was substantial variation
among schoels,, overall,. one-third of the secondary staff said they helped
set the objectives for the building released time activities, while 11%
said they helped plan many and h3% sald they.helped plan some of the released
time activities. This rather limited involvement in planning expressed LT

.~

by the staff corresponds with the fifty-percent 'response by secondary
schools to the fall 1973 request for released time needs, objectives, and
planned avtivities. One-third of the secondary participants said the
building released time activities were.usually related to their individual -
needs and another half said the activities were sometimes related to their
needs. L - C

31




Thirty-two percent of questionnaire respondents said the ‘building _
released time activities were very worthwhile, 58% said they were some= 2
~ what worthwhile, and 10% said they were of little or no worth, Séme- .

" -what more than half of the Btaff members indicated that they did something
' different ondtheir Jjob ,this year as a result of building activities; 16% )

1ndicated many things, 51% - indicated some things. ‘ : v

 Compared with elementary school,_pe onnel, secondary personnel expressed
substantially less favorable opinions of the building released time activi-

®

ties ’ @ ) ) 7 ) .- - B " t T,

‘4

I T . Results for Area and Curriculum Tuesdays.

~-The evaluation of Area.and Curriculum Tuesdays was limited to a

determination of how these se381ons were used. A more complete description -

’_ of the activities that occurred on these days tan be found at the beginning
of the sections for each decentralized area; Parts III, IV, and V.

- Area Tuesdaxs | N . o .
The Tuesdays designated as the responsibility .of each of the decentral-

ized areas were used differently by each area, although most Area Tuesdays - @

_ were given ta\indi'i Mkl buildings. ) , S '
d&\of the nine Ares Tuesdays were given to the individual .

v build_ngs to use as they wished, two Area Tuesdays were designated as rlanning

a

. East Area.
—dr—

deys for the Human Relations R{ogram, and two were designatnd for inter-
school meetings if the schools wished to initiate the meeting. The area .
staff worked with four\Junior highs to‘deVelop an interschool meeting
centered around alternative education. The Junior and senior high staffs
met jointly on another Area day to discuss common concerns, such as, tri-
o 7neste:F, articulation, discipline, standards, staff" roIes, middle school,
_ classroom strategies, -and desegregation/integration. The other Area day
n was used for an areadwide chemical dependency prOgram, emphasizing problems o
. of alcohol abuse. - ’
‘North Area. All Area Tuesdays were turned over to the individual ,
buildings' three for the Human Relations Program and five for use as *

-

determined by individual schools.
‘West Area. The West Area identified some dbaectives and outlined the ’
activities fpr Area Tuesdays in the fall of the school year. Four of the -
e - ' e -

» - ~




ey

. were to be "on call". to areas or schools within aread. Then, fonsultants : -

. programs for secondary personnel in their subject area. The last three

, ° or social studies consulta.nt. Before the last two meetings, the plan

thesn three days that included . progra.ms in ea.ch of the difiplines s plus e
(ti

. ; .
N ’ !

. : = - . /
'Aree Tuesdays were g‘iven to the Human Relations Progrum. E‘Wo Area. da.ys
were given to elementa.ry schools: for parént-teacher conferences, while
secondary schools met in junior-senior high clusters to discuss two
‘questions: Where and how do we most effectively provide 7-12 curriculun
continuity? and What do you see as needs/problems in providing curriculum
continuity? The West Area scheduled two area-wide programs for the last .
two Area days, one on chemica.l dependency, the other featuring the national

s’

The Clgficulum Tuesda;ys were apparently confusing to everyone. ‘At \
first it wes not clear who we.s"{'esponsible for setting aup thelCurriculum
Tuesday programs. Originally, the consul'ta.nts and other curridulum personnel

faunder of Montessori, who spoke on a "change tQ:e. \‘ : ¢
' - N ‘ \
urriculum Tuesdays - / e

were. asked to plan some area?wide‘ programs -for secondary persgnnel on

Curriculum Tuesdays. The a.dministration, the curriculum generalists

assig\ned ‘to areas, and the consultants assigned to the central office
.,did agree On some program respénsibilities, but lack of coordination and

communica.tion handica.pped somé efforts. A v
N s
Ea.st Area.. The first five Curriculum Tuesdays were givem tp individua.l ’

buildings at the elementary level, while consultants were asked to plan '

curriculum Tuesdays in the East Area, as well as the North and West Areas ’ |
were to be used for K-12 planning. All secondary ‘persorifiel were to attend
meetings conducted by their sub;ject-a.rea. consu,lta'.nt, while elementa.rg
teachers were to attend the meetings of either the English, math, science,

was cancelled in the East Area and the Tuesdays were given to individual
buildings. The reasons ‘given by the East Area office for ca.ncellation
were sta.ff..d;ss\a.tisfa.ction with programs , confusion, lack of commitment, - -

' and greater needs wi}:/din individual schools.

+

‘North Area. The consultents and area curriculum ,fpersgn'nel were on :
call the first two Curriculum Tuesddys. The {*éxt three ‘days were planned o
by the consultants at the secondta.r,yr level. At theaelementa.ry level, the
area curriculum generalist coordinated a series of (offerings for two of

some interdisciplimry progra.ms mainly in a.ffectiwe educgtion. _The last




Y

option whether ‘or not to attend by the North Area administration.

3

for K-12 cluster’méetings. Although a record was not képt of a.ll meetings ’ .

three Curriculum ‘i‘gesdé.ys were used for the K-12 programs.eooxldinated

by the eonsultante. Mhese programs, as well as previeusly mentioned . ®
area-wide curriculum programs, were not attended by all staff memhers '
because individual schools involved in cluster planning were given the -

West Area. The first Curriculum ‘.l‘uesday was g:wew to individual.
buildings. The second was ‘used for pa.rent-tea.cher. conferences at the
elementary level end for consultant-plenned programs at the ‘secondary
level. Buildings were encouraged to use the next two'curriculum days :

staff concerns at these meetings resulted in a statement on K-12 cu.rricu- ¥

lum contlnulty by thn ‘area superintendent. The last three Curriculum ’

Tuesdays were used for the oons tant-planned K-12 a.rticulation meetings. ".
Elementary Questionmaire. Elerentary staff members were asked to !

indicate whether or not they attended K-12 articulation meetings end to
rate the value of these’ meetings. It was_afssumed that most of the
respondents would refer to the consultant-planned K=12. meetings that were
held on the Cun'icu:l.um Tuesda.ys and in some subject areas, the citywide

meetings. About one-third to half of the respondents said they attended Vo

a meeting in each of the four subject areas; English, math, science, and
social studies (’I‘able 8 below). Half of the-pa.xftieipants sgid t tings

" = °

Table 8 S
Elementary Staff Views of the K-12 Articulstion Meetings

.
2

. [
Question C e . Response . | Percent
Did you attend any meetings in English- = . Si%'
the following subject area that Math L 1
were designed, to promote K-12 sl N > : |
articulation? , : Science S 3k ’
‘ Social Studies . - - | 46 |
If you did attend any of these' | Very worthwhile 1
méetings, how worthwhile were We L : , Y
these meetings" | T Worthwhile o L2
-« | " Not very worthwhile - 31 .
| . " | -Worthless . , 13, w
| Do you think there 1s a need = | Yes, a high priority need| 32 i
) - ] - S 9 " . . .
.for me;-e “K 12 articulation? " Yes, but not a high
-priority ‘need, " 52
- . ] -8 o B 16

igﬁ 2o

-




. - . . .
4 . /

were worthwhile dr very worthﬁhile: "lthough 8&% of the elemeﬂtary staff'
who completed the questionnaire indicated  there is a need for more Khl2

/ articulation, on.'ly 32% saw 1t as & high priority need.

v \

Results for Consultant.(Citywide) Tuesdays . ° -

. ‘Three Tuesday released time sessions were designated as citywide
meetings to be organized by the subdect-area and support-servicé consultantf.
: The madority of the citywide meetings iucluded secondary personnel onLy
(e.g. foreign language, industrial arts, work experience coordinators),
‘while others included both elementary and secondary personnel (e.g. librarians,
social workers, music teachers). Elementary clagsroom teachers did not
atfend these meetings, with the exception of the citywide meetings in some
.~subject areas that wereaspecifically set aside’ for K-12 ar@iculation.

As mentioned earlier, the’ consultants were given some responsibilities
for the curriculum Tuesdays as well as the three cityw1de Tuesdays. In
addition to being on call to the’ decentralized areas, the consultants
were requestedlto plan or coordinate area-wide programs on many oF the R
currioulum Tuesdays. ‘The evaluation plan did not. include a record of
these activ1ties, although many consultants organized &nd conducted -

. meetings on these days.. S o NS

.Activities "_ . E .

The .structure of the- citywide meetings varied among consultants° ,
ASome meetings were large group presentations to all personnel in a particular
subject or supportive field, other. meetings were organized by decentralized
areas, and others provided a choice of several small group presentations%~

-A rather complete description of objectives nﬂﬂ,activities for each of the

<o citywide meetings can be found by subject and supportive field in Part II

. of the evaluation report. Part II also-includes the reacttons of secondary
personnel by subject-supportive field to the consultant meetings, and,
in- some cases, participant reactions to particular citywide meetings.
For example, 70%'of the home economics teachers thought the October 30th
citywide meeting was very much related to their individual needs and 76%
thought ;he meeting was very useful to them.f

o ~ . R |
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Staff Questionnaire A , , . L S
‘Seversl questions related to the' citywide meetings and’ meetings co=
ordinated by the consultants on curriculum Tuesdays were included in the

A3

released time‘evaluation questionnaire given to all Secondary personnel

+

(see Appendixﬁﬁ) Elementary persomnel who attended, the ‘citywide meetings ry
were not-given the questionsa Therefore, the results presented 'in this
section will represent fhe feelings of secondary staff members” only, and :

may not represent the féelings of the total participating group in fields,
such a%s social workers{and librarians. that have a substantial number of '

. .elementary positions. ) ,wi‘- -
o v < Three-fourths of the respondents said they attended all of the meetings
organized by their consultant, while one-fourth said they attended .some of
the meetings. Overall, ‘the participants reactions to the meetings tended
.. to be positive, but somewhat less favorable than their ratings of the
p - building released time activities (Table 9 on page 28). '
‘ About one-thirdhof the participants said the consultant released time
activ1ties were usually related to their ‘individual ne eds, 39% said sometimes”
they were related to their needs, and 25% said’ seldom. Overall, one~fourth e
of the_respondents'said the activitiesfwere very worthwhile, about one-half'7
+ said the&‘were somewhat worthwhile, and about one-fourth said they weére of
little orhno worth; Half of the participants said they have done something. -
differently on their job as a result of the consultant meetings, W1th 6% ) '
saying they did many things differently. < ot
. .; “The majority of the respondents indicated that the released time ' - O
activities nelped them to become aware of new materials or methods,«other ‘
education programs, and curriculum at other secondary grade levels. About
half of the participants also said they developed a ‘skill that can be '
. used oﬁ the job, and became more aware of. curriculum at the elementary levelr

_ Results by Field. Participant response to the consultant meetings,

differed substantiplly among subject and supportive areas (Table 10 on
page 29). For example, on the relevance item, the responses ranged from

" 88% of the librarians and 81% of the foreign language teachers and 12%
of the social studies teachers and 18% of the English teachers who said -
. * the consultant released time activities were "usually"-related to their.
individual needs. : . ' :




€« -

Secondary ‘Staff Views of the Cit

Tab]ae 9 -

(K=1340

° .

4

%wide (Consultant) Meetinga

Question

4

' Response

.oa

<

Percent

' Did you attend the released time | Yes, all of them 73%
‘meetings organized by your ’ , '
‘subject area consultant? _Y,es’ some of them 26
© - No, none of them 1

. Were the Consuttent released Usually 36
time activities related to ¢ o
your individual needs? ,.Sometimes ' o N 39

. . ’ Seldom ‘ 25
Overall, how worthwhile were ' Very worthwhile 25
the Consultant relea.sed time . o v
activitie s? ? Somewnat. wo'.f-f,hwh:lle “ 53

. Of little or no worth 22
Have you done anything differ- 'Yes, many things' 6
ently on your job this year’as .
a result of the Consultant = | Lc5» Some things Ll
released time activities? No ' 50

»

~

-

Yes, A-Lot

Yes, Some

o

No

Did the Consultant released time activities
help you 1n each of the follaw:lng ways?

Became aware .of new materials or methods

| Developed & skill that can be used

on the job ) R

‘Became aware of other educa.tional

programs

-

elementary level

Became, more aware . of curriculum a:t
. other &egcondary grade levels

o

Became more aware of curriculum a.t

23%

«C

21

T

5 | [T

59

L

. 1%

k6

20

2k
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In reSponse to a question a.bcut the worthwhileness of the oonsulta.n‘

T relea.sed time activ:.ties, the 'very worthwhile" response ranged from % e

for English and plws:.ca.l educa.tion teachers to 59% for home economics
teachers and 811, for librarians, o

Consultant Interviews . A

%

! Several of the consultants were"ihterviewed by the eva.luator to

determ:.ne their views of the released time program. Two points were

- stxessed by “the consultants, One,, they . did not feel the ninety-minute
' released time period was Jlong enough to conduct ‘the most appropriate

- and most, valuable staff development a.ct:wities?\ Also, me,mr staff members
' spent a.lmost as much time traveling to and from the meeting as in the
meeting itself. The consultants as a group reconmended ha.lf-day méetings
to the administration for the 197!4-75 school ‘year.,

- Two, the consulta.nts were dissatisfied with the lack of clearly
defined respons:.bilities for the Curriculum Tuesda.ys and the lack of
coordination between planned Curriculum Tuesday a.ctiw.ties and building

activities. . % . . &

<

Results for Humdn Relations Tuesdays

" Five Tuesday 'released time sessions in each decentralized area were Sj‘ '
" set aside for _the Humen Relations Program, The North and West Areas
designated five of the Area or Curriculum Tuesdays'for hume.n.“relations'
a.ctiv:.t/ies, wh:.le the EastgArea. left it up to the 1ndiv1dua.l schools.
The Human Relations" Program was coordinated by three human relations
. facilitators (one for each area) in. the Minneapolis Scho s' Department
of Intergrogp Education. Each school building and specia.l Yocation had
a human rela.tlons chairperson who was responsible for the human rela.tions R -
activities in that particular location. ' "
~ Although each buildingaa.nd location- was to develop its own 6Jectives .
and activitieLin response to its particular humen relations needs, some’
overall staff development goals expr‘éssed in the Minnea.polis S hools'
desegregation/integration plan were used as ge'heral guldeline . These -
staff development goals were (1) that staff members should develop the '
a.bility to comrmmic’ate effectively with sesff¥vity, and (2) that steff P
members should be sens1tive to values, a.ttitudes, and, out ooks possessed o 1

by varicus individua.ls . , '

31 - ' Ry

¢ . . ' . - 40‘ N ' . ‘.‘;’:‘(j
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found in Parts IIT, IV, and V of the complete Tuesday Released Time

'Questionnaire Results o Ly

-

'I‘he Tuesday human rela.tions activities varied greatly. _ Some of the

,emphasized activities vere community-school relations, ethnic-cultura.l

awareness, classropm humen relations methods, -staff-staff relationships,

personal growth, staff-student relationships, and understanding children.
This aection will sumnarize ‘the results of a questionnaire given -

to sll elementary and secondary personnel afid is-based on a more _compre-

—_—

: hensive ’ aepa.rate evaluation report of the 1973-74 Human Rela.tions Program (see

Append:l,x A for questionnaire) ‘Results for individual schools can be

-

Progra.m evaluation report .

Pa.rticipa.nts responses to the Human Relations Prdgram vere generaliy -
favora.ble. Elementary p rticipa.nts had substantially more fa.vorable '
views: than did secondary participa.nts. v .

Plannirig and relevance. Aboyt 80% of the eleménta.ry respondents
either strongly agreed or agreed that (1) they had a clear idea of‘the
purpose of the human relations program in their school, (2) they had

some input into wat the human relations program would be, &nd (3) the \/

humax_; relations program was related. to the needs in their school (Table 11

‘on page 33). About 60% of the secondary respondents agreed with the same

sta.tements ot

5 Overall value. About two-thirds of the elementary participants said-that,
overall, the activ:lties had a positive impact on interpersopal relations

. in their .Loca.tion, that the program was worthwhile, and that the Tuesda.y
- emphasis on human relations transferred to their school environment or

their work as an individual. About half of the secondary participants
gave po.sitdive reSponses{ to the same items. For example, 11% of the elementary
and 5% of the secondary participants said the human relations activities

. were very worthwhile, and 58% of the elementary and 41% of the secondary

participants said the human relations ‘activities were worthwhile.
Future needs. About seventy percent of both the elementary

secondary participants said there is & neéd for more humen relations
educa.tion in the following areas: intra-interpersonal rela.tionships)
swareness of cultural pliralism, and program change afitt development
(Table 12 on page 3&). However, a substantially smaller percentage (54% of
the elementary and 41% of the éecondary respondentsj indicated that




g
e

-

Table 11 .

’

v

‘ Planning, Relevance , and Overall Value of'g’the 19737k Human Relatiens/
. Program as View;d,,.by Elementary and Secondary Staff )
(Elementary, N=1551; Secondary, N=l ki7)

AL ikt A e ikt

4
=
' N
i —~y—T : :
L ‘ . staff Respon\’Se(%
Statement ' R CLevel | sA A D SD
' I'had a clear idea of the purpose or | : Elem 219  60% 6% . 3%
goals of the HRP for my school or o - f » .
project Sec 11 50 32 7
b3 I
I had some input into what the Elem 23 53 . 18 6
Human Relations Program would be " Sec 16 50 23 11
The HRP in my school was related Elem 20 59 16 5
to the needs in my school Sec 10 50 27 12
Question o Response Elementary Secondary
: : - . , )
Overall, what impact did the human Improved greatly 5% 1%
relations activities have on inter- )
personal relations in your Improved some 60 o bl
school or project? \ Did not change 29 45
Became worse ) L 7
No improvement Nr’
* was needed- 2 3
A1l i all, how woFthwhile were the | Very worthwhile 11 5
human reldtions activitiegs to you? Worthwhile 58 - b1
. Not very worth-
while - 27 - 43
, ' " Worthless L 11
Has the 'i‘uesda.y emphasis on human Yes, & lot of '
"relations transferred to your - transfer 11 b
.school environment or to your
. Yes, some
4 -l ? ’
york as an individual? | transfer 65 ko
. ) No’ 25 L7
s - . s . .
a'SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree
. ) \ - .
7 y .
_ )
. “\
. 33



o ' ' Table 12 T

LN

. Need for More Humen Relations Education and Imteresf i
: Participation as Viewed by Elementary and Secondary Sta
(Elementary, Nal551; Secondaryy N=1417)’ ‘

=]

< - . e :
§
!
. ) ‘ . .

-~} &
¥
.

©

R | ” Staff Response” - >
Statement : . level I'™sn & D SD
There is a need for more human | )
relations education within my
school or project regarding: , ‘
Intra-interpersonal relationships Elem . 260 : 45t 23% %
. : o Sée ‘a3 s 22 10
- | D S Elem | 19 52 ol 6
. Awarenesgs of cultural pluralism - Sec 18 47 25 9
- \ X ) .
) Program chahge and development Elem. 22. % 21 5
, - o . Sec 23 ' k9 21 6
, "© I am interested in participating in - Elem 10 Ly - 28 18
‘more human relations programs & Sec 8 33 . 3l 25

.

?Ew /aSPStrOngly Agree, A=Agree, ;D=Disa.gree, SD=Strongly Disagrée

N

4

N
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.

Nthey vere 1nterested in participating in more human relations programs.

Specific values. The participants in the Hanﬂn Relations Program

reacted to several statements related to more specific goals of the
program (Table 13 on’ page 36). About two-thirds of the elementary

and half of the secondary respondents indicated that astaff relationships<’

had {mproved -ag & result of the human relations activities. For example:\\\\\\\ '

.d .

729, of the elementary respondents agreed that they got to know other staff
. menbers better, 60% said members of their school developed more positive
working relationshipn, and 65% said they improved their interpersonal gkills
as a result of the Human Relations Program. 2 .
‘ Although the objectives for all locations were not directly related
to cultural/ethnic needs, a substantial percentage of both elementary and
secondary personhel said that?fas a resultsof the human relations activities,
- they were better able to relate to persons of different races and were
more aware of the values and outlooks of cultural anqpracial groups other
. - than their own. \ | ‘
. _ Some elementary (36%) and secondary (24%) participants. felb they were% :
better able to deal with sexism, while 60% of the elementary and 41% of -
the secondary participants felt they.were better able to deal with people
of different life styles and values as a result of the Human Relations
Program.i?_ o~ -~ ' '

. o " Recommendations

The .evaluation findfngs indicated  that many positive activities

occurred during the Tuesday neleased Time Program and thei the parti-
cipants had generally favorable viegf of° the program. Several recommenda-
tions for improvement of the released time program are given below.

1. More time should be devoted to.planning and organiziné released time .

activities that are related td ‘the npeds of the participants. Fifty;
six percent of the elementary and‘33% of the secondary participants _
said the buildlng released time act1v1ties verg "usually"” related to
their needs. Although conducting a needs assessment and planning

relevant activities requ;re considerable time commitments, perhaps

the effort spent on these tasks will result in better and more
)

-

successful programs.

. L
S

A




Table 13

Specific Values of the 1973-7h Human Relations-Program as

Viewed by Elementary and Secondary Staff
(Elemontary, N=1551; Secondary, Ntlhl:?)

o
-

_ ' o Stafil‘ ° _ Response® X ..
s Statement Leve SA A D -~ s -~ - T
] g . R a . '
}%e feel.that I improved my inter- Elem ) 56% 28t 7%
ersonal skills as a result of ' : .
I got to know other staff members| Elem |' 19 53 ° 23 5
. better as & result of the HRP Sec ‘12 h9’j 29" ' 10
The menmbers of my school or . o o
project developed more positive Elem T, 33 3 7
working relationships as a -1 Sec 3 38 b6 13
result of the HRP ) I . ,
I fael better able to relate to Elem 7 L5 28 9
persons of different races as.a . ' °
result of the HRP . - Sec b3 ke 17,
I am more aware of the values = ' ‘ - . :
and outlooks of cultural and Elem 9 55 28 T N
racial groups other than my ' , . -
own as a result of the HRP Sec 6 39 . ko _fb
I feol better able to deal with | Elem | . 4 32 50 14
\ - sexism as a result of the HRP - -~ Sed/ ) 3 21 52 o
'I feel better sble to deal with | Elem ©| 7 53 33 7
people of different life styles , .
and walues as a result of the. HR:P Sec 4 37 L 16
This year I have used ‘the L ; ‘
comminication skills that were: Elem 10 64 - 21 >
. emphasized in last year's ./ . Sec b . 45 .. 38 11
- (1972=73) HRP  * _ 7
. This yeer I have seen others o : '
" using the communication skills Elem.| . 7 61 27 5
’ + that were emphasized in last : )
year's, (1972-73) HRP Sec 1 3 38 ‘h6 13 )
’ . /) SA-Strongly Agree, A=fAgree, D-Disagree, SD-Stroneg Disagree
HRP=Human Relations Program
[y . ¢ '
) g | 36 | s

. 45
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, 2. More released time Tuesdays should be designated as the responsibillty -

.of individual schools. Building released time activities were viewed

more favorably than other activitiesﬂby most of the participants, although
some‘activities that were planned by ‘subject and supportive fields°were
.- very positively received. The l973-7§ released time schedule had so
many different kinds of meetings, that some schools;'particularly the ,
“elemsntary schools that used all reQuired and’optional parentFteacher‘“ . ¢
conferences, had less than ten balldlng meetings durlng the year. More,
and consecutive week-to-week bulldlng Tuesdays would allow the school

act1v1t1e§ to .hate greater depth and to\have more cont1nu1ty from meeting

ito meetlng.
3. Cl%yw1de and Curriculum Tuesdays need a dlfferent structure 'and should ®

be more related to the needs of the partlclpants. Although some subJect

and supportxve fields planned citywide and area-wide programs that were
rated very pos1t1vely, 1n about half of the subjectusupportlve fields N
leks ‘than fifty percent of the partlclpants said the activities were
usually related to their needs " Longer sess1ons than the present n1nety
minutes, and w1th1n d1scipllnes, sessions 1nvolv1ng smaller groups of \
‘people who have s1m11ar interests and 1nstructlonal respons1b111t3es
should be considered. . ‘ : ‘

N s L. Efforts should be made to 1mprove the b§§;dlng¥released time activities ak the
secondary level. Whlle ninety percent of the secondary ‘staff felt the

bulldlng act1v1t1es ‘were at least somewhat worthwhlle, only 32% felt
they were very worthwhile-. - Although the evaluatlon efforts were not
thorough and complete 1nformation was not avallable for all schools, 1t
appeared that many" of the schools did not have a continuous plan or

ohgcctlves, but "z a series of independent faculty.meetln%s and’ department

. ¢
meetings. .

The next two recommendations do not stem directly from the evaluatlon
° ' data, but are based on the evaluator's overall impressions .of the .
Tueaday Released Time Program. -

’ B}

‘5, A statement of&%eneral program guidelines should be made by the central

and/or area administrations. What kinds of ectivit'es are appropriate? ) )
What activities should be emphasized? Are¢:here/6‘ tain activities that

-should not occur on released time; such as“individual daily classroom * .

preparation, completing administrative clerical tasks or information re-

% » S queéts, and general faculty meetings to‘discuss.concerns that are not

crucial to the goals'of the school system (such as the teacher's pension

plan)? Is released time to .be used for staff development, for tasks that e

T L




N
]

L4
.

would ha.ve to be completed whether or not there was released time, or

a

for both? , \ "
Personl relgonaible for each component of the Tuesday Relen.sed ’rime

.Progran (school, consultants, area), should take the responsibility
. for building an evnluation component into its relea.sed tl‘ge plans.

The evaluation should include, at a minimum, a record of the released

t',tiue activities that were conducted and participant judgments. about
. 'whether or not their objectives were achieved.

Perhnps this evaluation
requirement, together with the recomnendntions noted previously,

would generally upgrade the overall qua.lity of the released time

- _programs and would reduce the amount of variation in the quality

of the programs among individual schools and among subject-supportive
Tields by eliminating the pooxr programs. ‘

*
[N

<! g




S

. .
: Appendix A ' : ‘ :
v .
.. Elementary, Secondary, and Human . o !
Relations Questionnaires for Participants ' .. -
[d : . .
2 -
v
P i L
- . [
Lo ‘ ‘
. : -
:‘ . ' N :

"'EIQC o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

,ﬂ.,,N,—oup-«..m,,,.,_‘,.,.vv‘.w‘.,.,.‘,,A,,m,...,‘“.‘_VH«.‘.,,.




A N

Minneapolis- Public Schools : -

Elementary Released Time Evaluation 1973-74
Your relctiona to the following questions will be used to suggest improvements im the Tuesday Released Time Program.

Your careful attention to the items will increase the meaningfulnesa of the results.

‘(1-2) i Data Processing Number

BUIIDING TUESDAYS _

Ttems 3-7 refer to the Tuesdays that were set aside as

the responsibility of individual buildings. Your responses
should not include the citywide or area-wide meetings or
the five human relations 'meudays.

(3) D4d your school set cbjectives or goals that 1t hoped
to accomplish during Building released time activities?
1. Yes; I helped set the objéctives )
) 2. Yes; but I did not help set the cbjectives
» 3. I was not aware of am bjectives . -
) To what extent were you’ involved. in planning your
© Bullding' 8 released time a.ct:lvit:les? ”
. .
1. I was involved in planning many activities
2. I‘wal involved in planning some activities
3. I had little or no :lnvolvement in phnning
N actg.vities
(5) Were the released time activities in your building
related tc your individual needs?
1. Usually
2. Sometimes
— 3. “Seldom
{6) oOverall, how worthwhile were the Build:lng released

time activities? . .
1. Very worthwhile

N \
3%  Somewhat worthwhile

! A
N

L

. Of little or no worth

(7) Have yoﬁ done anything differently on your job
*this year as a result of the Building released
time activities? *

1. Yes, many things

3., No

If YES, please briefly describe what you did
aifferently.

8.9)

El{fC

PAruntext providea by enic [

leave blank

2. Yes, some things o ’ ’

a

()

Do not sign your name.

(10-13)Check vhether or not you atiended any meetings in
the following subject areas that were designed to
promote XK=-12 articulation.

Yes

(10) English

(11) Math

(12)  Science

No
——

(13) .Soc:lal SLudies . .

If you annwered YES to any of the items

10-13, how.
worthwh:lle were theee meet:lngs? - :

1. Very worthwhile S .

. Worthwhile
\
. Ngt very worthwhile

AL

. Worthless . - o

(15) Do you think there is a need for more K=-12
articulation?

1. Yes, a high priority, need:

2. -Yes, but not & high priority need

3. No

Do you think the released time program should be
contimed?
o‘ o
1. No . Y

(16)

2.. Yes, continue as is

3. Yes, with these changes

«

'

(17) Indicate ‘Jour position in the school.

1. Classroom teacher ' * -

-2, Administrator

3. Support personnel; resource teacher,
" SSW, counselor, librarian, etc.

- *

llmméﬂ{ERsmE

Jes~arch and Evaluation Department
May- 1974
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. Isted below are some activities in which you may have been involved on Building Tuesdajs. On the left, estimate the
nunber of Tuesdays you spent on ehch activity.” Then, on the right, for each activity where you indicated some time
spent, -indicate the value of” the activity. S - ot

.

How much time did you spend on this ; - - : o :  How Valusble Were -

activity on Building Tuesdays? o " These Activities?
4 or More 2 or3, One ' \ v L. Very Of Some °  Of No
-_Tuesdays Tues. Tues. None i . Activity a Valuable : Value . . Value.
i ) T Meetings of total faculty to discuss ) (S ’ .
- (18) 4 school-policies, procedures, budget , (3b)
: ‘Meetings of tdtal faculty to d:lacusé ‘the
(19) curriculum apd educational program s : ’ .. (35)
' WOrl;:lng on program and curriculum develop- .
. . ment with other staff members in your -
{20) : ’ — . achool X . . --___ ° .. (36)
h . e Individual time to work on specific v ‘ ) ) :
(1) . - : : curriculum development tasks ’ (37)
(o) . » Individual time to do as one wishes . ’ (38)
(23) ' R _ Conferences with parents about students . (39)
. : N : }
. . Discussions with other staff members
. : about student behavior, management, ’
fay) - R : discipline. : (o)
: o -\ E
S - : : . Meetings with parents to discuss the
(25) curriculum and educational program (1)
» - . :
' ) Meetings to leary/about other educational |
(26) - ’ prograns (alterrfatives, etc.,) : ~{42)
. ’ ) Meetings with sedondary school staff ) < :
(27 4 2 menbers (43)
N . : Ho@m planning meetings with staff
_ : : meumbers from other elementary schools :
(28} . _part of the desegregation plans (Lk)
(29) v : Reading inservice (19)
(30) . : Math inservice . (46)
(31) | Science inservice ¢ ' (u7)
— : .
(32) Social studies inservice . (b8)
° ,' ‘ )
(33) 7 Language arts inservice TN
L. > . \ K =~
’ . 3 - Other . -
'\ * -
.
e ‘ K
| - . r
Other - — . ‘
. N e
> ~
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1 ‘ " Minneapolis Public Schools .
Seconda.ry Released Time Evaluation 1973-Th R

R *

Your ructionn to the follou:lng queltions will be used to suggest improvements in the 'l‘uesday Released Time- Program. >-
- Your ¢areful uttention to the items. w:lll increase the meani’ngfulness of the results., Do ?ot sign your name, -

- (1-2) :Z _Data Processing Number : S .

7

BUILDING TUESDAYS

Items 3=31 refer to the Tueadays that were set aside as the responsib:llity of individual buildings. Your responses should
not include the citywide or area-wide meetings or the five human relations Tuesdays. '

(3)‘ Did your school set objectives or gosls that it hoped - | (16) Were the released time activities in your bu:lld:lng'
" oto nccomplish dur:lng Building released time activities? related to your individual needs? _
. . e . |
"1. Yes; I hélped set thb objectives S B 1. Usually’ A : |
: .2; Yes; but T did not help set the objectives _ -y ' Sometimes ‘
3. T was not aware of lny;ob‘.je'ctivep ) 3. Seldom - - |
(&) To Vhlt extent were you invblveé in-planning your . (17) Overall, how worthwhile were the Building relessed
Building 8 released-time activities? K time. 8-ctivities'l
__1. Tvas inyolved in planning mawy activitles . 1 ——_1. Very worthvhile
- 2. I was involved in pln.nn:lng dome activities - J ' 2. Somewhat wortiwhile
3. I nad 11ttle or no. involvgment in planning ) 3, Of little or no worth
activities, | D - : , -

Tisted velow are some activities in which you may have been involved on Building Tuesdays. On the left, estimate the
number of Tuesdays you spent-on each activity. Then, on the right, for each activity where you indicuted some time spent,
indicate the yalue of the activity. . . o B ) . o

. How much time did you spend on this i . ‘ ’ How Valuable Were
-, activity on Building Tuesdays? \ ) . These Activities? ° 4
"4 or More 2013 One | : - ' Very Of Some of No
" Tuesdays Tues . Tues, Ngne : Activity: : Valuable Value Value
IR o © | Meetings of tétal faculty to discuss school . .
(5) 3 v policies, procedures, budget {18)
. L Meetings ofs total faculty to discuss the -
6) ' curriculum and educational program - » (19)
. . Meetings of total faculty to hea.r an oy ~ ’
(7) :lnv:lted speaker . - (20)
: : - | Department meet:lhgé to.work on program™\ ,
(8) : ‘| and curriculum development - . P (21)
. Department meetings to work on such things -
(9) N - as book orders, staff assignments {22)
n: : . A )
.- ) Meetings with other departments, but not .
(20) . . : total faculty, to plan curriculum : - (23)
) ’ ) Individual time to work on specific
(11) ; . ) curriculum development tasks . (2k)
(1) - o ; Individual time to dotas one wish®& - | - . 7 (25)
. ‘ * | Meetings with other steff menbers to .
(13) . ‘ discuss individuel students . . {26)
: Meetings with parent‘;s to discuss the o
(1) . : curriculum and educational program (27)
(15) : ‘ "~ |other . , . ’ ) - (28)
- . - R \
Y =N
: Y . : . Research and Evaluation Department
o . : o, ‘May 197k .
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¢(35)

~(38)
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' dn
(29) Bave you done anything diff‘erently on your ;job
this year -as a result of the Building released )

7 time activities?

-1, Yes, many things

2., Yes, some 1hings - D

. 3. No. . *
. . If YES, please briefly describe what you did .
" @ifferently. .
’ .- A
\'.
. IR
(30-31)_______j_;eave bmﬁnk

CITYWIDE (conswmm THESDAYS -
‘Thems 32-42 refer to Tuesdays that vere the responsibility
of the subject area consultants. This includes the city-

‘wide Tuesdays and some curriculum Tuesdays that were
organized by the aub,ject ares consultsnts. =

(32) pia you attend the released time meetings organized
by your, subject area consultant?

1.'Yes, all_of' them 3. No, none oi‘ them

h ‘No meetings

2. Yes, some of them
— : 8 cheduled

(33) Were the Consultant released time activities
/ related to your individual needs?

T Usually
M [ ) v

2. Somstimes : .

—3. Seldom

_ Did the Consultant released time activities help you v’

in each ,of the following ways?
yés,
A 1ot

" Yes

(34) Became dware of new materials
or methods

Some No

Developed e skill that can

be used on the job .S

(36) Bacame aware of other educa-

tional programs

Became nore aware of curricu-

v
(37) ;
lum at elementary level .

Became more aware of curricu- oy R
. lum at other secondary grade
lavels

Overall, how worthwhile were the Consultant released
time activities?

1. Very worthwhile

(39)
2. Somewhat worthwhile
L]

3. Of little or no worth

'

Q .

S<

(43-44) Indicate your position in your school.

£

(hO) Have you done anything differently on y6ur job this
year as a result og‘ the Consultant released time
activities"

.

14

1, Yes, many %h_ings ) ) ~
2. Yes, some things ‘

3. No

If YES, please briefly describe what you did
differently. o P

(41-42) Leave blank

If you are

- '8 teacher, check the subject area in which you do
Jmost of your -teaching.

’7, Ol Administrator —  ~ 10 Librarian
N oeart A _11mth
03 Buainess‘ ” ;Y 12 Music )
Ol Counselor 13 Nurse
05 English ' ’ 14 Physical

. _ Education

06 Foreign Lnflgu#se 15 Science®

(XT. ‘Home Economics 16 Social
08 Industrial Arts : Studies
Vo 17 Special
09 Soéial Workers \Education
¢ : 18 Work
Coordinator

(h5-h6) It you are a teacher, check the school in which

“ you work. o not theck your school if you are .
not & teacher. . Reports for individual schools
411l be made for the total group of staff members
at each sghool only; results will nat be broken

down by- position. .

. 0Ol More than one school 15 Folnell

. - —— e} ({u : "
02 Central : 16 Franklin

o

—. 03 Eaison 17 Jefferson. ;

Ol Henry Jr-Sr . . 18 Jordan )
. 05 Marshall-U Jr’-.’;;r 19 Li_ticpln
* *" - 06 North 56 tokonts

07 Roosevelt 21 Northeast

&t __ 08 South 22 Olson

o

09 Southwest Sr

\\‘_/_10 Vocational

... 11 Washburn
oo’ g

23 Phillips
2 Ramsey

-

.25 Senford -

12 West 26 Sheridan Jr.

N 13 Anthony

b Bryant + _2BwuoC, . y

;}u_

27 Southwest Jr

J

|



'_‘(15),'. I feel better able to relate . 8 —

]

. . Minneapolis Public ‘Schools -
", Humn Relations Program ~ 4

/ Puring the 19]3-710 ;choo]. ‘Yesr each lchool developed and irnplemented a human rehtionl progrnm that used five

Tuesday released time sessions as a minimum amount’'of ti . Your frank response to the iteu on this questionnaire
will be very helpful in assessing the value of the Humar Relations Program nnd’.ln giving direction to future programs.
There are no right’ or wrong answers; just opinions. Do ot sign your name. qHRP stands for Human Relationl Program,

) itens start with nusber (3) for data processing purposes. Your questionnaire will be sent directly to the :
Research and Evaluation Damtnnt for proceuigg and analysis. Thank you.

Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree ] i B .
with the following statements by ci? ling: the appro- - - . ‘8 4 »
_ priate nusber under Strongly Agree, (SA), Agree (A), - (18) T feel better able to deal with o .
Disagree (D), or Strongly Disagree (SD). - pecple of different life styles
Y. 8 A D o | and values as a result of the HRP,’ .2 3 ¥

(3) I bada clear idea’of the ,

purpose or gosls of the mp What are your perceptions of the amqunt; of involvement

"~ for my school or~project 1 2 3 ) by each of theé following groups in your Human Rehti,onl' Program.
(W) 1 ha.d some input into what o ’ T < Tremen- Don't
the Human Relations Program “‘Q " ‘ None SO-e Much . dous -  Know
would be. 1 '3 Ly S
i s © | (19) Yourselr ~ 1 a 3 b "5
(5-7) There is » need for more human relations ed\ication . L : o
*  within my achool or proJect regarding: . | (20) Clerks 1 2 3 N 5.
(5) Intra-interperlcml- T I (21) Custodians 1 2 3 b 5
relntionships . 1 2 3 't ‘ )
&r : (22) Teachers and
(6) Awdreness of cultural y . Certificated .
pluralism . . 1,2 3k Support 1 2 3 b 5
(7) Program change and o : K (23) Administrators 1 o 3 L - 5
‘deve lopuent 1 2 . 3 b . L
- ‘ . L (24) Teacher Aides ‘1 2 370 5
(8) "I feel that I improvad my : S , )
«Jinterpersonal skills as a : (25) Students ' 1 2 3 b 5
- result of the HRP. 1 2 3 .,b ~ ' - SN
(26) Community 1 2 3 b .5
(?) The HRP in my school was ) . : : , .
related to the needs in my L, 2 3 1 [(27) How often:this year, in addition to the minimm five -
. Tuesdays, have you participated in planned human

(105 I'sa to know other otaff rehtionn activities with the staff at your school?

pecberg hetter a8 a result ‘ .
. of the HRP. 1 2 3 4 . 1. Ten t:lmea or more ~
(11) This y=ar I have used the A . 2+ 5 -9 times Co .
co-gunicaticm okills that b 4 3. 1-b ti
were emphasized in last . ——t  vimes
year’'s (1972-73) HRP. . 1 2. 3 b b, Never
{12) This year T have seen others . , ‘Give examples

using the cormunication
okills that were emphasized in
188t year's (1972-73) HRP. 1 2 3 .

&

(13) I am interested in parti~- <

"« cipating in more humen .
relations programs.. 1 2 3 't 2
(14) ‘The Bembers of my school or . (28) Has the Tuesday emphasis on human relations transferred to
projeet developed more . 4 . your school enviromnent or to your work as an individual?
" positive working reldtionships ’ : .
20 a result of the HRP. 1 2 3 b —'——_'l' Yes, a lot of transfer

2. Yeg, some transfer
v \

0

to peraons of different races 3. Mo . | . : )

" egareoult.of theWRP. S 1 2 3 . b} —— .

If Yes, please indicate h’w

(16) I am riore aware of the values'
and outlooks of cultural and .
radéial groups other than wy .

own as at}reeult of the HRP.- 1 2. % “h - - vl
y | , =

(17) I feel vetter able to deal
. with sexism £8 a result of 2 ' o ‘ .
*  the HRP. R S - 3 - b .

v
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.




How do you view the interpersonal reh,ltianlhipl among the _ (510) Overall, what impact did the human relations acti-
various members bf your school setting? Under each of the . vities have on interpersonal relatjons 1 your 3
Tive relationships apecified bélow, five pairs of adjectives |, .+ 8chool or project. .- ]
are uted to describe tlffe quality of the relationship. Indi- | - : tf‘ _ |
cate how you feel about each of the\relationships by cirelingl’ * Improved grea - )
one of the five numbers on each of the lines. For example, .} - : 1
" if you fdél ‘that a particular relationship is more friendly .| 2. Improved some . l
than unfriendly, circle 1 or 2; if you feel the relationship ! - e
is more unfrieridly than friendly/ circle 4 or 5; 1f your ..J *  wmo3+ .Did not change
feelings are neutral, circle 3., If you do not feehthat you g \h ¥y
can make a Jjudgment, do not circle any number on t . . Became worase . .
Your answers should indicate how you perceive the relat jgp _
ships of all menbers in_the ‘spscified relstionship, not: Junt 3. No improvement r’ns needed
individual t into th !
» ns»a . : Vi 2 -f’ (55} ALl 1n 8ll, how worthwhile were the human rehtion
. THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG ALL STAFF MEMEERS ARE NS . . actjvities to you?
(29) Frienaly_ 1| 2 i3 | 4 | Unfriendly i 1o Very worthwhile »
. . ¢ ) ! Ny - o
\ (30) Sensitive__ 1 [ 2 | |4 | 5 _Insensitive . 2. Worthyhile
. ri‘aw (31) Clomed__1 | 2 I3 ‘ b |5 Open" 3.. Not very worthwhile . o
(32) mrustruy 1 | 2 | 3 | b | 5 pDistrustrul | . k4. worthless , - SR
0_ Rk "", . N . ’
(33) cola_ 1 | 2 | 3 |-u |5 Warn (56) Which aspects of the Hum-n Relations Prognm vere
~ » Py ( . ‘ ] ) most v.lmble to you? o . \ :
THE RDIATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ALL STAFF MEMBE’RS AND . : - — ) g
ALL STUDENTS ARE . o, . . Y .
' (Bh) Friendly -1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 uUnfriendly ' _ L B .
(35) Sensitive 1 | -2 | 3 |_ 4 | 5  Tnsensttive , ' : L,
’ i . ’
(36) cClosed__1 |~ 2 | 3 |_ b4 /s Open * : , ,
. - k ) ' . — : ‘
(37) Trustful_ 1 | 2. | 3 | & ] 5 pistrustful (57) -Which aspects of the ‘Hunn Relations Prognn were
. s : ] least vnlunble to you? ,
(38)  eora 1 | 2 | 3 | B'| 5 wam y o . )
' . n 3 \% - ‘ = .
THE REIATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STAFF }EMBERS OF DIFFERENT : ¥
. RACIAL/ETHNIC 'BACKGROUNDS ARE : — T
(39) Priendlv_1 | 2 |_3 I'.;*'» b | 5  Unfriendly - '
C ~ i ' { A b :
(4O) Sensitive 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 Insensitive ' ‘ R _ . B
. 1 . . P .
{41)  Closed . 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 open
) 5 T 7 Iy . (58) What 1s. yeur position?
(42) Trustful 1 |_ 2 |3 | 4 |°5 piatrustful : ,
: o o ~© 1. Clerical or cwstodial staff %
(43) cora__ 1 |_2 | -3 [ 4 |5 warm - - :
: J ) : ’ 0 2. Teacher, ndministrator or other :
THE' RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STAFF MCMBERS AND STUDENTS (v certificated staff = . .~
oF DIT“FERENT RACIAL/ETHNIC BACKGR(XJNDS ARE ' 3. Parent or communi_ty 0, ) S
(bl ) T‘riendly 1| 2 l 3 | 1& |5 Unfr:[endly . B 4, Teacher aide B R ‘o -
(NS)-S,enniktive 1 | 2 .l 3 14 | 5 Insensitive o 5. oth%r (specify) Y
(46)  Closed 1 | 2 1.3 | & -] 5 open ) 1 (59) In human relations prégrams it is important to know -
- & - \ . how people of different racial/éthnic backgrounds
(47) Trostful_ 1 | 2"} 3 [_ 4 | 5 pistrustful view the program.. Please indicate your racial/ethni
. ' . : o . background below. Responses by racial/ethnic ‘back- -
(lxﬂ) Coxd__ L J_2 | 3 | b4 | 5 Warm .ground will be reported by total city and area only.
. . ) o Feel free to leave this item blank if you wish.-
o 'I'HE REIATIONSHIPS BETWEEN 'STUDENTS OF DIPFERENT e . . __“___1. Black American’ s
RACIAL/ET}REIC BACKGROUNDS ARE 0 Lt e o _ . .
N - v ' ) : —t 2. Indian American .0 .
. (49) Friemaly 1 | 2 | 3" | o4 | .5 uUnfriendly A . e
. ; . . White American - ? o
. {(50) Sensitive 1 | 2. | 3 | 4 | 5 Insensitive T . ‘ . ‘ :
; - B ' ; ., Other. racisl/ethnic group -
(51)m Closed_ -1 | 2 | 3 | & | 5 Open  * . S o ' e -
(52) Trustful 1 | 2 | 3 % .5  Distrustful : : Research and Evaluntion Department :
‘ u : March 1974 .o
"") veCold 1 | 2 | .3 | 4 | 5 varm . : ] : ‘ )
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