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A b451c, but relatively unexplored area of study in schobl -~ community relation-

(

.ships is concerned WLCh the nature and permeability of the boundary iines that mark

. PN .
off a school from its constituenc parent community. This paper deals with (1) a

. 4 -
- .
‘. 4 EJ -

$ ] . . ’, . Y
réstateméht-of the conceptualization of what seem to be some factors that have the

~
M -~

effect of sbeing school-parent boundaries and (2) the revision of an instrument that

-
v

qualifies the boundary line notion with regard to permeability' the ease with I

which the lines may be crossed. .t B .

' ‘ Katz and.Kahn (1967) elaborate.on Leuin's (fébl),concept or groupyboundary lines
and theirfpermeﬁbility. They suggest that a social eystem is surrounded by a'psycho- )
logical boundary insulating {t from.its enyironment. The.degree to;which this °
boundary is permeable to lnput.from the envirgnment of the social system is'directly

‘,'proportional to the openness’of the System. Applying this concepc‘to a *school

P

N sifuation an openness continum c0ncern£ng paréntal input into the school might

. Co . 5%4 - v A

range from totally closed; i.e. a sah f where parents were completely isolated from -

3

- -.' P
d

§ny matters to completely openy iee. a sschool I)

b
¥
7
nw
#

interacting with school personne;%g

~ 2

where parents were totally free f enter any classroom at any time and interact with

nr

all school personnel. This cdntinum may be applied to boundary permeabilitya, )
‘ \ - N
The totally closed school suggests a solidificacion of sSystem boundaries while the , )
. . < 4 .

completely open school reflects extremely permeable boundaries.

‘.

P .,
An instrument designed bo‘measure the permeability of the boundaries of a C
1 ‘i(v 3

school was reported by Wiener and Blumﬁ&r& (1973) in their description of the Parent-_ =

b ! “'r«f'
School Communities Questionnaire (Pscq). ﬁ?ﬂk ’“%Gnsisted of fifty -itens to '

7

which respoﬁdents were asked to rate on a five point Li%ert type scale ranging from .,
{' [ 4
”this is always true" to " this is never tnﬁi‘ Each ftém was ‘to be answéred on the
» '-3
A » b
basis/&f,what the respondents knew or fglt to be the ease ar their child's school -

. .

40 s e e
whethe{ or not they had any direct experience with,a particular situation, . )
; re WJ‘ L IR .
« » The originai factor analysis of the P S c.qQ. indicaued that stéments centered on‘ﬂ'

‘ .

- ’ - -

: w

the following "dimensiorms: . . : ] !
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. L RV chanical 8 btatements on.this dimension concerned the -process through
: N b4 l r . . N . N -
z Y -

' which the parents made contao; with school personnel.° The mechanical ruesticns

. [ )
) _ elicited infornatlon as to the best way to contact school personnel, 'difficulties !

. ;. . .
. encountefed in contactfng a teachef or the principal, and the layers of the organi~-
. L] . - 4 . I

! - . P - . ) B |

zation ehat must Be penetrated before contac?lmith,the desired individual was''made,

-
s A -
P

Though the "mechanical” d1nensio2dby/itself was’ not psychologically oriented, it was

~ b

assumed-'that there was psychological faylgut attached to it, ™ J

’

\

‘ 4
- e @utreach v/These statements c/ncerned the attempts by school personnel .

. - - . = .
. . Y 7

to contact parents. Questions ﬁeF
ke y o

e

t with the conditions surrounding a school-to-

- parent contagt, perceptions

by , .
.

the principal as ‘a fac

out the parent-teacher organization, perceptidns of

tator of parent input and.parent-teacher problem solving.

o 3; .Organizatio al diimate This dimen51on‘contained‘statements concerning

s of the general charicter of the school organization. Questions

- t

. /.'

parental percept

* s+~ the percefved /feelings oj,teachers toward parents and the ability of teacheré to
. A o - \ o - t

= s ~ L

ive feédback. T - - SN S

?V receive n:7
) . ' - < * ! ¢
- ‘ The Jr anizatfonal Climate dimension attempted to measure the parents' feelings
f l.,’? ) - !
about th?& otal school organization, rather than their re{ationship with specific

‘~membersv

Yo

In

f the organization, o . . ‘ .

, o I8 o . -
/ . 3 W . . «
- /u'é.//lnterpersona] Climate - Statements in this dimension-were relevant to the

h ’
! / [

- 7]
. ,
P ' .

"
qualitf/and nature of- parent~teacher interaction. These questions got at the -

parent’ s perception of thg interpersonal atmosphere surrounding their contacts with S
4

P .
schooL/personnal the feeliﬁg of the parent when contacted by the school the degree
’

N

; ,
g ’ f honesty or evasiveness of school personne1 during the contact and* the perceived f.

A I ‘e
S

attitude of -school perﬁonnel toward parents. ) N . . . )

-

T ,
K3 2
. -

) ./ Interpersonal Climate statements were designed to WP parental perceptions of
Y I

R A !

. .thei:ﬁtela»tionship with specific members wof the school orgrmization‘ ... ) s

N
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5c Influence - ttewms vn this dimension concerned the parent's pgrception of the |

et s TN oz v
- v

impact of their relations with school personnel,

-

&

and individuc i input and the role of school'personnel and parents.in'problemrsolving.

vy

Subsequent fiecld_ tebting of the P S.C.Q. took place in three medium-size v

.

(enrollment 650-to-1G00). elementarv ach0015' one in each of three suburban schooL

‘ LR
districts in the Southehsta )

. * .

~

.

respendents along with comment cards to elicit feelings about the P,S5,C.Q. con-’

A .sample of five hundre&,parente were randomly selected from school registra-

»
. ———

Included'were statements relevant

‘o -

to the—amount of atcention -chool persognel pay to parental input, response to group

.

~

¢

P
T BN

!
4 L]

. .
. -

tion cards of the three schools. Ouestionnaires were mailed to the prospective

.
v

cerning its length and pertinence of. the statemgnts. v .

t

-

Two hundred and sevent)-eight cuestionna1res~&nd ‘ote hundred and five comment

" \

cards were- returned, o content analy51e of respondents comments seemed to indicate

" *that Tthe P,5;Ci(,, was too lehgthy and that a number‘pf statements seemed to ba

repetitive. 2o : .

. 'i, N

the school

During a discussion of the results,

1 L.

v

The résults of the questionnaire weré presented to the administrator of each of

. . §
each administrator echbed the

parent comments concerniné length ‘and repetition and indicated that the P s.C.Q.

s

\

°

”

-would become more useab‘e if modifications were made.

» B
- B

FERN

e

The feedbncl frﬁh parents and administrators about the P.S.C O. prompted a

~‘)

second;factor analy»io bused upon the two hundred and seventy-eight responses. The

’ 4 -

result of an orthogonal varimax rotation perforned on theg principal axie clusters

I I

Il

a

yielded by the factor analysis of the instrument pfoduced‘three'salient dimensions.

The cfiteria for acceptance of each item was 'set at ,5000, ' e

N .

. ' . .
. Pactor 1 ~ Teacher-?arent Interaction -

- ’ ‘s,
J "~ .

. * (S -

the teacher: attitude toward parental contacts,

; i
5

»

]
L
2

.

‘4Thus, the following tbree factors energed from the analysis: )

' <

<
-

‘teacher as perceived by the respondent, Statments deal with percegtions of

their receptivity of negative

-~

Items on thiq dinevsion tap the quality of interaction between Barent and .

+

"

/‘



hadd ; ..
: ~§eedback' and the interpersonai climate of parent-teacher communications.

e ~

aow Fo‘llowing are the- \iight items composing the Teacher- Parent Interaction .
¢

factor:- .
7 - f - K ° A . [
1. Teachers see parxents as.a nuisance. T - : .
. ) e g - 1 - -
A Teachers- seem thpeatened by parents who ask questions. . ~

- 3.  Teachers are fniendly and warm in their communicatfons with parents.
. M . it . . ” °
° 4. uhen I talk with my youngster's teacher, I feel he is holding back inferma-

i

tion I would like to have. .

.5, If I complain to 2 teachsr about my youngster's negative reaction to his

~~teaching, I am afraid that the teacher will act negativelx.tdnard my .

. "m,;“

e

youngster. 5 - ¢
. . ' q Y 4 . - g.
6. Teachers Seem to pay.atﬁention te—parents. C - ?

B .

7. After I have‘’met with my. youngsxer S teacher concerning a groblem, the =
¥ ' - #
teacher contacts me with follow-~up information about the situatlon. ’
) _,] 4
- 8, Teachers in the school like parents to contact ‘them about; their child.,

i
'

-

’ 1

Pactor II - Parent Principal Interaction
‘ : /

This dimension cdontains statements concerning}the qualityﬁof,interaction

between parents and the school administrator. Perceptions ok how the principal

> Y 4 ’ . 3
. views parent contacts and the parent organization, his receptiveness to nega-

Y
e

tive fepdback, and the climate of parent-principal encounteré are mdasyred by

. - { -

these items. - : 1 §{' s S
. , ]
The following eight items are contained in the parent-prfncipal interaction
~ « . %‘; ! ,
factor: . 0 . ﬂ S

[ oy

LA
¢ . . C ‘ N

3 The _principalftakes the initiative in contacting parents ab%ut school

. o - N

* _ matters, ‘ . . . . \
| -2, The principal actively supports the parernt organization, * T -
%- - 3. The principal is willing to listen to negative things I have to say about

i

. what's going-on in the school,




, . ~ AT
meqﬁanics involved in making contact with the school. Statements deal with ‘

" The prineipal sees parents as -a source of help to him, e -
- ) ) : . . : oL - 0 ; 1
5. "I trust the principal ‘to communicate parental concerns to the teachers. |
’ { . T . & ; - ‘1
. . [ . . . . . j
6. The grfnéipa% only responds to pressure from a group of parents, not to an * |
[ - ; . N . ) —: j
o individual, . R - |
N . . . S . . |
: 7. 'The principal encourages parents to ‘contact—teachers about their children's ¢
, o I ©—
~ school &ctivities. : : - B |
. . . . . |
“8, The principal always pays attention to.parents. o T -
5 Factor III - Assessibility -. i .
' : - N . - |
The items included in this-factor concern the parents perception of the - 'Jf%, ) 1
i

thehpretess used by parents to contact school personnel, the tone of school-
1 ) . ‘. : ]
to;heme eéﬁmunicatioﬂs,'and the impact the parent perceives he has -on his child's
. ‘ - ‘1’ . . i '/ - 4
teacher., -, L. ' —
. , ; P [ . , -

The Assessibility factor contains the fellowing nine items;:

Y

. . I + . .
l. In‘order for me to see my youngster'S teacher, I need only stop.in at the

office #ithout prior contact and ask, . o .
2, - In order for me to ‘see the printipal, I need_only“stop,in at the.office with-

-

. out prior contact and ask. o I * *

. . . /’ . - .

3., Most icommunications fromathe'school are, impersonal in tone. )
¢ . .

4, If my youngqter is’ having a problem in school,” the best way to contact the '

3 . . —

teacher is in writing rather than by phone, . b o~
' 5., It is difficult tO/get'in touch with a teacher‘on thc'pﬁéne. i

6. My youngster s teacher contaqts me personally when his work has been.pro-

., v .o, B . o

gressing particularly well, . o, '

5 - y
N B .-—‘—-_"" v

7. 1 feel that when I talk withAmy youngster s teacher ‘it makes an impact on him.

’ [N ' ;!
-

8. I have no hesitancy at all abeut contacting’a teacher about fy yogngster s ) .

4 ) ‘ . ‘ /

work in schoo#s




T s e . -~
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- - \‘ 4
‘ N > ) - - C -
[N . ~ '
| . 3 . [
| . , , w
| - .
| £ . . > -
| ¥ . - Cor - 2% ' =z : iz
. N - ks
9, I feel free tov stor znd chat wiuh tedcherﬁ o rne School, 2 '
2@& - N ) ;
€35 Scoring the F.o b v. luvolves the cor gutatlon of item meansxfrom the responses.
% . o« .
. . . L

\ These means mxy be piotted on a ,Pufilegqumﬁ e epable feedbcck to be given 1n an

- N

' understandsbie graphic worner (flguxs 1) .

" A possible way o’ iriterpret.”.8.(.(. results is thrqugh studying. factor means

and individual item respouses, Ccwputation of factor, means is facilitated by a con-

- -
.

. yersion.of raw jooves from the P,3,0.0. to a- common 1 {crosed) to 5 (open) scale. '

f % .

D Thus, the higher the sunra,vﬁhe mes2 “pen or perhesble the boundaries on a specific

. -
.

: dimension. 9 , . v : : .
Al < A - ~
- N - -

Using Hemphiliviile School (figure I ¢s an ‘axample, the P,S5.C.Q. Profile

,
» -~

indicates that parenws beem to percelve the school ‘as teriding to.be closed to their

~
-
-~ ¥ ’ Al N

‘ ' input. Herphillvilie Scheoel? yic ore o7 the a~hoo?!s 'that agreed to take part in the

, ) N . - Lot

- . .
tes - .

fleld testing of the rev,spc " toupav, T ,
. o - ) hd

—

- Hemphgl1v;il

t

- - ", s !
Likdmantac s nehor T g2 mas te or isolated from parents whose children
: ST T -
it serves. Aithouph trare ®oems fohe v Llakage Q”Llueﬂ the school and the

3 ' .

-

parenc ~conmunicv tpt;wgh she ooduenpsl 0 0F L mean s 2.47, p-r I -'#2,.#5). The

. - ’ .

individual vavencs g nart Lo m R - nneamnacd o the”school program or personnel ’ "

. .
+ - - . . -

are apparerii¥ Inaffect ce [PaT 0TAL 0 vian 1P

» 7 . [ - ’

L N /
appear to bo Lrowned upons (A #1,-2, 8

As informal viziza ¢ ghe vrhoc
) . .

seems best for' a pavent Ly tontzar o .-acher through written note rather than by,

. N ¢ : — . ]
teléphone. (A #4, 5}, Jhen . were-t does (ontact als child's teacher, the teacher does
= . ’ - ' -

not seem to withhold Lufnrm&a;uﬁ fron?the parent (I-P I #4), but these encounters

apparently ara pnrcel“ud oy che p*tﬂit Lu we cold, imper sonal and likely to have

” .

little Ampact (r- ? L mean 3‘10Jf; v 4,03, 6 8). Parents gseem to be quité

v ‘.

hesitant aboir. ¢ uﬂr:cting theirs tuniﬁ‘a weacher (A'#8), perhaps due to the feeling

. " that such contacz miy have an advarse eifect bn the child (T-P I #5).
. » Y"‘ e “ - .

[ - -
’

T ' \\ . "

ERIC. = . | \
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School§personne1 at Hemphillville sSeem to perceive parental contapts as more

- hind§anceathan help (T-P I #1; PP 1 #@) and p{gce little value upon their input .
ws v - : ’ ’ i

* into the school (P-P 1 #8). . T s . b

. N
@,u, ~ . o me, w N

" With littIe personal contact beﬁween parent and the school principal and staff

K

m - N ’
4

" othér than in’ cases when meetings with parénts ad§ essential, such as parent organi-\, .
“ r bt N4 +

zation gatherings or conerences: £o gishuss the child's progress (A #6), parents seem ",
tb view Hemphillville Blementary School as a plice where they must send-their

. « N . ~
v

B children, and unquestionally accept 1ts policies and practices. . .
. : : 5
The point that the permeability of the boundaries of a school is quantifiable

’ (Wiener and Bilumberg, 1973) seems to berunderlined by the revised version of the

-

P.S.C.Q. To provide an informal validity chee§ of the instrument, a saﬁpke of sixty

'

parents:*'ten from each of the six grade levels at Hemphillville, were selected frqm .

- -~ ‘, ’ - .
school registration cards for interviews., Parents who received the P,S5.C.Q. were “~_-
N X w . ) i - . . 1o« .
eliminated from the sample. Of the. sixty attempted contacts; forty-four interviews
- LI . . . N » » . Y

[ N
. .
-u-," ‘ . o
v ., -
¢
R '

, were conducted, e, . .

" The interview schedile was composed of three open-endéd questions to corres-'
nd with the three P,S5.C.Q. dimensions. . ( - .

., Interviewers were undergraduate students enrolled in a school-community
relhtions course, They were instructed to funnel the respondént's answers to-

elieit'specifics about their contact with. the school, The interviewers were asked

to characteriie the parents perception of the permeahility-of the school on each

dimension on a'five point scale. During a six hour training period, interviewers
* *

>

- -+ used this, scale to rate a serles of four role-play interviewees. The interviewers

averaged an eighty-four percent (847%) agreemeht on these scales,

K]

-

. A ) Fhllowing the completion of the interviews,.ﬁeane for:ﬁemphillvirle on each

l dimension were computed .and compared with the P.S.C.Q. .dimensional means fof* the ’

N ’ N .
i - . N Y

&ehoela As the interview -.

()

/S.C.Q. comparison was intended to informally validate

H

“ - T

cal description of this comparison would be open to

. the instrument, any gtatis




=9~ .. o0
question.' Thus, testﬂ were not performed on this data.

3

N . - k4 .", N * B s . - .
- However, it may bLa stated t_t'at‘ an ;lndicai)t of validity is mirrored by the fact

_that the instrument anL interview dimensioral’means were in close.agreement,

| W
! ‘.
N -

{Table I) oYL 7 .
. r . . © g
{P. ' - i . able I o
X .. o COmparison of Instfument and Interview Means N
Instrument, ‘Interview

Teacher~Parent] .

Ingeracticn 1.57 1,91 . ’ P .

Parent-Principal . . o .
Interaction 2.47 . 2.14

-

2,02 “ .
: . [ , S

B . - .
U : . ’
o . .

- 1,92

Accessibility

g

—4
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The potency of'the P,S.C.Q. rests in its abilitf'to provide school adminis-
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trative personnel with a’diagnostic tool for ascertaining parental perceptions of
[ c.'?f‘ =
the school -+ Inforfation gleaned “from the instrument may be used as base~line data
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for structuring or imﬁréviné school~community programs,
strives to make his schpol open to parental input, the feedback from the P.S.C.Q.

may highlight areas fer.staff‘development as well as provide him with information

cohcerning the parefits? perception of his_performance.‘

In an era when schools may‘be said. to be in a state of flux, with a variety
of experimentation #n’ staff pattefns, curriculum, and instruction, a comparison of
)

the results of periodic administrations of the P,5.C.Q. to a se1ection of the
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schools parent p0pu1ation may be used as a gauge of the amount of parental input

.

'that should be taken into account. in implementing change. } . .
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The revised version of the P.S.C.Q. simplifies the measurement of the permea-
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bility of the school‘s boundaries and: seems to open some new areas for study in
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the realm of the schools' relationship toz;ts patent constftuenqy. In additfbn to

L

viéwing the relationship of the parentq' perception of the permeability of the '
boundaries of the school to such variables as pared& satisfaction with school pro-
(. : ’ A * ‘ ’ [
... grams, demographic characteristics of.the. parent population and education values, .a..... .. _

_*Tproductive reseirch extension of boundary pérmqability would be its application to |

<

" the relationship between schools and their potential task=oriented concefps. For

eiﬁmple,'are schools relatively 0penfbr closed to subervision, staff development

o or new program ideas? . T T s
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