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Key-Question 3;

Do documents from COGSO provide a manifest and latent advocacy for parent
involvement in schools and school decision making?

Proposition 3:

There is a manifest and latent advocacy for parent involvement in schools and

school decision making, evident in the documents of COGSO.

Key Question 4:

Is the linguistic pattern adopted by the NTED, in its documents produced for parents, in a
discoursive form that inhibits parents’ involvement?

Proposition 4:

The linguistic style adopted by the NTED in its documents produced for
parents inhibits parent's ability to be involved in schools and school decision

making.

Key Question 5:

Do the results to Key Questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 allow for positive inferences to be made
about the value preferences of the authors of the NTED documents?

Proposition 5:

The responses to propositions 1, 2, 3 and 4 infer that NTED officers have a

negative value preference towards parent involvement in schools.

Proposition 1:
In responding to this prdposition | asked one question of the data with two parts:

a. Are the 'literal' messages in the documents in congruence with the definitions as set by
The Act?

i. Isthere evidence of incongruence amongst the 'literal’ messages in terms of the
scope of parent involvement allowed?



160 .

ii. s there evidence of incongruence amongst the ‘literal’ messages in terms of the
functions allowed parents?

This response is lengthier than the others because it requires much comparison of
the data in chapter four. The texts in DI specify very clearly the parameters of parent
involvement which are stated in chapter four pp.100-113 "Deduction of the standards

S1 and S2"

Standard, S1 - Scope of involvement

The scope is to actively control, expend, regulate and determine matters relating to
functions that are purely administrative and effect the individual school only.

The scope is either to advise or recommend results of inquiries, considerations or
examinations to the minister or head teacher concerming matters that can be
considered political and could have effect beyond the individual school level.(pp.112)
Standard, S2 - Function of Involvement
The functions conceming physical structures, grounds, non teaching staff and
finances that are allocated or granted to the school, or raised by the school may be
actioned by the school council, that is the administrative functions.
The functions dealing with teaching staff, government policy, community needs, and
new capital works may only be taken in an advisory capacity by the school council,
that is the political functions. (pp.112-113)
Under the Act, in relation to scope and function of involvement the term ‘control’ is
not applicable to political functions. Also, there are clearly only thirteen functions
that are specified that councils may adopt. These functions | have classified earlier

into administrative and political.

The weighting of the content of the Act and the Regulations as distributed between
these functions, clearly demonstrates that the administrative functions as well as
processes and procedures for operations of these functions are given the most
credence, as they are deemed to be most needing of explanation and detail (see
Charts: 4.1-4.3, pp.105-112). The personal function allowed under the Act is limited
to that shown in Table: 4.3 pp.111 and receives little content space (see chart 4.1,

pp.105) where it is shown that 15% is given to the sections concerning ‘compulsory
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attendance' and 'special needs'. The political, advisory function shown in Chart 4.3

is given 8% of the text space.

When reviewing some of the other NTED publications that form the legal Guidelines
for councils, ie, the 'PGSC' and the 'SDP' and the 'SIP and APSI', | found that the
former of these were apparently quite consistent with S1 and S2. The beginning of
each repeated the pages out of the Act that deal with these matters. They were also
quite consistent in terms of the proportions of space given to the different functions,
procedures and processes (see Table: 4.12, pp.126 and Chart 4.4 pp127 for the
PGSC and Table: 4.13, pp.128 with Chart: 4.5 pp.129). However when reviewing
the D3 text "You Are on a School Council...Now What?" (COGSO, 1992) in Tables:
414 and 4.15 pp.131-132 it became apparent that there were ‘hidden' functions not
specified in the Act. These functions are part of the processes and procedures that

the council must perform, eg,

(10) Council to draw up an annual financial budget of proposed expenditure.
(11) Council to oversee the organisation of urgent minor repairs and minor repairs.

(12) Council to develop, implement and review an Action Plan for School Improvement.

This kind of information about the processes and procedures that detail the functions
listed under the Act is not made readily available to parents in the 'PGSC' or 'SDP’

as they are very large manuals and difficult to work through.

The 'SIP and APSY' details the processes and procedures undertaken to carry out

forward planning for the schools (see Nature of Discourse section pp. 138-152).
....the format, style and complexity [of the SIP] is determined by the school community.
ldeally this process is conducted in a collaborative manner, involving all members of the
schoo!l community who desire to make a contribution. (SIP, 1993, pp.2)

| found it very difficult to determine what comprises the 'school community' from this

text, due to such phrases as: 'reporting to all staff, parents, school communities',
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'strengthen staff, student, parent and community teamwork’, 'is produced by school
staff and community' and 'the principal as chief adviser to the school community'. (In
other texts such as "You, Your School and Devolution, Partnership in Action', there
is the statement "whole school community of parents, staff and students" (pp.2)
which implies the school community is comprised of parents staff and students not
separate from them. This latter notion is more consistent with the literature (Caldwell
and Spinks, 1992, pp.115-137)). This becomes important because it is written in the
document that "The format style and complexity [of the SIP and the subsequent
APSI] is determined by the school community” (SIP, pp20). Later there is reference
to "The School Improvement Plan belongs to the School Community and is endorsed
by it, through the School Council” (pp.10) and later on pp.12 "The School Council

must endorse the Improvement Plan; therefore it is ultimately responsible for it."

These statements have implications in terms of the functions that are allowed
parents defined in S2, keeping in mind that the 'SIP and APSI' is the major forward
planning and policy formulating process for the school. On pp.6 of the 'SIP and
APSI are listed the changes to this document since this function has been removed
from the 'SDP'. The first of these is:

the primary objective is to focus on educational outcomes and greater educational

benefits to students. This document has no reference to administrative matters, to audited
statements or to facilities including improvements to school buildings:

and later;

school improvement plans focus on the evaluation of educational outcomes. According
to indicators are the outcomes being achieved as planned?
The above information indicates that there appears to be confusion about a parent
or council's role in their involvement with the school improvement planning, how can
they be responsible for a plan when they are only able to provide advice to the
principal about matters in the plan, ie, curriculum and implementation of school and

government policy (See S1 and S2, pp.112-113)? Is it that the first quote is really
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what is meant, that they, the community, determine "...the format, style and
complexity..." only, of the plan? It would appear not, if one also reads the NTED
booklet "You Your School and Devolution, Partnership in Action" (1992) where
Action Plans for School Improvement are also mentioned (this was published in
October 1992, before the SIP was made a separate part of school improvement
planning in 1993). In this text the statement is, "Each school's action plan is
developed by its council - in conjunction with the broader school community and, in
particular, with the principal and staff - to set a 'blueprint' for the long-term -
development of the school" (pp.6). This quote states that the council 'develops’ the
action plan not just determines its format. The quote is repeated in the brochure
'You, Your School and Devolution, an Introduction’ (NTED October,1992). These
latter documents that | have quoted from here, are in wide distribution in all schools
in the NT. The 'SIP and APSI', | have been informed, is to be printed as it appears in

the draft 4 format. It is to be a working document for all councils and schools.

The messages produced by these latter three texts, are not in congruence with what
appears in standards S1 and S2, 'scope and function of parent involvement'. There
also appears to be some incongruence between the texts, and within the texts, that
cannot be explained away by the length of time between their respective

productions.

A final source of texts that | compared with S1 and S2 are two of the forewords to
D2-G texts one of these texts foreword to the SDP (NTED1991) is referred to as part
of the literature in chapter two pp.58-61. In one of the quotes presented there
Spring writes:

"More and more areas of educational decision-making and school management have been

devolved from head office...[to allow for]...councils and the community to have greater
input to, and control of, the educational programmes of their children.
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Spring distinguishes between educational decision-making (could this be a 'political’
function?) and school management, and then goes on to state that counciis and
community have 'control' of the educational programmes for their children, the
inference being that educational programmes refer to curriculum and studies. Itis
clear from S1 and S2 that these are advisory roles and not controlling or action roles

for council.

In the foreword to 'You Your School and Devolution, Partnership in Action' (NTED
1992) (see pp. 151-152 for analysis of the discourse and pp.119, Table:4.8, Text 1,
for readability) from the Minister for Education's office, there is mention of a
'partnership' between his office and the community most affected by public policy.
Devolution is referred to as one such policy. From the information provided in S1
and S2 it is clear that the partnership is limited to admirjistrative functions. The
NTED and the Minister are the ones with the control and thus the power in relation to
political functions This kind of distinction is not stated or implied in the two
forewords mentioned here nor in others read. In the foreword to 'You, Your School
and Devolution, Partnership in Action', Minister Stone refers to the devolution
process as a 'partnership in action', he relates devolution to educational processes,
educational benefit, educational advantages, these terms infer studies/curriculum as
well as administration, that is, all matters dealing with education. Spring, in his
foreword to the 'SDP’, writes, "The education of the NT students is very much in the
hands of the schools, parents and school communities." This implies a power or
control over a broader sphere than merely administrative matters and not just an

advisory capacity.

From the analysis of the texts found in chapter four, the data suggests that there is
incongruence between the messages produced in the texts in D1 and D2 and
between the messages in the texts within D2. Though a limited number of texts have

been analysed, these are in open publication and widely distributed for reference in
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schools and their surrounding communities. Thus there is sufficient data to support

the first proposition that mixed messages are manifest in the NTED documents.

Proposition 2:
To respond to this proposition | asked three sub-questions:
b. Do the documents from the NTED in response to parents' requests, reflect that the

intent of the request has been 'heard'?

c. When the NTED seeks response to new proposals or evaluations of existing
programmes do they allow sufficient time for parents to carry out the task?

d. Isthere a demonstrated effort to write documents at a readability level suitable for
parents with between 7 to 10 years of schooling?

The answers to these questions will be quite brief here as the data in chapter four is
presented in a format that either already makes comparisons, or is discussed
sufficiently for me to merely draw conclusions as indicated in the introduction to

chapter four.

Data pertinent to question - b - is found in chapter four, pp.133-136. The information
compared on these pages between the D2-C, D3 and D4 texts indicates that there is
evidence to suggest the NTED does hear the intent of the request but chooses to
answer without acknowledging that change might be considered. The frequent
restatement of policy indicates that those making the requests are not considered to
have power in the situation and will be satisfied with repeated information only. The
repeat of policy assumes that the 'requester’ does not know the facts and therefore
needs to be taught. The direct answer to question -a- must be, yes! However, with
the addendum that the evidence suggests that the NTED is not concerned to action

the request.
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Data pertaining to question - ¢ - is found in chapter four, pp. 136-137. On pp.136, |
have provided a time frame that | believe is the minimum that should be allowed
councils to respond to requests:
... a minimum time of eight weeks if the work is to be done during council meeting times
then typed at the school before sending. This time frame would not allow any significant
canvassing of community opinion however.
| further suggest that this time frame would only be suitable for small issues and that
for larger policy changes, a time frame that allowed canvassing of opinions should

be implemented.

Data from the D2-C texts, as discussed in chapter four, indicates that neither of the
above time frames are adhered to. There are comments in letters from school
councils and COGSO in the supplementary information to chapter four, which
indicates that these groups have concern about time frames. For example:
...considerable community anger , not only about the specific school closure ... but the time
given for consultation. (3/4/91) :
...the time limit allowed for comment has prevented as full a consultation ... (18/10/89)
...quite short notice was given. (28/5/91)
...the time frame for consultation was too short. (1/6/93)

...a public meeting ... could not be arranged and widely advertised in that time. (22/5/93)

| did not find evidence, in the COGSO correspondence file, of the practice of
presenting information about major policy change just prior to school holidays.
However my experience has been that this does occur. In this circumstance the
parents are particularly disadvantaged as they do not have their usual access to

their school for information and clarification.

From the data analysed in chapter four and the supplementary evidence presented
in this chapter the answer to question - ¢ - must be 'no', sufficient time is frequently

not allowed for effective and considered parent response to issues.
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Data pertinent to question - d - is obtained in chapter four pp.113-125, with specifics
relevant to the NTED texts in Table: 4.9, pp.120, Table: 4.10, pp. 121, and Table:
4.11, pp. 123. A standard for readability (from pp.115, ch.4 has been reproduced on
pp.168 of this chapter.

Standard for readability - S3:

. A Flesch grade level of 7 - 10 years.

. A Flesch reading ease score of 50 -70

. An average sentence length of 17 - 21 words

. No more than 25% of the text in the passive voice.

There is a wide range of scores registered in the tables and graphs. The graphs
demonstrate that all scores sit in a range above and often well above the standard
set for reading grade level. The highest scores are registered by the material
published by the BOS or that dealing with curriculum m;atters. These suggest that at
least 17 years of schooling would be required to read the texts with ease. Only one
of the texts has less than the standard for the percentage passive and another has
less than the standard for sentence length. It is interesting that within the text 'You,
Your School and Devolution, an Introduction’, text number 6 on Table: 4.10, the
average of the reading grade levels for the whole text is 14.6 (taken from a number
of analyses done through the brochure) however the specific grade level for the
section dealing with text concerning the 'Role of the Department’, which deals with
matters such as who develops policy and curriculum, those matters that | have
deemed political, has a reading grade level of 17.0. The inference here is that the
reader does not have to worry about this section. This change to the reading level
would not have been made deliberately, but rather as a subconscious response to
the knowledge that, parents particularly, do not have to be involved with these
matters, merely told of them. This publication has been produced with the specific
intent of introducing parents to devolution and is meant to be at the school front

office desk for parents to browse.



168 .

There is evidence that NTED officers can adjust the text to lower reading grade
levels from the range that does occur. However it is interesting that the grade levels
registered by D1 texts pp.118, Table: 4.7 and D2-G texts - the reference and working
manuals - are all in the range of 15 and above, with the sentence length and passive
factors inhibiting the readability. Because of this, a large body of parents would find
these texts extremely difficult to use, thus making them reliant on the school

administration to manage the matters in these texts.

From the analysis of the data in chapter four concerning readability of text, | have
found that there is little evidence to show that adjustments have been made to the
texts. There is evidence that NTED officers can make such adjustments but that this

rarely occurs. Thus | conclude that the answer to question - d - above, is negative.

From the responses to the three research sub-questions concerning latent
messages, about parent involvement in schools and school decision making, in the
NTED texts it can be inferred that these latent messages found 'in' and 'of the text

do contradict the manifest advocacy of the text and thus proposition 2 is supported.

Proposition 3:
In response to this proposition | asked three questions of the data:

Sub-questions:

e. Is there a demonstrated effort to write documents at a readability level suitable for
parents with between 7 to 10 years of schooling? (These figures are explained below).

f. Is there evidence of greater use of the terms parent or pronouns that take the place of
the word parent in the COGSO documents compared with their use in documents
produced by the NTED?

0. Isthere evidence that messages written by COGSO are congruent with each other and
that allowed for in The Act?
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The evidence to answer question - e - is found in Table: 4.11, pp.123, in chapter
four. This data does not demonstrate that a consistent effort is made to adjust the
readability level. The range of reading grade level is wider than for the NTED
documents. When the two graphs for COGSO and NTED , are placed side by side,
it can be seen however, that COGSO generally produces its texts at a more 'user
friendly' reading grade level than the NTED. The lowest grade level is scored by an
early newsletter written in 1989. However there is evidence that one other
readability faptor needs to be taken into consideration. The use of the passive in
four of the texts is significantly lower than the standard, which is a better record than
the NTED. However, | cannot state that the answer to question - e - is positive, the
evidence suggests that the texts are not written with a readability grade level of

between 7-10 years.

The data for question - f - is found in chapter four pp.152-154, and Table: 4 16.
From the data and analysis presented there, the COGSO text ranks second to the
"You, Your School and Devolution, an Introduction” brochure. Other NTED texts fall
well below these figures with some containing almost no personalised referencing
especially the 'SIP and APSI' that are community reference manuals. There is
evidence overall, that the COGSO text does contain more personalised referencing
than other NTED texts, however this was not at the level that | expected to find.

Thus 1 conclude that the answer to question - f - is positive.

There was only one text analysed in chapter four in detail, to respond to question - g.
This text, the 'COGSO Booklet', was found to be inconsistent in its messages about
parent involvement in schools and school decision making in terms of what councils
'must’ and 'may’' do as their functions, (see pp.130-133 and Tables: 4.14 and 4.15.)
when compared with texts in D1. However when this text was compared with D2-G
texts it was found to be more consistent in picking out the expanded functions that

form the details of the generalised ones listed in D1 texts. No other texts that | have
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read have attempted this task. The messages through the text were found to be in

congruence with each other.

The evidence suggests that question - g - is predominantly supported (see Tables:
4,14 and 4.15 pp.131-133). There has been an effort, to reflect for the parenté, the
true situation in terms of parent functions as council members. However there is
indication that the idea of whether a council 'must' or 'may' carry out certain of these

functions has been, misrepresented.

The literal responses to the questions asked of the data in chapter 4, in relation to
proposition 3, would suggest that this proposition is not supported. However there is
information in the data, outside of the questions asked, as alluded to above, that
does suggest that COGSO is aware of the need to reach a broad range of parents
and that it has attempted to adjust its texts accordingly.‘ Thus | believe that there is
some evidence of latent advocacy in the texts, that readers would perceive, which

was not allowed for due to the poor wording of some of my questions.

Proposition 4:
In response to this proposition | asked two questions of the data:

Sub-questions:

h. Is there evidence from the type of discourse used by the NTED that 'power remains
with the department?

i. Is there evidence that the linguisticality of the messages from the NTED changes
according to the type of parent audience?

The evidence to answer both of these questions is found in pp.138-152 and in the
other information that | have classed as representing linguisticality (pp.152-155), that

is readability and word use frequency, both referred to above in chapter five.
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To answer question - h, the NTED data concerning the discourse analysis of the
NTED texts needs to be referred to. Throughout the texts there is evidence that
power remains on the side of the NTED personnel. There are frequent grammatical
and lexical (use of words) references that act to distance the reader from the texts,
such as the use of the passive voice, the use of auxiliary verbs and the use of
anonymous titles and group referencing which depersonalise the texts. The larger
manuals being written in either a legalistic or bureaucratic style mean that for many
people the text would need to be interpreted for them. Thus the parent, in this

situation, is in the inferior position.

However there is evidence that the styles change according to the status of the text
and its purpose. Those that are teaching or reference documents tend to be
expository and didactic, with the lexical and grammatical forms keeping the
originator of the text in the authoritative position. Thos;a that are promotional or
propagandist attempt to draw the reader in. Of the texts that | analysed there were

far fewer written in this form of discourse than the latter.

From the data presented in chapter four and analysed in this chapter | have found
that there is evidence to answer in the positive to question - h, that power does

remain with the NTED.

In response to question - i -, the discourse analysis in chapter four, provides
evidence that the discourse of NTED texts does change according to the social
function performed by the text. Where the text has a legal and lasting function the
discourse is legalistic and distancing. When the text is to promote and to interest
the discourse is propagandist and drawing the reader in. When the text is to teach
and provide a manual for operation the discourse is expository and didactic but also

distancing to ensure that the reader does not ask too many questions of the text or
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the NTED. The analysis demonstrates the ability of NTED text writers to change the

discourse according to the audience.

Thus from the data presented in chapter four the answer to question - i - is also in

the positive.

Over all the evidence is sufficient to support proposition 4, that the discoursive form
of the NTED texts inhibits parent involvement. Only the promotional or propagandist

literature is in an attracting or involving discourse.

Proposition 5:

There were no sub-questions asked of the literature in relation to this key question.
The evidence relating to this proposition has been gleaned from the
discussion/analysis, of the chapter four data, presented above concerning the first

four propositions.

Value preference is a difficult factor to determine because it can be well hidden,
particularly in a person's public life. An overt negative value preference in the
current context of outward advocacy of the concept of parent involvement in schools
and school decision making, could be quite damaging to an NTED officer's career.
Thus | developed the propositions above to search for latent clues in the texts that

could indicate negative values.

| believe that there is evidence to support this proposition demonstrated by the
following:
» The lack of apparent caring about how parents are drawn into the involvement process
and assisted in that process. Certainly none of the texts that | analysed were 'user

friendly' to the parents, as reference or instructional material.

« The lack of effective response to COGSO requests and the Devolution Symposium
questions.
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« The ignoring of the time needed by parents to effectively carry out a consuitative role
and to effect considered responses to educational issues that they are confronted with.

« The lack of clarity in the messages that appear in the texts that parents must refer to
and use. COGSO demonstrated that it is possibie to draw information from the large
manuals that gives a clearer picture of the scope and function of involvement.

I do not infer that all NTED personnel as individuals hold negative value preferences

in relation to this concept, however there is evidence that, as a collective,

proposition five is substantiated.

Summary

To return to the three possibilities in chapter one (pp.6), that | set out to explore. It is
evident that the data and analysis in chapters four and five substantiate that these
can no longer be considered possibilities, but rather that they do exist. The
incongruence in the messages is a confusing factor for parents, not only because
they create doubt about what the parent's roles may be: but also because the
quantity and breadth of the tasks expected of parents is hidden in the volume of
information, that is, in the published guidelines. Many of the texts (such as the
forewords) create an expectation amongst the parents that the scope of their
involvement is greater than that legally allowed. This can create confusion and
frustration when a parent or council tests parameters only to find that their proposals
are not possible. The quote below from a letter in the COGSO correspondence file
illustrates this point::

What we were asking was reflecting what we thought was meant by devolution. However,

by your response we were yet again wrong. Devolution is only about giving administrative

trivia and chores to Councils and/or school administrative staff. (1992)
The confusing nature of the texts means that it is possible for information to be
withheld by the NTED, thus adding to the differential power bases between the
NTED and parents.
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The difficulty that the parents can experience in reading and comprehending the
written material and the confusing nature of this material, suggests that parents
could perceive that the producers of the material are not really in favour of the
concept that they are writing about. The inference is that advocacy would be
demonstrated by the originators of the material taking care with what they produce,

so that it is user friendly for all those who might wish to be involved.

From these findings, it is possible to infer that the collective nature of the value
preference of the NTED personnel tends towards the negative in relation to the

concept of parent and community involvement in schools.

Conclusions in relation to the research problem

The evidence above clearly indicates that both the nature of the texts and the
content in the texts, affects how parents can relate to the text. As demonstrated by
the data accumulated about the variables and then applied to the propositions, the
texts are not user friendly for a large proportion of the population. They are 'user
friendly', but still distancing, for those who have completed high school to year 12

and even more relevant, to those who have some college education.

As a result of the above only a small proportion of the population, those that reach
college level and possess a reading ability to match this, have access to the
information needed to function effectively in the legal mode of parent involvement in
schools (other than the personal), that is, through participation as a member of a
school council. The texts that | have analysed would effectively operate as a barrier

to involvement for large numbers of any Government School community in the NT.

When Stone, the former Education Minister writes that devolution brings about a

partnership in education matters, this is rhetoric to promote the concept of
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devolution. This partnership cannot occur as long as texts, such as those that | have
analysed, are presented to parents for their use. Holland (1993) comments:
"Partnership implies becoming partners in a shared task for the benefit of the child. It also
indicates equality as well as empowerment. Empowerment is a process; fundamental
changes are needed in attitudes and policy if all parents and teachers are going to be able
to work in a partnership where each has equal rights.(Personal communication Faculty of
Education NTU, 1993).
The barrier that | have identified through this case study - That there is a problem
with the nature of the texts produced by the NTED, which inhibits parent's -
involvement in schools - illustrates that values and attitudes have not changed to
align with the rest of the published statements. This barrier indicates that
recognition is not given to the need to allow 'all' in the community the right to access,
and to make decisions about their access, on an equal footing with others. The
results of this case study bear out the comments made by Fitzgerald that | first
mention in chapter two of this thesis:
People who are poor and disadvantaged are victims of a societal confidence trick.
...schools reflect societies' intention to maintain the present unequal distribution of status
and power. Because the myth of equal opportunity has been so widely accepted by
Australians, the nature of unequal outcomes has been largely ignored. Thus failure to
succeed in the competition is generally viewed as being the fault of the individual rather
than as the inevitable result of the way our society is structured.
As demonstrated by my case study, of the NT situation, failure to achieve access to
knowledge and information, by the individual, concerning effective involvement in
schools and school decision making, cannot be construed as merely a problem of

the individual's making. The evidence is considerable that the individual has literally

been "talked out of involvement".
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Recommendations

For further research

There are a number of recommendations that arise from this thesis that relate to
further research in terms of the methodology used and the findings. Resulting from
the findings some recommendations have been made for action to overcome the

barriers identified and discussed.

This case study is context specific and not generalisable beyond the NT. The
methodology employed is also context specific and developed to suit the particular
setting. However there is scope for similar studies to be carried out using the
underpinning ideologies of the method, to find if the barrier identified here, can be

similarly identified in other states.

With reference to the three possibilities for exploration in chapter one, these is only
one set of possibilities that | chose to investigate. Within the context of parent
involvement in schools there are any number of other sets that could be chosen to
look at using a similar methodology or paradigm or employing different ones. These

different approaches could be used to further explore the notion of advocacy.

From ‘this research | can strongly state that the messages as interpreted by the
target audiences have not always been the intended messages. Frequently the
messages have not even reached the target readers. Consequently there are
concerns raised about the inadequacy and appropriateness of such messages. The
'‘blue print' against which all subsequent literature should be aligned is the legal
iiterature. All operations of departmental officers, including their publications, as
well as operations of council members must comply with this 'blue-print’. If this were
to occur then problems of mixed messages and perceived lack of advocacy could be

overcome. As stated in the research, its eclectic nature did not allow for in depth
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study through any individual technique employed. It is recommended that further
research into the nature and use of literature to manipulate parental responses could
be carried out. Or accordingly to determine the style of writing that would suit a

much broader range of people in the community.

One of the factors raised in the literature as a barrier relates to the mobility of
parents. The NT is recognised as having a highly mobile population, a specific
study exploring this factor in terms of the ability of these mobile parents to become

involved in schools would add to the information.

For Action

If the parents are unable to read or comprehend the Iitefature that they are
confronted with then one of the key players in their access to information is the
principal. To this end the role of the principal in the school is pivotal. In order for
the community to have trust in the principal the community needs to perceive that the
principal identifies with their school and has a shared element of self interest in the
school. The principal still must be the department's representative. However in
identifying with the school, the principal will also endeavour to better blend the
parents wishes with the needs of the department. Thus the role of the principal
needs to be reviewed as part of the ongoing devolution process, so that principals
become an integral part of the community-based management team to administer

government schools.

The appointment of a departmental officer in 1991 at Superintendent level to co-
ordinate the process of devolution, indicated to school councils the desire of the
department to maintain effective communication with them. To that end, the role of
the Devolution Manager was primarily to make the process user friendly for councils.
The position was not continued in 1993, though the devolution process has been

ongoing. This research has demonstrated that effective communication is not
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occurring, and that key information is not user friendly. Thus it is recommended that
further research be focussed on the provision of a facilitator for the devolution
procesé, whose advocacy and value preferences are perceived as positively as

possible, but without compromising the parameters of the policy of the NTED.
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Appendix One

Address of COGSO:

NT COGSO, Darwin Education Centre
McMinn Street DARWIN

GPO Box 1065 DARWIN 0801
Telephone: 89 5612
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Appendix two

LIST OF NT NEWS TEXTS ANALYSED TABLE: 4.6.

Press release from the Minister for Education 1993.

. Article 3. Extra funds to Central Australian Schools 1992,
Article 4. Sport - report of weekend football 1993.
Article 5. Current affairs - report of Timor issue 1993.

SENELEES

LIST OF THE ACT TEXTS ANALYSED TABLE: 4.7.
1.* The Act, School Councils section.
2. The Act, Canteens.
3. The Act, Canteens.

LIST OF MINISTER AND SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION TEXTS ANALYSED

TABLE: 4.9.

Aricle 2. Secondary school restructuring and COGSO general article.1993.
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1.* Foreword to "You Your School and Devolution, Partnership in Action" (NTED 1992).

2. Year 10 Assessment The Facts (brochure, NTED 1987).
3. Finch Hits Critics of School Plan (NT News).

4. Letter from the Minister to COGSO Executive.

5. Foreword to "Devolution, What Is it" (NTED 1989).

6. Foreword to "School Improvement Plan" (NTED, 1993)
7

Foreword to "Towards the 90's Excellence, Accountability and Devolution in

Education”. (NTED, 1987 1st ed. and 1989 2nd ed).

LIST OF NT BOS TEXTS ANALYSED TABLE: 4.10.

1. "JSSC Guidelines for Parents and Students”, Brochure from the BOS (NTED, 1992).
2. "Parent Involvement in School Curriculum"” Brochure from the BOS (NTED, 1993).
3

Board of Studies Mission Statement from "NT Board of Studies Handbook" (NTED,

1993).
4. "NT Board of Studies Handbook", letter to the Recipient (BOS, 1993).

LIST OF NTED TEXTS ANALYSED TABLE: 4.11.
1.* NTED Response to the Devolution Symposium Darwin 1992.

2. Introduction to Towards The 90's, Excellence Accountability and Devolutionin Education

(NTED, 1987).
3. Employee Guidelines from Standard Devolution Package (NTED, 1991).
4. Introduction to School Improvement Plan (NTED, 1993).
5* You, Your School and Devolution, an Introduction (NTED brochure).
6.* Pages from You, Your School and Devolution (NTED, 1992).
7. Ministerial Guidelines from Standard Devolution Package (NTED, 1991).
8*. Practical Guide to school Councils (NTED, 1987).

LIST OF COGSO TEXTS ANALYSED TABLE: 4.12.
1.* Foreword to "You Are on a School Council ... Now What™ (COGSO, 1992).

2. "Northern Territory Council of Govermmment Schools Organisation Information

Handbook” (COGSO, 1993).
3-12. Articles in COGSO newsletters (1989 -93).
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Appendix Three

Readability Formulae:

The Flesch formula (Harrison 1984, pp.77)

Reading ease score = 206.835 - (0.846 x SYLLS/100 WDS) - (1.015 X WDS/SEN)
where SYLLS/100WDS = syllables per 100 words

and WDS/SEN = average number of words per sentence

Dale Chall formula (1948) (Harrison 1984, pp.74)

US grade = (0.1579 x percent ufmwds) + (0.0496 x wds/sen) + 3.6365
where ufmwds = unfamiliar words.

and wds/sen = average number of words per sentence UK reading level = 5 + US grade



