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Minneapolis Public Schools

An Evaluation of theMinneapoliam blic Schools'
1973.174'Tuesday Released Time Program

A.Summary,e'Findings

( Summary
, See page

During the 1973-74 school year.elementary and secondary
students in Minneapolis were released from their clasSes every
Tuesday at 2:00 to allow staff,members to partiCipate in staff'
development activities., A variety of different ,types of-
meetings were distributed throughout-the 37-week schedule:
building meetings to be used by individual schools, citywide.
meetings organized by consultants, curriculum meetings organized

'1,2
by areas and consultants, hunan relations meetings, area meetings
organized by decentralizefl areas, and at the elementary, level,
requirediand optional parent- teacher conferences. This part

.of thee6raluatioh report summarizes the overall findings.
Des2riptions of objectives, activitie9, and specific evaluatidns
forconsultants and individual schools can be''foundin.Parts /I-V
of the complete evaluation report:. Part II (Citywide),
Part III (East Area),-Part7IV (North Area), Part V (West -Area).'

Although there was great vaiiiation among schools, elementary
staff members made good use of building Tuesdays. Staff question-
naires showecrthat parent-teacher conferences, faculty meetings
to discusS school policies and pro4e4ureS, staff meetings 'about
program and curriculum deVelopment,.meetings,to learn about
other educational programs, and desegregation-integratiomprogram
planning were .common uses of building Tuesdays. The majority of
the staff members said they helped set objectives; helped plan
the activities, and felt the activities were related to their

individual needs.
r

Fifty-seven perdent of the elementary staff said the
building activities were very worthwhile, '09% said they were
somewhat, worthwhile, and 4% said theywerecf little or no'

worth. Ninety-four percent said"the releaSed time program
should be continued, although 36% said somechapges"should

be made. ,

. i

,

Interviews with-principals and staff members at ten ele-
mentary schools indicated that staff response was favorable and

that building-designated released time periods had been used

productively in most of these schools. -

Building released time activities at most secondary_sehools

were of some value to the staff members, 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 bui ding released time activities. The most common uses

Jle-

of se 'ndary released time were facultykmeetings to discuss

matt6 such as school policies, procedures; budget, and a
program planning,, and department meetings to work on program 14"15

development or things such aebudg0 and eqpipmerik orders.

, .
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!Although there was substantial Yariation,amOdg sehoole, secondary
'staffmembers indicated a rather limited inVOlveientsin planning.
their activities. Overall, one4hird of the staff'saidAhey.telped
set buildingAeleased timeobjeCtiyes While 11% said they helped
plan many and 43%.Saidthei helped plan some of the released time,
activities. Thittyotwo,percent, of the questionhaite respondents

the building,. activities were very worthwhile, 58% said they
were?someWhat,votthwhile' and 10%. said they were of little or no
worth.

,

- .

Nanrof the Area and Curriculuin Tuesdays were given to the
HnmanRelations Program or to individual ichools.. HoweYer, the
consultants and area cUrricului generalists did organize some
staff development meetings on the Cutilohlum Tuesdays:

ThesubjeCt4rea and suppOrt-se'ilvice consultants were'responsible
for three citywide' meetings- nd severs?, area=wide-oirriculum meetings.
Although participant responie to the Consultant meetings.differed
substantially hmonisubject and supportive areas, the overall.parti-
cipant reacti#n tended to be pOsitive, but somewhat less favorable
than their ratings of bbilding. released time activities. About
one=third of the participants said the consultant released time
activities were usually related t8 their needs, 39% said sometimes,
and .25% said seld0i. !L Overall, one - fourth. of the respondents said

the activities.wereverY iorthwhile, abOnt-half said they were
somewhat Worthwhile, and one-fourth said they were, of little or

, no worth.

Five Tuesdays in :each school were used for,human relations
activities.R Although the evidence indicated room.fOr improvement,
particularly at secondary locations, the'majority of the elementary
participants and about half of the secondary participants felt the
program had a positive-imphot on idterpersohal relationships among
staff mem*rs and on-awatene$s of other cultural/ethnic grOups.

.

ReveraI recomiendations were 'made. In abbreyiated form, these
recommendations7Wete:.

-

More:time should be;devoted to planning.anLotganizing released-
' time activities that are related tdrthe,needaof the.participants.

16 -lb

23.25

26-31

31-36

, 4ore'released-time Tuesdays should be designated' as the respou-
, sibility of individual schools.

7

CityWide and Curriculum Tuesdays need a different strUctute
and Should be more related to the needspof thepaiticipants.-

Efforts should be made to improve the building
at the secondary level.

.

4i'statement of program guidelines should be' made by the
'central and/or area administrations...

-Persona-responsibile_for_eachoomponent of thereleased time
visgram.(school, consultants, area) should takethe responsi-
bility for building an evaluationcoOpOnent;into its released.
time,plins. '

* * *

.

35,37;38

July 1974 , Research and Evaluation DepO.rtment
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About- This Report.

This evaluaApn report, Part I: A Summary of Findings,

iStone of five parts bf the coiplete evaluation report oft,

the Minneapolis PubliC Schools' 1973-714 Tuesday Released

Time Program. Parts/II - V give descriptions of the released

time objectives, activities, and specific. evaluations for
4 .

consultants and individual schools: ,Part II (Citywide),

Part III (East Area schools), Part IV (North Area schools),

Part. V (Wes.Area schools).
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Minrapolis public Schools

an Evaluation ,of the Minneapolis Public Schools'.
3=973=74 Tuesday Re1eased Time Program

}a(rt I: A Summary, inof-Fin ng

During the 1973-74 school yearelerentary and secondary students

in Minneapolis were released from their classes very Tuesday at`2010: 3

to allow staff members to participate in staff deve/opment activities.

The released time schedule on page two was established by the Department

of Planning and Instruction tocoordinate,different types of meetings

within the decentralized areas. The folk wing guideline for each type,

of meeting was included with the time schedule.

1. Building Tuesdays. .Meetingedesignated as "Building" were

.0 be used by individual schools(as determined by the .

principal-and factilty. .

2. Citywide Tuesdays. Three Tuesday meetings were reserved"

for citywide meetings to be planned by the subject -area

Consultants.
1,

. Curriculum Tuesdays. Areas and schools within areas could

call upon all consultants and curriculum personnel on the

days indicated. .

Area Tuesdays. Meetings designated as "Area" were to be

used in any way the area superintendent decided.

'Human Relations Tuendays. Although not included in the

time schedule, each area and school was committed, to the,

scheduling of five TUesday released time meetings for

the Human Relations Program.

Parent-Teacher Conferences. At the elementary level five
-D

Tuesdays in the fall were reserved citywide for parent-

teacher conferences.. Four-More Tuesdaysin the spring

were optional dates that individual elementary schools

'Could use for parent-teacher conferences.

EValuation Design

An evaluation strategy was developed with two major considerations

in mind. First, it vpuld provide a vehicle for systematic planning and

documentation of released time activities within each 'of the various

types of meetings; building, area, citywide, human relations. Second,

10
.



DATE

September 11
18
25

October 2

9.

,'16
23
30

November '6
13

NORTH
,

'Curriculum,
Building :-
Area
Building,
Curriculum
Building

Area
Building
Curriculum

27 Building
December . 4 Area '

11 Building,

18 Curriculum
linuary 8' Building,'

15 Building
22. -Bgilding
29

Februasy 5 Area

Maroh

April

June

12 Milling
19 Curri'culum
26 Building

5 Area
12 Building
,19 . Curriculum
26 Building
2 Area

16 Curriculum
23
3o

Building
. .

.

TOESDAY'RELEASED;TIME SCHEDULE

1973*
SEA

Building
But lding
Curriculum
Building
Area
Building
Curriculum
.G-I T

Building
Area
Building
Curriculum
Building
Ards.

Buflding04
Area
Building
Curriculum
CITYW
Building
Area
Building
Curriculum
BUilding
Area
Building
Curriculum
Building
Building
Curriculum
CITY W

EAST

ing
Ara
Building
Curriculum
Building ,

Area
Building
D E . ..,;'

Curriculum
Building
Area ,

BUilding
Curriculum,
Building
Area

' Building
Curriculum
Building..

ID E . . . .

' Cdrriculum
Building
Area
.Buildi
Cgrric

:Build!
Area
Building
Curriculum
Area,

Building
I D E . . .

WEST

Building ,

Building
Area
Building
Curriculum
Buildkng
Area ffl'"

Building
Curriculum
Building
Area S.

a Building,
C riculum
Bui ding
Cllr iculum

Building
Area

Building
Curriculum
Building '

Area,

Building.
Curriculum
Building
Area
Building..
Building
Area

7
14,
21

24
11

.Area
Ruilding-
Currpulum
Building
Area

Building-
Area /
Building .

CUrriculum
Area
Building

CurriculUm
Building -

Area
Building
Area
Building

Building
-curticulUm,
Building
Ares
Area
Building

spNIAL

Parent-Teacher Conf.
Parent - Teacher Conf.
Parent-Teadher
Parent-Teacher Corif.
Parent-Teacher Conf.

. 4

r

Optional P-T Conf.
. Optional P-T Conf.-
Optional P=T Conf.
Optional P-T Conf.

Curriculum

Area

Building

Citywide

11

Breakdown of Tuesdays by type of meeting or each dedentralized area

8 8 8 7

8 8 9 9
/- .18 18 17 18

'3 3 3

O
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a
it would provide outcome measures of .released time benefits in addition
to aurveys' of staff opinions... .f7 -

,

,-

The evaluatl.oNn strategy 'was -to prOoeed through five steps: needs*
. , - ,

..c, .assessment, objective setting, activity planning, process 'evaluation,
and outcome evaluation. cIU,OCtober 1973, once the evaluation .strategy
had been approved' by the Minneapolis 'Public Echoole and the State Depart'!" '

0

meat of Education,- each individual school was-asked to complete the first
-three steps fore the citywide'meetings. The three decentralized areas

.
were asked to indicate their objective* and activities for the Area and. /gr

.. Curriculum Tuesdays. The Plans for human -relaiions Tuesdays were coordinated
by the area,,hunitn relations facilitators. .

, 1

N. . The Southeast Alternatives (SEA) area 'Within the Minneapolis Shhool .

System wkis not include& in this evaluation since it had its 'own e9.111ttidn
otegm.'

The process evaluation 'and outcome evaluation portions of the evaluation
strategy had to wait until: the first three steps were completed. sed

4 B

on the objectivespand activities returned, and based on the time allocations
for evaluation, the folloWing pidcedures were developed to determine the

. 0

'use and value %f 'the Tuesday Released Time program.

3.. Elementary Building Tuesdays
a. Each school'was 'asked to .prov4e a'desription of

so ho* they actually used their building Tuesdays.
b. Staff members, at each school were asked to complete

7 a
a questionnaire regarding the value of the program
(see Appendix A). t

c. An evaluator interviewed staff members at ten elementary
schools to more .specifically determine released time
accomplishments.

a. coritary Building Tuesdays
a. Each school was asked either to describe how they

actually used their building Tuesdays, or to provide
information related to the achievement of ee.rlier-
identified objectives.

b. Staff members at each schclol were asked to complete
,

. a, questionnaire regarding the _value of the program
(See Appendix A)., t

12
3



0

c."-oSeveral.secondary schools which used more thap four released
4 f

time meetings for de rtpent activities-Wire asked to

describe what each d partment accomplished during released

tim 1
11),.

3. AnNi and Curriculum Tuesdays'

The Currichlum Genbralists in the three decentralized areas

were interviewed to determine theireuse of these Tuesdays.

4. CityWide Tuesdays
,

.a. The cohstltanis were asked tb,deicrihe.how they used
?

the citkwide Tuesdays.

faA14pantscompleted:hrief questionnaires after

several cityi/de'meetinget
- -

Staff meMbera,responded to a' questionnaire. regarding,

the value of the citywide meetings.

Mutat( Relations Tuesdays,

Each school,completed a humakrelations questibhnaire at the

end'of the five sessions (see Appendix A).'

ResultW

The-resUlts for this section (Firt-I: Summary.of Findings) of the

Tuesday. Released Time PrOgramfevalmation will be preSented in the eollOvring

order: EleMentary Building Tuesdays, BeCohdary Building Tuesdays; Area

and'Curriculum Tuesdays, Citywide Tuesdays,Ind Human Relations. Tuesdays,

As indicated previously, more complete results -for consultants ,and

individual buildings within etch decentralized area are repoAedin

Partk II - V of the complete evaluation report.

Results for Elementaiy'Building TUesdaya4 :

The response by elementary schools to the Ootober1973 request

for needs, objectives, and planned activities for their building-designated

Tuesdays was good. Forty-seven of the 55 schools that were requested )

to provide information (seven schbli in the East Area expanded community

schools area were excluded) sent in documents that described their needs,
Si

objectives, and planned activities. A copy of each school's laans for

13 .



.'their building Tuesdays it included in other parts of this report:

Part III (East'Ares.4 Part IV (North Area), Part -V (West Az :ea).

54

0 The identified needs and ob4e0ives varied greatly among sch9ols,

although many Schools had objectives related to improved parent commUfti-

cations and development of new skills and,knowledges among the staff:.

The clarity of the statements of objectives also varied.greatkvimong

schools. Some schools stated their objectives in very clear, mea9urable

behavioral terms, while other schools made general statements, or state'
. ,

ments related to act9:ritie a rather, than behaviorafl. otitcomes.

Staff Questionnaire. .

vs'

a

The elementary staff questionnairejsie -Appendix A) sent to all, schools

in June 1974 was completed by about,70%ttthe staff members. Since it

was sent out late in the school year, a few7sChools were not able to get

staff remotions. Two4schools are not included in the totals because

their responses were received too late. The staff views for individual

elementary schools that completed questionnaires can be found in Parts

IV, and V.

Activities,
o

Theelementary auestionnaireasked ar staff perceptions of how they ,

spent their building-designated Tuesdays (Table 1 on page 6). Parent-
,

teacher conferen'es,were a common use of released time; 78% of the staff,

members said they spent four or more building Tuesdays talking With parents

about students. Meetings,of the total school faculty to discuss school

-policies and procedures, or to discuss the curriculum and educational

program were common (abOut.80% of the respondents s two or more

Tudtdays were used for each of these activities). Worki with other

f members on program and curriculum development, meets gs to learn
about other educational programs, dese4vgation-integration program °.

planning, and discussions with other staff members about Student-manage-

meat were also common.
4

When inservice meetings in i4e subject areas were'held, they were

usually ne-shot sessions rather than extended programs Over several

Tuesdays. About two-thirds of the respondents` said 'they/did :ot have

a* released time to individually do as they 'rifted.

5 alp
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Elementary Released Time Activities
StafrPerceptio-ns of Their Value

How much time did you spend
on this activ)ty on
Building Tuesdays?

4

More' 2 -or 3 :one
TOs. .Tues." Tiles. None

4%

33

8

30-

44.

15%

28

7%

12

e0

4 15 19 62

78 11 3. 8

11 27

9 32 35

5

la 25 22

21 20 46

25 19 14 43

46 17 25 54

2 17 41 40

2 5 .30 63

4 11 30 55

4 22 43 31

) Nal1016 ,HOw Vall.iable 'Were

/_

These pCtvivities ity

Very
Activity . Valuable

Meetings of total faculty 0 dis-
cuss Adhool policies, pr edures,
(budget

Meetings of, total fac 7 to 4:16-,

cuss the curricu].im a ,educa,
'tiofial program

Working on program
loft deve4bopment wits \other staff
OWmbers in yoUi sd 9401

. .

Individual time work on
specific curriculumdevel9pment
tasks *-

Individual ti

Value

41% 2

1

77 >211'

2

0

33 ° 1

59 2'

53 46 1.

23 0 57 20

one wishes

Conferences mit4tparents
students
DiscussiondrWitkother staff'
members about student behavior,
management, disd%pline

Meetings with pa ents to discuss.
the curriculum end educOio4a1
program

Meetings'to lea n about Other
educational p graahts4alter-
natives', etc.) es

Meetings with
staff members

Program ann
staff members
mentary schoo
desegregation

Reading inser

Math inservic

Science Inge..

Social studie

Language arts

econdaryschool

9

ng rieetallgs
from other ele-
s part, of the
plans,

ice

;ice
inservice '

inswica

38

54 la
58 38

57 39

'43 47

41 .48

53 42

4

10

10.

5

a
Only respondents yho spent time on an activity rated its value.

o
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ti

is Staff involvement. Were the staff members aware of building objectives

for released tigie activities? Nimety=five peiceit of the elementary .1

'respondents skid their school set objectives that theyliopEVo.sccbmplish

4. on. building Tuesdays. (Table 2 on page 8 ). Sixty -six percent of the
'

staff said theihelpedisef the objectives." This staff involve;eht in

. setting objectives varied greatly amongAschoolse All of the staff .(1.00%).

said they helped set the objectives at the most positive responding. school
. - .

e on this particular questioAt while 15% of the staff .said they helped set
. ,

the'objectiiesiat the, east positive school. i...
,,

O bid staff members he4,plan'their)buildini's-released,time activities? .

,---L

my -nine perbent said -they were involved in planning mawactivities
.

an 47% said they helped plan some activities (Table 2). At the most
a

tive school on this item., x.00% of the :staff said they helped plan many
,-

or.'soce activities: At the least positive, school on this item, 14%.said ,

they planned many or some activities.

Most'people felt their building activities were'related to.their
b

building's needs. Fifty-six percentresponded usually, 38% -said sometimes,

and 7% said seldom. The "usually response for individual schools ranged

from 92% to 0%..

Overall value. Three items on tine questionnaire,were related to the

overall value of the Tuesday Released Time Program. Fifty-seven pextcent

of the respondents said the building 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 ), -Individual school

responses ranied from 100% to 10% on the very worthwhile choice. .The

majority of the elementary staff members'indicated that they did something .

different onptheir job this year\as a 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 schools who wanted the program continued ranged

from 100% to 55%.

0 vr.
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Value of activities. Most of the more specific released time

activities in Table i (page 6) were viewed as valuable by elementary

staff members; who participated Jul them. For example,-90% of the staff

meftbars.wh6 gad. conferences with parents; about students said they were

very valuable. Although' only about halfcbf the 'respondents said they

spent onOi-more Tuesdays on individual curriculum tasks or doing as

one wishes; 80% of'those whodid participate said it was very valuable.

Most other activities also. received favorable ratings, with about half

. or mores of the 'participants, saying they were very valuable 1- Meetings with

secondary school staff Members was the least\favorably rated activity;

23% said they were very valuable, 57% said of SOme.Value; and 20% said of

no value..

Individual Schools
007

Due to time and resource constraints, the outcome evaluation was not

carried nut tothe extent that was originally-planned. However, to obtain

more specific iaormation about released time accomplishments, ten ichools

were selected for further Study. The evaluator had no prior knowledge of

each schoors'accomplishments. An evaluation assistant visited each of

the ten schools and interviewed the principal and the teachers to obtain

their.views of the released time activities in their school., Each school

will be discussed briefly. A more thorough description can be found in

Pas III, IV, and V.

--I Audubon, Feedback from staff and administration was positive. The inter-

viewer's impressions were supported by the staff's response on the questionnaire.

Specific accompldishments by the Audubon staff on its building Tuesdays were:

Plans for a media center have been developed (more time needed).

Plans made for a,grade 4..:8 math program for next fall.

ContinuouB progress extended to grade 4 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 5 -'' °to grade 4 next fall.,

Bethune.. Bethune is part of a six- school cluster in--the desegregation-
,

integration plan to be implemented in the fall of l974. Teacher feedback

in the interviews was positive. The staff listed. the following accomplish-

ments on building: Tuesdays. A
4



, .

, . Meeting with parents from both comummities'to share ideas and
0. .

ar
.

work together.

Got acquainted with new teammates; sharing views, feelings, methods,

philosophies.

Team program planning for next year;

LOoked at materials needed for next year.

LOoked at alternate programs for text yea.;

. Dealt with steps,to change library_' to media center.

Bremer. Bremek is Part of the Bremer-Cleveland-Willard cluster in the

odesegregation-integration planAto be implemented in the fall Of 1974.

Building Tuesday'accomplishments were: j.

. Developed level of trust and working relationships among teachers'

in the cluster. S-)

Extendire Program planang for next year; booklet' developed that

jexplains the ihree alternative programs.

. Meeting,parents and childrpn from new area.

. Timecto study and discuss 'aelection.of materials and resources.

. Specialists from outside building regarding children's needs.

, Calhoun. The interviewer-did not talk with the principal (not available).

Although teachers valued the idea of released time, they want it to be more

meaningful
0
to

.
their needs. Teachers expressed frustration in,that many of

the planned meetings were cancelled and teachers had to go to an area

cluster meeting in which they'were not involved. Staff qUestionnaire

results support teacheryiews (29% said released tiie activities were

"utual1y4 related to'their needs).

Cooper. Most oethe building Tuesdays were usedito plan and carry out

programs to improve human relations and attitudes among staff, students,

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. 4414,

0,.

Fuller. fuller will be Closed next year and its students will attend

Field-Hale. The building Tuesdays during the first half of the irear were

used to further develop and expand the Continuous Progress Program. This-
.

included classification of, students, comprehensive planning and assessment,

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

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

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

11
tak



0

Harrison. Harrison is part of the Bryn Mawr-Douglas-Harrison-kegwood
0

cluster inthe desegmegation/integratron plan to be implemented
t,

nented in the

Pall `of 1974. An'administrativellecision regarding the exact boundaries

Was not made-until late in the year. This made-itidifficult to complete

.0, cluster planning by the staff for next year'(one of their released time

6. objectives), although the Harrison staff did,,ret with thestaff from the

other cluster Schools several tides toward the,nd of the ye*.r. Other

activities and accomplishments during building Tuesdays were:.

. Became familiar with new math material and games:.

. Di4upsed other programi with staff fro
0

Open School.
a

Discussed building problems::

, Parent conferences.

FieldHale and Mor

Allowed time for teacher input to book ord

Kenny. The Kenny .staff identified.fbur objectives at the beginning

of the year staff understanding of other etbnickgrOps,lstarf preparation
. .6

for teaching of ethnic cultures, staff interest in and'preparatiOn for -

.

trying new techniques or curriculum, and staff' orientation to a K-12 concept.,

All activities were related to theseehbjebtives. Both the 1;Tincipal and

teachers felt they had accomplished'the first three objectives. The K-12

orientation objective was not Completed; scheduling problems made'it diffi-'

cult to meet with other schools. The positive response gven by the staff

in the interviews also came out in the staff-questionnaires.

°ring andPbudget.

Loring. Loring is part of a cluster of schools in the deiegregation/.

integration plan that wilisi5e implemented in the fall ofe1974. Many of

the building Tuesdays wee used for cluster planning. However, the Loring

staff also had activitiel related to some df their long range plans to

carry-through on innovative units. Major:accomprishments indicated by, the

principal and teachers were:

. Cluster planning regarding classificationof students, selecting

materials hnd-equipment, meetings with-parentsi,program development,

and, planning exchange' activities for children.

. Became aware of language arts approaches and materials.

. Met with MultiEthnic Task, Force representative to discuss materials.

a
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Starflish Most of the building Tuesdays' were Used,tOplan programs

for next ykr's despgregation. Standish will become part of apthree4!school,
0

cluster that will'Offer three alternative programs;. contemporary,
o

continuous progress., and modified open.. Teachers; indicated the following

activities: .teachersand\parents met to write philosophy, develOp goals;

decide on programs, survey and orAermaterials and dpcuss the program

for /text year. Many other meetings in' addition to the released time

Based'omvisits to ten elementary schools) it was the int viewbr-'s

opinion.that, with few exdeptions,-thehuilding-designated released time

periods had been used productively in nine of the ten elementary schools,

sessions were held to complete thetasks.

Staff response was favorable and evidence existed to indicate'that staff

members were engaged in many worthwhile Activities.

. )?
,

,Summary of Blemqntary Building Results

Did the elementary schools make-gdod use of the Tuesday:released
e

time sessions that were esignated as the responsibility Of individual

sc
o
ls? AlthougH it s not-feasible to evaluate the proirams at each

sciol,:the information :that was collected,indicates an answer of yes.

Most schools turned in needi, objectives, and planned activities for the

building Tuesdays that indicated that attentidn had been given to planning

meaningful programs. Staff questionnaires showed that parent-teacher
P

-conferences, faculty Ineetings'to diecusg-schocl policied and procedures,
- .

-. c

staff meetings about program-.--.-/ and curriculum development, meetingstO learn
.,

- -

about other educational' programs, and desegregation-integration program

planning were common uses of building Tuesdays...

Although there was great variation amoneschoRls the majority of

the'staff members said they helped set the'objeCtives heipedplan-the

activities; and felt the activities were related to their building needt.

-Fifty-seven percent of the questionnaire respondents said the

'released time activities were very rworthwhile, 9% said they were'tomewhit

worthwhile, and 4% said they were of

members indicated they did something

a result of the building activities;
O

little or no worth. Most of the, staff

different on their job this year as

24% ind*ated many things, 60%

indicated some things. Ninety-four percent said the released time program

should be cm:tinged, although 36% said some changes should be made.

, .
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The irincipal. and teachers at ten elementary schools were interviewed

to Obtain more specific information about-released time accomplishments.

With a few exceptions, staff response was favorable, and evidence was .

available that building- designated" released4ime'Periods had, en used

productively in these elementary schoolag '
j

Results for Secondary Building Tuesdays

t

- The proposed evaluation strategy met with some difficulties at the

secondary level. About pal: of thesecondary schools responded.to th

October 1973 request for needi, objectives, and panned activities.

It ii'notknoilreWhy mare schools did not respond. Otthe secondary'

schools.who did respond, some provided detailed plans including department

objectives,; while suers were quite, general. Plafis for each school's
,

*Aiding Tuesdays are given in other parts of the complete evaluation

reritt Part III (East Area). Part IV (North Area), Part V (west Area).

I

rActivities
,

In January 1974 moat schools, particularly those who had Oct given

'information about their objectives and planned activities, were asked 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 secondary schools. Copies can be found in Parts III, IV,

and V.
t 1,11

The questionnaire sent to all secondary schools in May 1974 ksee

Appendix A) and completed by about three-ffmrths of the staff members'

asked for staffperceptions of ktow.thai spent their building-designated

Tuesdays(Table 4 on page 15). Staff views corresponded with the description

of activiti submitted by schools at the end of the yeir. Meetings of,

the toted: kacuity,to discuss matters such as school Policies, procedures,

and budget, and department meetings to work on program and curriculum develop-:
°,s went were the most common uses of building Tuesdays. About'half of the

questionnaire respondents said they-spent at least four Tuesdays on each of:

these two activities. About italf"ofttile respondents said they spent two or more

Tuesdays on the fpllowing,aCtivities: meetings of the total faculty to
.

14.



Table 4

Sec ndaryNel4ased Time Activities and
taff Perceptions of Their Value

. 0

1=1140 How Valuable Were
These Activities? a

*How much time did you spend
,on thii activity-on
%Building Tuesdays?

4 or
More 2,or 3 .0ne

Tues. Tues. Tues. None

Very Of Some. Of No
Valuable Value Value

47% 0% 596',

13 46 . 24 17

'9 41 27 x.22

51 10.

14 : 17

16 19 61

N.

7 29 24 39

, 21

'19 63

19 73

Meetings o total fdculty
to discuss school poli-
cies, procedures; budget

Meetings of total !acuity
t9 ditcuss the curriculum
and educational program

Meetings of total faculty
to hear an invited
speaker

Department meetings to
work on program and
curriculum development

Department. meetings to
work on such things as
book orders, staff
assignments

Meetings with other
departments, but not
total faculty, to plan
curriculum.

Individual time to work
on specific curriculum
developmenttasks

Individual time to do as

one wishes

Meetings with other staff
aeMbert to discuss indi-
vidual students

Meetings with parents to
discust the curriculum
and educational.plogram

.

31

10

63 X35. 2-

35

39 .53

65

67 29

50

39

7

4

'Only respondents who spent time on an activity rated its value.
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r

'disculss Vie curriculum and educational prOgraMs,- meetings of the tqtal

faculty tohear'an invited speaker, and department meetings to work on

things suchas book orders and:staff assignments. Some time was spent

by aboUt Wfrof the staff members. tcPindividUally work on curriculUM taskt

or other activities. Little time was spent:On inter-department meetings,
i.;

meetings among staff to discus's individual,4tudents, and meetings with

parents to disbuss the educational program.

Staff 'Questionnaire .

The secondary staff questionnaire also Was used to collectstaff views

of the Tuesday Released Time Program's value. Ali schools except,one

returned completed questionnaires. One other school is not included

the totals because` its I'esponaes were received too late. The resui4 for

individual schoOls can pe found in IV,-

Staff involvement. Were the secondary staff members' involved in the

'planning of theii released time program? Seventy-five percent of-the

secondary respondents said their school set objectives for their released

time Tuesdays (Table 5 on page 17). Thirty -four rpercent of the'staff said,

they helped set the objectives. Staff participation in setting the objectives

varied among schools. At the school that responded most positively io'this'

question, 51% of staff said they helped'set the obgatives, while 9% of

the staff at the least positive school said they helped set the objectives.

About half (54%) of the respondents indicated that'Aei helped plan

their school's released timer activities; 11% 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 school, 20% said they were involved in planning activities.

Thirty-three perce t of the secondary staff felt the activities were

usually related to th ndividual needs,54%of the staff said they were

related sometimes, and 13% said seldom.

Overall value. Although most secondary staff members said the building

released time activities were at least somewhat worthwhile, the overall

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,

S;
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and 10% said they'were of little or no worth (Table 6 on page 19):

Responses by individual. schools ranged from 75% to 11% on the very worth-
.

while choice.

Somewhat more than half of the respondents said they .did something

different on t1iir job this year as a result o the building released

time activities; 10% indicated many things, 51% ndicated some things:

Value of Activities. The more specific r eased time activities'

in Table 4+ were viewed as having at least some value by almost all of

the secondary staff who participated in them. Department meetings and

individual time activities received the highest value ratings. About

two-thirds of thoSe who participated rated them as being very valtable.

Other activities, including the three types of faculty meetings, were rated

as very valuable by about one -third of the participants.

Secondary-Elementary comparisons. Elmmentary school personnel expressed

substantially more favorable opinions`ab the buildigg released time

activities than did secondary school pe onnel (Table 7 on page 20).

'Almost twice as me.rxyzolementary than ecOndary staff members ,reported'that

they helped set the objectives for/their building Tuesdays and that the.

released tipe activities were re ted tOt,their individual needs. On the

overall value scale, 57% of t Elementary personnel, compared with 32%

of the secondary personnel, said the-building released time activities were

very worthwhile.

Individual Secondary Sc ools

In an attempt to Obtain more specific information.atout building
01 -

released time acco shments, a few schools were asked to provide information

relative to the achievem nt of objectives that were identified at the

beginningof the/year, le other schools were asked to specifically

describe what e eh department accomplished on building Tuesdays that were

set aside for epartient meetings. Several schools will be discussed

briefly. Mo complete information on all schools can be found in Parts
.

III, IV, and ,v.
. ..

Franklin Junior High. Franklin's identified released time need was
. . /
to deve 4 magnet program, as part of,the desegregation-integrationdeve

plan, or implementation in September 1971L Franklin's major objective,

18
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4

4 . Table 7
I

Planning, Relevance, and Overall Value of Released Time Activities as
Viewed by Elementary and Secondary Staff Members .

Question
4

Question

s

9 Response

Total
Elementary.

-N211016

Total
Secondary
N=1140

Did youreschool set
objectives or goals

t.

that,it hoped to
accomplish during
Building released
time activities?

Yes, I helped set the objectives

Yes$ but I did not help set
the objectives

I was not aware of any objectives'

o.66%

29

5

34%

41

25

To.what extent were"
you involved in
planning your
Building's released
time activities?

.

I was involved in planbing
many activities

I was involved in planning
some activities

I had little orno involvement
- in planning ptivities

29

47

24

11

43

'46-

Were the released
time activities in
your building related
to your individual
needs?

Usually .

Sometimes

Seldom

.56

_,, 38

7
.

0

33'

.54

13

Overall, how worth-
while were the
building released
time activities?

, .

'lery wo hwhile 4

Sbmewhat worthihile

Of little or no worth

57
.

39

4

32

58

10

Have You done any-
thing differently
on your job this
year as a result ,

of the Building
released time
activities?

"''' -

Yes,iniany things

les, some things

No .

,

.

,
.

.

. 24

60

16

.

16

51
.

38

.

,

,

Do you think the
VNo

:ased time pro-
should be

continued?

.
.

Yes, continue as is.

Yes, with these changes e .

\

6

61

36

a

,,

a
'This item was not includNII on the secondary questionnaire
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to attract students from outside its attendance area, cannot be evaluated

until the 1974-75 school year. Twelve building released time sessions

were used in 1973-74 to develop the magnet school proposal* The meetings

inaluded departmental curriculum development; faculty discussions regarding
r

budget, community 'Survey relsUlts, preliminary proposals; steering committee

reports. A newspaper outlining the magnet school proposal was developed and

bent to parents and school personnel.

Bryant Y.E.S. Bryant Y.E.S.; a school with about fifty junior 'high .

students who have not adjusted well to the regular junior high, is a .

notable example of planned released time actMties a At the beginning. of

the year the staff members identified 'se'veral needs and then established

objectives and planned activities to meet the identified needs* During

the year, bUilding released 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 improve 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,

current testing and prescriptive learning techniques, to develop a syStem

and orientation program foi new students, and to introduce and discuss

a career education curriculum.

The response by eight staff members on the questionnaire supported

the other evaluation materials provided by the school. All eight staff

members said the released time activities were usually related to)their

individual needs. Most of them said the building released time
9.

°activities were very worthwhile.

Anthony Junior High. Anthony submitted one of the most complete

descriptions of .their building released time objectives and planned

activitics. About half of the buildina Tuesdays we used for total

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.

The other building Tuesdays were used by, departmentd. At the end

of the year; each departm'ent was asked to indicate specifically that they

had accomplished. Some departments indicated quite clearly what they had

done in the area of curriculum development and departmental business matters,

while other departments'epartments made general statements like "planned curriculum

changes for next year.",

a 0-
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senior high schools.' Although descriptions of released time activities

o

were,ndt provided by all senior high schools, the records available (see

Parts III, IV, and V) indicatethat most senior high schools used the

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

planning, budget, and operational procedures such as registration, attvdance,

and grading, and (2) department meeting to plan curriculum and discuss

such things as budget, materials, and scheduling.

Several high schools were requested to describe what each department

accomplished on building' Tuesdays designated for department meetings.

Although many of the descriptions are not specific, the rep6-4 s from North,

Rooseirelt, and South indicate) that most departments, particularly he.

larger ones, used released time for curriculum'development, and t t

Tost departments used released time for work on things such as budgets;

scheduling, and equipment-materials selection.

Summary of Secondary Building Results

Did the secondary schools make good use of the Tuesday released_time

sessions that were dgsignated as the responsibility of individual schools?

The evaluation informaiion available indicates that the building released
o

-time activities at most secondary schools were of some value to the staff

members, although lie evidence is not 'strongly favorable and substantial

room for improvement exists.

Staff.questionnaires and building records showed that faculty meetings

to discuss matters such as school policies, procedures, budget, and

program planning, and department meetings to work on program deilelopment

or to discuss things such as budget and equipment orders were the most

Common uses of building Tuesdays. Although there was substantial variation
LL

among schooTsveoverallr 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 43% said thgy.helped plan some of the released

time activities. This rather liiited involvement in planning expressed

by the staff corresponds with the fifty-percent response by secondary

schools to the fall 1973 request for released time needs, objectives, and

planned activities. 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.

22
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.
Thirty-two percent or questionnaire respondents said the building

released time activities were very worthwhile, 58% said they were some-

what worthwhile, and 1Q% said they were of little or no worth, Mme-

what more than half of the btaif members indicated that they did something

different on their job ,this year as a result of building activities; 10%

indicated many things, 51% indicated some thingi.
_

Compared with elementary school_RepSonnel, secondary personnel expressed

sUbstantially less favorable opinions of the building released time activi-

ties. F

Results for Area and Curriculum Tuesdays

The evaluation of Area and Cutkiculum Tuesdays was limited to a

determination of how these sessions were used,. A more complete description

of the activities that occurred on these days can be foutid at the beginning

of the sections for each decentralized area; Parts III, IV, and y:

Area Tuesdays

Ttie TitesdE6 esignated as the responsibilityof each of the decentral-

ized Areas were us d differently by each area, although most Area Tuesdays

were given tsindi is41 buildings.

East Area. re of the nine Area Tuesdays were given to the individual

buildings to use as they wished, two Area Tuesdays were designated as planning

days for the Human Relations proram, and two were designated 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 stared

met jointly on another Area.day to discuss common concerns, such as, tri-

Atestef, articulation, disciplipevstandards, staff'roles, middle school,
7
classroom strategies,-and desegregation/integration. The other Area day

was used for an area-wide chemical dependency program, emphasizing prob1ems

of alcohol abuse.

North Area. All Area Tuesdays Were turned over to the individual

buildings; three for the HUman Relations Progiam and five for use as

determined by individual schools.

West Area. The West Area identified some objectives and outlined the

activities fpr Area Tuesdays in the fall of the school year. Four of the

o
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Area Tuesdays were given to the Human Relations Program. Ito Area days.

were given to.elpmentaryschoolsfor parent-teacher conferendes, while

secondary schools met in junior - senior Aigh clusters to discuss two

questions: Where and how do we most effectively provide 7-12 curriculum

continuity? and What do you see as needs/problems in providing curriculum

continuity? The West Area sehedu.W. two area-wide programs for the last

two Area dais, one on chemical dependency, the other featuring the national

founder of Montessori, who spoke on a "change" erne.

'1

Curriculum Tuesdays

The iculum Tuesdays were apparently confusing to everyone. At

firsts it was not clear who warl'esponsible for setting ,up the urriculum

Tuesday programs. Originally, the consultants and other curri ulum personnel

were to be "on call"to areas or schools within aread.. Then, onsultants

wereasked to plan some area-wide'programs for secondary pers nnel on

Curriculum Tuesdays. The administration, the curriculum generalists

assigrd'to areas, and the consultants assigned to the central office

.did agree on some program responsibilities, but lack of coordination and

communication handicapped son efforts.
,

East Area. The first fiye Curriculum Tuesdays were giveto individual

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

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

curriculum Tuesdays in the East Area as well as the North and West Areas,

were to be used for K-12 planning. All secondary'personhel were to attend

meetings conducted by their subject -area consultant, while elementary

teachers were to attend the meetings of either the English, math, science,

or social studies consultant. Before the last two meetings, the plan

Was cancellein the East Area an4 the Tuesdays were given to individual

buildings. The reasons'given by the East Area office for cancellation

were stafftisfacition with programs, confusion, lack of commitment,,

and greater needs within individual schools.

North Area. The consultants and area curriculum pers9nnel were on

call the first two Curriculum Tuesdays. The "xt three days were planned

by the consultants at the secondary level. At'the elementary level, the

area curriculum generalist coordinated,a series of (offerings for two of

these three days that included programs in each of the dis splines, plus

some interdisciplinary programs mainly in affedtpe edud tion. The last

24

;13



ti
1,

ti

three Curriculum Tuesdays were used for the K-12 programs.coordinated

by the consultants. }These programs, as well as previously mentioned
o

area-wide curriculum programs, were not attended by all staff members

because individual schools involved in cluster planning were given the

option whether'or not to attend by the North Area administation.

West Area. The first Curriculum Tuesday was given-to individual.

buildings. The second was used for parent-teacher conferences at the

elementary level and for consultant planned programs at the'secondary,

level. Buildings were encouraged to use the next two'curriculum days

for K-12 cluster meetings. Although a record was not kept of all meetings,

staff concerns at these meetings resulted in a statement on K-12 curricu-

lum continuity by the area superintendent. The last three Curriculum

Tuesdays were used for the oonsultant-planned K-12 articulation Meetings. ",

Elementary Questionnaire, Eleientary staff members were asked to

indicate whether or not they attended K-12 articulation meetings and to

rate the value of these <meetings. It was, arssumed that most of the

respondents would refer to the consultant-planmed K-12 meetings that were

held on the Curriculum Taesdaysand in dome subject areaa, the citywide

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

a meeting in each of the four subject areas; English, math, science, and

social studies (Table 8 below). Half of the participants said t tings

.

Table 8

Elementary Staff Views-of the K-12 AAiculation Meetings

Question Response

0

Percent

Did you attend any meetings in
the following subject area that
were designed, to promote K-12

articulation?

English

th ,Ma
I.

Science

Social Studies

51%

51

34

46

If you did attend any of these'
meetings, how worthwhile were
these meetings?

R

,

Very worthwhile

Worthwhile
-

Not very worthwhile

-Worthless

14

42

31
,

, 13

. 0 , t,

Do you think there is a need
for more K-12 articulation?

Yes, a high priority need

Yes, but not a high
Tmloriy 'need,

, No 1

-

32

52

16
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were worthwhile Or very worthwhile: Although 84% of the elementary staff

who completed the qUettionnaire indicatedthere is a need for more K-12

7. articulation, only 32% saw' it as a high priority need.

Results for Consultant (Citywide) Tuesdays

-Three Tuesday released time'sessions were desighated as citywide

meetings to be organized by the subject-area and support-service consultantto

7 The majority of the citywide meetings included 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 classroom teachers did not

attend these meetings, with theexception of the citywide meetings in some

subject areas that were specifically set aside,for K-12 art 'Iculation.

As mentioned earlier; the consultants were given, some responsibilities
1 .

for the curriculum Tuesdays as well as the three citywide Tuesdays. In

addition to being on call to the deeentralizeclareas, the consultants

were requested to plan or coordinate area-bide programs okmany a the

curriehlumTuesdays. The evaluaiion'plan did not inclUde a record of

these activities, although many consultants organized hail, conducted.

meetings on these days.
.

Activities

The structure of tbe:citywide meetings varied among consultants.

Some meetings.were'lage group presentations to,ali personnel in a particular

subject or supportive field; othe'r:Meetings were organized by decentraliied

areas, and others' provided a choice of several small group presentations: -

1 rather complete description Of objectives sbd,aCtivities for each of the

citywide meetings can, be found"by subject and supportive field in Part II

of. the evaluation report. Part II also includes the reactions of secondarY

personnel by subject-supportive field-to the consultan6 meetings, and,
8

in 'some cases, participant reactions to particular citywide meetings.

For example, 7O of the home economics teachers thought the October 10th
v.

citywide. meeting was very much related to their ihdividmal needs and 76%

-thought the meeting-was very useful to them.
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Staff Questionnaire

Several questions related to the°citywide meetings and meetings co-

,
ordinated by the consultants on curriculum Tuesdays were included in the

released time evaluation questionnaire given to all secondary personnel

;(see Appendix%). Elementary personnel whot.ttendedthecitwide meetings

were not-given the questionse Therefore, the results presented'in this

section will represent the feelings of secondary, staff members" only, and

may not representlhe feelings of the total participating group in fields,

such at social workerslamd libratiansipthat have a substantial number of

elementary opositions. ,0

Three-fourths of the respondents said they attended all of the meetings

organized by their consultant, while one-fdarth said they attended.some of

the meetings. dverall, the participants' reactions to the meetings tended

to be positive, but somewhat less favorable than their ratings of the

'building released time activities (Table 9.on page 28).

Abcmt one-thirdof the participants said the, consultant released time
. .

activities were usually related to their individual needs, 39% said sometimes'

they were related.to their needs, and 25% said'seldom. Overall, one-fourth

of the respondents said the activities'were very worthwhile, about one-half

said they were somewhat worthwhile, and about one-fourth said they were of

little or no worth; Half of the participants said they have done something.

differently on their job as a result of the consultant meetings, With 6%
,

saying they did many things differently°

The majority of.the respondents indicated that the released time

activities helped them to become aware of new materials or methods,-other

education programs, and curricUlum at other secondary grade levels. About

half of the partidipants also said they developed a skill that can be

used on the job, and became more aware ofcurriculum at the elementary

Results by Field. Participant response to the consultant meetings,

differed substantilally 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.
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Tab* 9

Secondary Staff Views of the Citygide (Consultant) Meetings

6 (N-1140) ,

Question Response

s.

Percent

Did you attend the released time
meetings organized by your
'subject area. consultant?
.

Yes, all of thbi

Yes, some of them

No, none of them

.

.

.

73%

26

1

Were the Consultant released
time activities related to P

your individual needs?

.

Usually

,Sometimes

Seldom

36

39

25
.

.-
.

Overall, how worthwhile were
the Consultant released time
activities?

Very worthwhile

Somewhat,Worthwhile
,

Of` little or no worth,

.
25

53

22

Have you done anything differ-
ently on your job this yearonn

`:-a result of the Consultant
released time activities?

A
'Yes, many things'

Yes, some things

No

',16

44

50

, Yes, ItC.Lot Yes, Some ''' No

Did the Consultant released time activities
help you in each of the follOwing ways?,

Became aware .of new materials or methods 23% 57% , 19%

,

Developed a skill that can be used
. .

on the job 9 44. 46
41

Became aware of other,educational
programs 21 59 20

Became more aware, of curriculuft at .

elementary level 12 39 49

Became more aware,of curriculum at
other secondary grade levels 17 59 24

A

6

tl

28
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In response to a question about-the worthwhileness Of the consultant
O

released time activities, the "very worthwhile" response ranged from 9%
, 1

for English and phyiical education teachers to 59% for home economics

teachers and 81% for librarians.

Consultant Interviews

' Several of the consultants were-ihterviewed'by'the evaluator to

determine their views of the released time program. Two points were

stressed by the consultantt. One,,they did not' feel the ninety- minute

released time period was long enough to conduct the most appropriate
16'

and most valuable staff development activities. Also,. many staff members

spent almost as much time traveling to and from the meeting as in the

meeting itself. The consultants as a group recommended half-day meetings

to the administration for the 1974-75 school^year.

Two, the consultants were dissatisfied with the lack of clearly

defined responsibilities for the Curriculum Tuesdays and the lack of,

I

coordination between planned Curriculum TUesday activities and building.

activities.

Results for Human Relations. Tuesdays

'Five Tuesday
a

released time sessions in each decentralized area were 4

set aside for the Human Relations Program. The North and West Areas

. designated five of the Area or Curriculum Tuesdayi'for humanrelationi

activities, while the East4Area left it up to the individual schools.

The Human RelationeProgram was coordinated-by three human relations

facilitators (one for each area) in_the Minneapolis ScheaWpeloartment

of Intergro0 Education. Each school building and special location had

a human relations chairperson who.was responsible for the hUman relations

activities in that particular location.

Although each buildincand location was develop its own bjectives

and aCtivitiet_in response to its particular hut an relations ne ds, some'

overall staff development goals expressed in the Minneapolis S hools'

desegregation/integration plan were used as geheral..guideline . These

staff development goals were (1) that staff members should velop'the

ability to communicate effectively with seillOpyity,.and ( )'ihat staff

members should be sensitive to values, attitudes, and.Outooks possessed

by various individuals.

31
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The Tuesday human relations activities varied greatly. Some of the
4

emphasized activities were community-school relations, ethnic-cultural

awareness, classroom human relations methods,staff-staff relationships,

personal growth, staff-student relationships, and understanding children.

This section will summarize the results of a questionnaire given

to all elementary and secondary persOnnel aid is -based an a more compre-
-4

hensive, separate evaluation report of the 1973-74 Human Relations Program (see

Appendix A for questionnaire). Results for individual schools can be

found in Parts III, (TV, and V of the complete Tuesday Released Time

Program evaluation report;

'Questionnaire Results
16

Participants' responses to the Human Relations Program were generally

favorable. Elementary participants had substantially more favorable

views than did secondary participants.

Planning and relevance. About 80% of the elementary 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 what the human relations program would be, and (3) the

human 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

statements.,

Overall value. About two-thirds of the elementttry participants saidthat,-
d.

overall, the activities had a positive impact on interpersonal relations

in their location, that theprogramrwas worthwhile, and that the Tuesday

emphasis on human relations transferred to their school environment or

their work as anindividual. About half of the secondary participants

gave positive 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 participdnts said there is a need for more human relations

educatibn in the following areas: antra- interpersonal relationships;

awareness of cultural pljiralism, and program change and development

(Table 12 on page 34). However, a substantially smaller percentage(54% of

the elementary and 41% of the secondary respondents) indicated that

32
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Table 11 ,

r \

Planning, Relevance, and Overall Value of the 197374 Human Relation/
Program as Vieweby Elementary and Secondary Staff

(Elementary, N=1551; Secondary, N=1417)

-t

Statement ). ,

.

Staff

Level

Respone .

SA A D SD

fhad a clear idea of the puxpbse or Elem 21% 60% 16% , 3%

goals of the HRP for my school or
project

Sec 11 50 32
7

0

I had some iniut 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 Response Elementary Secondary

Overall, what impact did the human
relations activities have on inter-
Personal relations in your

Improved greatly

Improved some

'5% 1%

60 .., a 44

school or project? \ Did not change 29 145

Became worse 4 7

to improvement
was needed 2 3

All in all, how wetthwhile were the Very worthwhile 11 5
human re tions activities to you? 6 Worthwhile 58 41

Not very worth-
while 27 43

*Worthless 4 11

,
Has the Tuesday emphasis on human Yes, a lot of
relations transferred to your
school environment or to your
work as an individual?

transfer

Yes, some
transfer

11 4

65 49
,

No" 25 47

a
SA=Strongly Agree, A4gree, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree

I
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o

Table 12

Need for More Human Relations Education and
Participation as Viewed by Elementary and Secondary Sta

(Elementary, N=1551; Secondary N=1417)'

Statement

Staff

Level

Respimse
a

SA A D SD

There ig a need for more human
relations education within my
school or project regarding:

Intra-interpersonal relationships
Elem 26% 45% 23% 7%

gee 23 45 22 10

19 52 24 6

Awareness of cultural pluralism Sec 18 47 25 9

Program change and development
22 52 21 5

Sec 23 49 21 6

I am interested in participating in
more human relations programs

Elem

Sec

10

8

44

33

28

34

18

25

SA
a

=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, D=Disagree SD=Strongly Disagree

31+
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.

they were interested in participating, in more human relations programs.
...,

Specific values. The participants in the RuMan Relations Program

reacted to several statements related to mere specific goals of the

program (Table 13 on'page 36). About two-thirds of the elementary

and half of the secondary respondents indicated that staff relationships 6

had improveoUas a result of the human relations activities. For example,

726 of the, elementary respondents agreed that they got to know other staff

members better, 60% said members of their school developed more positive

working relationships, and 65% said they improved their interpersonal skills

as a result of the Human Relations Program.

Although the oblectives foi all locations were not directly related

to cultural/ethnic needs, a substantial percentage of both elementary and

secondary personhel Said that,ras a result of 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 an4 racial groups other

than their own.

Some elementary (36%) and secondary (24%) participants-felt they were
e.

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.

, -

Recommendations

The evaluation findings indicated, that many positive activities

occurred during the Tuesday Released Time Program and that the parti-'

cipants had generally favorable vie 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 organizing released time

activities that are related te 'the needs of the participants. Fifty-

six percent of the elementary and' 3396 of the secondary, participants

said the building released time activities werg "usually" related to

their needs. Although conducting a needs assessment and planning

relevant activities requ4r considerable time commitments, perhaps

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

successful programs.
ti

35
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. Table 13

Specific Values of the 1973-74 Human Relations-Program as
Viewed by Elementary_and'Secondary Staff
(Elemmtary, N=1551; Secondary, N=1417)

Statement

1.feel: -that rimproved myinter-
i4rsonakskills-as a result of
the NEP"

I got to know other staff members
better as a result of the HRP

The members of my school, or
project developed more positive
working relationships, as a
result of the HIP .

I feel better able to relate to
persons of di crent races as.a
result of t HRP

I am more aware of the values .

and outlooks of cultural .and

racial'groups,other than my
own as a result of the HRP

I feel.better able to deal with
sexism as a result of the HRP

I feel better able to deal with
people of different life styles
and ovalues as a result of the HRP

This year I have used the
communication skills that werek
emphasized in last year's
(1972-73) HRP

This yerr I have seen other%
using the communication skills
that-were emphasized 1,n last
year's (1972-73) HRP

Staff
Level

0

Response
a

SA A D SD

Elem 9% 56% 28% 7%

Sec 4 . 39 41 16

Elem 19 53 23 5

Sec 12 49) 29 10

Elem 7 53 33 7

Sec 3 38 46 13

Elem 7 45 38 9

'Sec 4 31 48 17

Elem 55 ,28

Sec 6 '39 4o 15

.Elem 4 32 5o 14

See 3 21 52 24

Elem 7 53 33 7

Sec 4' 37 414 16

Elem 10 64 21 5

Sec 4 45 . 38 14

Elem 7 61 27 5

Sec 3 38- 46 13

a
SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree: D=Diaagree, SD=StrongIy Disagree

bHRP=Human Relationi Program
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2. More released time Tuesdays should be designated as the responsibility

of individual schools. Building released time activities were viewed

more favorably than other activitieshy most of the participants, althoigh

some activities that were planned by subject and supportive fields'were

very positively received. The 1973-74 released time schedule had so

many different kinds of meetings, that some schools,' particularly the,

.elementary schools that used all required and Optional parent-teacher
A.

conferences, had less than ten building meetings during the year. More,

and consecutive building Tuesdays would'allow the school

activities to,haVe greater depth and to>have more continuity from meeting

to meeting.

3. Citywide and Curriculum Tuesdays need a different structur'and should

be more related to the needs of the xarticipants. Although some subject

and supportive fields planned citywide and area-wide programs that were

rated very positively, in about half of the subject-supportive fields

leSs than fifty percent of the participants said the activities were

usually related to their needs. Longer sessions than the present ninety

minutes, and within disciplines, sessions involving smaller groupS of

people who have similar interests and instructional responsibilities

shouid be considered.

4. Efforts should be made to imp'ove the-biUding released time activities A the

secondary level. While ninety percent of the secandary'staff felt the

building activitfes were at least somewhat worthwhile, only 32 felt

they were very worthwhile.. Although the evaluation efforts were not

thorough and complete information was nbt available for all schools, it

appeared that many-of the schools did not have a continuous plan or

objectives, but series of ifidependent faculty meetings and department

meetings..

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

A statement of46eneral program guidelines should be made by the central

and/or area administrations. What kinds of activities are appropriate?

What activities should be emphasized? Ate there activities that

should not occur on released time such as individual daily classroom

preparation, completing administrative clerical tasks or information re-

quegts, and general faculty meetings to discussconcerns that 4re not

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

plan)? Is released time to he used for staff development, for tasks that



would have to be completed whether or not there was released time, or

for both?

6. 4 Persons responsible for each component of the Tuesday Released Time

Program (school, consultants, area), should take the responsibility

for building an evaluation
d

component into, its released tIre plans.

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

time activities that were conducted and participant judgments about

whether or not their objectives were achieved. Perhaps this evaluation

requirement, together with the recommendations noted previously,

would generally upgrade the overall quality of the released time

programs and would reduce the amount of variation in the quality

orthe programs among individual schools and among subject-supportive

fields by, eliminating the poor programs.

ff

.
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Appendii A

Elementary, Secondary, and Human
Relations Questionnaires for Participants
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Minneapolis'Public Schools
Elementary Released Time EvalUation_1973-714

Toni reactions to the following questions will be used to suggest improvements in. the Tuesday Released Time Program.
Your careful attention to the items will increase the meaningfulness of the results.. Do not sign your name.

(1.2) 74 Data Processing Number

BUILDIN3 TUESDAYS '6

Items 3-7 refer to the Tuesdays that were set aside as
the responsibility of individuallmildings. Your responses
Should not include the citywide or area -wide meetings or
the five human relations Tuesdayi.

(3)
A

Did your school set objectives or goals that it hoped
to accomplish during Building re/eased time. activities?

1. Yea; I helped set the objectives

2. Yes; but I did not help set the objectives

I was not aware of any kehjectives

(4) To what extent were you'involvedAin planning., your
Building's released time activities?

(5)

1. I was involved in planning many activities

2. I was involved in planning some activities

3. rtted little or no involvement in planning
activities

Were the released time activities in your building
related to your' individual needs?

1. Usually

2. Sometimes

3. -eldom

(6) Overall, how worthwhile Verethe Building released
time activities?

1. Very wortinihile

Somewhat worthwhile

3. Of little or no worth

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

1. Yes, many things

2. Yes, some things

3. .No

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

6..9) Leave blank

q

49

(10-13)Check whether or not you attended any meetings in
the following subject areas that were designed to
promote 1C-12 articulation.

(10) English

(11) Math

(12) Science

(13) Social Studies

Yes

(14) If you answered YES to any of the items 10-13, how
worthwhile were these meetings?

1. Very worthwhile

ti

2. Worthwhile

3. Ngt very worthwhile

4. Worthless

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

1. Yes, a high priority, need

2. -Yeti, but not a high priority need

3. No

(16) Do-you think the released time program should be
continued?

1. No

2. Yes, continue as is

3. Yes, with these changes

(17) Indicate'§our position in the school.

1. Classroom teacher

2. Administrator

3. Support personnel; resource teacher,
SSW, counselor, libraiian, etc.

'TURN TO OTHER SIDE

V

.Res,virch and Evaluation Department
May 197k



V

. Listed below are some activities in which you may have been involved on Building Tuesdays.
number of Tuesdays you Spent on each activity.' Then, on the right, for each activity where
spent, indicate the value orthe activity.

How much time dia you spend on this
activity on Building Tuesdays.?

4 or More 2 or 3 , One
Tuesdays Tues. Tues. None Activity

Very
Valuable

On the left, estimate the
you indicated some time

Ho4 Valuable Were
These Activities?

Of Some 9 Of No
Value Value

(22)

(23)

(25)

(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31)

(32)

(33)

4.s

Meetings of total faculty to discuss
school. policies, procedures, budget

Meetings of total faculty to discuss the
curriculum a)d educational program

Working on program and curriculum develop-
ment with other staff members in your
school %

Individual time to work on specific
curriculum development tasks

Individual time to do as one wishes

1

Conferences with parents about students

Discussions with other staff members
about student behavior, management,
discipline.

7 \

Meetings with parents to discuss the
curriculum and edu tional program

Meetings to leer about other educational
programs (alto atives, etc.).

Meetings with seaondary school staff
members

PrograM planning meeting's with staff
members from other elementary schools
part of the desegregation plans

Reading inservice

Math inservice

Science inservice

Social studies inservice

LangUage arts inservice

Other

Other

so

-N

( 314 )

(36)

(37)

(38)

(39)

(ho)

(141)

(142)

(h3)

(IA)

(h5)

(46)

(47)

(V)

(49:
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MinneapOlis Public Schools
'Secondary Released Time Evaluation 19737.74

YOUrXesctioni to the followieg'queltions will be used to suggest improvements in the Tuesday Released. Time Program.
Your Oareful, attention to the items:will increase the meaningfulness of the results. Do of sign your name.

(1 -2) ,y1 Data ProceSsing Number
4_

BUILDING -TUESDAYS

Item* 30,31: refer to the Tuesdays that were set aside as the responsibility of individual bUildinis. Your responses should
not include the citywide or area -wide meetings or the five human relations Tuesdays.

(3) Did your school set objectives or goals that it hoped
to accomplish during Building released time activities?

/
1. Yes; Iliblped set thS objectives

24. Yes; but I did not help set the objectives

3. / yea net aware of any:objectives

(4) To toilet extent were.you involved inplanning your
Building's released-time activities?

1. I was involved in planning many activities

2.

3.

I was involved in planninOome activities
#1 I

Ibad little or,no.involvement'in planning
activities.

s(16) Were the released time activities in your building,
related to your individual needs?

1. Usually

2. Sometimes

3. Seldom

(17) Overall, how worthwhile were the Building released
time. activities?

1. Very worthwhile

12. Somewhat worthwhile

3. Of little or, no worth

Listed below 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 indicated some time spent,

the of theindicate value activity.

How much time did you spehd on this

a
activity on Building Tuesdays?

4 or More 2 of 3 One

Tuesdays Tues. Tues. None Activity

How Valuable Were
Tjlese Activities?

Very Of Some
Valuable Value

Of No
Value

(5)
Meetings of totalaculty to discuss 'school
policies, procedures, budget (18)

Meetings of.totel faculty to discuss the

(6) curriculum and educational progism (19)

Meetings of total faculty to hear, an

(7) invited speaker (20)

Department meetings to.work on program\
(8) and curriculum development (21)

Department meetings to work on such things

(9) as book orders, staff assignments
IMP

122)

Meetings with other departments, but not

.M1 I

(10) total faculty, to plan curriculum (23)

Individual time to work on specific

(11) curriculum development tasks (24)

(Ii) Individual time to doh as one wishWe..1. ''' (25)
,...11.1M IN I

Meetings with other staff members to

(13) discuss individual students (26)

Meetings with parent's to discuss the

(1.4) curriculum and educational program (27)

(15) ° Other (28),
s I 1 I la Moll Wm. II IN I, /I la

Research and Evaluation Department
May 1974



(250 Rave you done anything differently on your job
this year as a result of the Building released
time activities?

Teo, many things

2. Yes, some things

No

If YES, please briefly describe what you did
differently.

(30.31) ' Leave blecnk

CITYW/DE (CONSULTANT) TUESDAYS

Items 52-42refer to Tuesdays that wera'the responsibility
Of the subject area coniultants. This includes the city-
Wide Tuesdays and some curriculum Tuesdays that were
organized by the subject area consultants.

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

1.Yes, all of them 3. No, none of them

2. Yes, some of them 4. No meetings
scheduled

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

f.
, 1. Usually 3. Seldom

2, Sometimes

Did the toneulthnt released time activities help you

in each ,of the following ways?
Yes,
A lot

(54) Became aware of new materials
or methods

*(35) Developed a skill that can
be used on the job

(36) Became aware of other educa-
tional programs

(37)

(38)

Became more aware of curricu-
lUm at elementary level

Hecate more aware of curricu-
lum at other secondary grade
levelb

(59) Overall, how worthwhile were
time activities?

1. Very worthwhile

2. Somewhat worthwhile

3. Of little or no worth

yes
Some No

the Consultant released

6

52

0

(40) Have you done anything differently on 7-6ur job this
year as a result of the Consultant releaSed time

.

a
activities?

,

1. Yes, many things

2. Yes, some things

3. No

If YES, please briefly describe what you did
differently. '

(41-42) Leave blank

(43-44) Indicate your pobition in your school. If you are
a teacher, cheek the subject area in which you do
\most of yourteaching.

.41 of Administrator 10 Librarian

02 Art

03 Business'

04 Counselor

05 English,

06 Foreign Langtage

OW-Home Economics .

08 Industrial Arts

'09Soeial Workers

11 Math

12 Music

13 Nurse

14 Physical .

Education

15 Science°

16 Social
Studies

17 Special
,Education

18 Work
Coordinator

(45-46) If you are a teacher, check the school in which
you work. Do not neck your school if you are
not a teacher. .Reports for individual schools
will be made for the total grodp of staff members
at each sipool only; results will not be broken
down by position.

01 More than one school

02 Central

03 Edison

04 Beery Jr-Sr

05 Marshall -U Jr.-Sr

06'North

07 Roosevelt

I. 08 South

09 Southwest Sr

10 Vocational

11 Washburn

12 West

13 Anthony

14 Bryant

15 Folwell
,

16 Franklin
0

17 Jefferson-

18 jordan

19 Lincoln

h Nokomis

21 Northeast

22 Olson

23 Phillips

24 jiamsey

.25 Sanford

26 Sheridan Jr.

27 Southwest Jr.

28 WOC,



Minneapolis Public Schools-
Human Relations Program

During the 1973-74,echond.Year each school developed and implemented a human relations program that used five
Tuesday released time sessions es a minimum aeounb'of tiny. Your frank response to the items on this questionnaire
will be very helpfUl in messing the valile of the Humia Relations Program andMin giving direction to future programs.
There are no right'or wrong answers; just opiniona.0 Do not sign your name. rflRP stands for Human gelation' Program.
11!e items start With number (3) for data, processing purposes. Your questionnaire will be sent directly to the
Research and Evaluation Department for processing_and analysis. Thank_you.

Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree
with the following statements by cincling,.the appro-
priate number under Strongly Agree,(SA), Agree (A),
Disagree (D), or Strongly Disagree (SD).

SA A D

I had a cleir idea'of the.
purpose- or goals of the HAP
for my school ors

I had some input into what
the Human Relations Program
would be.

1

1

3

SD

There is a need for more human relations edUiation
within my school or project regarding:

(5) Intra -interpersona l
relationships

(6) AWeness of cultural

Pluralism

(7) Program change and
development

(8) I feel that I i mprOved my
sintarpersonal skills as
result of the HRP.

The HRP in U school was

related to the newts in my
school:

(10 I gilt to know other,staff

members better as a result
of the HRP.

(u)

(12)

This year I have used the
communication skills that
were emphasized in Last
year's (1972-73) HRP.

1
a.

3 14

4

1 2 3

. 3

1 2 3 ,e4

1 2 3

1 2 3 14

3 .14

This year I have seen others
using the communication
skills that were emphasized in
last year's (1972-73) HRP. 1 2

(13) I am interested in parti-
, cipsting in more human :
relations programs.

(14) The Members of my school or
projeet de,leloped more
polite working rebitionships
pa a result of the HRP. 1 3 14

(15),. I ieel better able to relate
to persons of different races
no a reoultof the HRP.

2 3 14

(lb) I am more aware of the values
and outlooks of cultural and
radial goups other than py
awn as a result of the HRP. 1 2.

(17) I feel 'hatter able to deal
with seldom, fp a result of
the imp.

3

1,, 2 3 14

RA A

(18) I feel better able to deal with
people of different life styles
and values as a result of the HRP. 1 2 3 4

What are your perceptions of the amount of involvement

by each of thd following groups in your Human Relation' Program.

None Some Much
Tremen-
dour

Don't

Know

(19) Yourself '1 3 4 5

(20) Clerks 1 2 3 4 5
(21) Custodians 1 4 5

(22) Teachers and

Certificated
Support 1 2 3 4 5

(23) Administrators 1 2 3 4 .5

(24) Teacher Aides 1 2 4' 5

(25) Stuilents 1 2 3 4 5

(26) Community' 1 2' 3 4 5

(27) How often this year, in addition to the minimum five
Tuesdays, have you participated in planned human
relations activities with the staff at your school?

1. Ten times or more

2% 5 - 9 times

3. 1 - 4times

'4. Never

Give examples

O

(28) Has the Tuesday emphasis on human relations transferred to
your sehbol environment or to your work as an individual?

1. Yes, a lot of transfer

2. Yes, some transfer

3. No

If Yes, please indicate illow



How do you view.the interpersonal vhationships among the
various members bf your school getting? Under each of the
five relationships specified helqw,'iVe pairs of adjectives
are used to describeattipe quality of the relationship. Indi-
cate hod you feel ab t each of thekrelationships by circling
one of the five numbers on each of the lines. For example,
If you foil 'that a particular relationship is more friendly
than unfriendly, circle 1 or 2; i you feel the relationship
is more unfriendly than friendly i circle 4 or 5; if your
feelings 'are neutral, circle 3.. If you do not fee , that ymu,
can. make a judgment, do not circle any number on the line.,
Your answers should indicate how You Perceive the relation.
Ships of all'meMbern in the'specified'relationship. not )uat
WO, You as an individual may fit into the relationship.

THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG ALL STAFF MEMBERS ARE

(a?) Friendly 1 1 2
I 3' j 4 1 5 Unfriendly

(30) Sensitive

(31) Cldised 1 1

(32) Trustful 1

(33) Cold

4

2

2 4

2 1 3 1. 4

1 5 Insermative.

1_5 Open'

I 5 ;distrustful

1 5 Warm

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ALL STAFF MEMBERS AND
ALL STUDENTS ARE

(34) Friendly 1 1 2

(35) Sensitive, 1 1

I 3 1 4 1 : :5 'Insensitive

(36) Cloned 1 2 1 3 1 4 .1 5. Open

(37) Trustful 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 5 Distrustful

(38) cold 1 1 2 1 3' 1 4
1

5 Warm

I 3 1 4 1 5 Unfriendly

(39)

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STAFF MEMBERS OF DIFFERENT
RACIAL/ETHNIC BACKGROUNDS ARE

Friendly 1 1 2 1 3 I 4 1 5

3 ): 4 1 5 Inseniitive

1 '3 1
4,

1 5 Open

1 1 2
1

3' 1 4 1 -5 DistrUstful

Unfriendly

Sensitive 1 1 2

Cloned 1 1 '2

Trustful

Cold 1 1 2 1 .3 r 4 r 5. Warm

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STAFF MEMBERS AND STUDENTS
OF DIFFERENT RACIAL/ETHNIC BACKGROUNDS ARE

(44) Friendly 1 1 2 1 3

_ .

(45). Sensitive 1 1

(46)
,

(47) Trustful

Closed 1 1

1
1 2'1

1 4 1 5 Unfriendly

2 3 1 4 1 5 Insensitive

3 1 5 Open

31 4 1 5 Distrustful:

(0), copl12131415 Warm.
THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN STUDENTS OF DIFFERENT'

RACIAL/En-131r BAUGROUNDS ARE

Friendly 1 1 2 1 3° 1 -.4

( 50 )

-5 Unfriendly

Sensitive___ 11 2.1 31 415 Insensitive

(51) ..., Closed 1 1 2 1. 3 .1 4 1 5 Open

(52) Trustful 112131415 Distrustful

.(53) Cold 1 1 2 r. 3 1 4 1 5 Warm,

a'

.(54) Overall, what impadt did the human relations acti-
vities have on,interpergonal relep.ons i your
school or project.

1. 'Improved grea

2. Improved some

3. ,Did not change

4. Became worse

5. No improvement zms needed

-(55) All in all, how worthwhile were the human relation
act)viiieS to you?

1. Very worthwhile

2. Worthwhile

3. Not very worthwhile

4. Worthless

(56) Which aspects of the Human Relations
most valuable to yOU? p

Program were

(57) -Which aspects of theiluman Relations Program were
least valuable to you?

,

(58) What is your position?

1. Clerical or custodial staff

2. Teacher, administrator or other
certificated staff .

Parent or community 0,

4. Teacher aide

5. Other (specify)

(59)
A

In human relations programs it is important to know
how people of different racialhethnic backgrounds
view the program.- Please indicate your racial/ethni
background below. Responses by racial/ethhicback
ground will be reported by total city and area only.
Feel free to leave this item blank if you- wish.

1. Black American

.0' ° a

2. Indian American

3. White American

4. Other racial /ethnic group

esearch and Evaluation Department
March 1974 .
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