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ABSTRACT

A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE RATINGS OF COMMUNITY

EDUCATION GOALS ASSIGNED BY FOUR GROUPS:

REGIONAL AND COOPERATING CENTER DIRECTORS;

AND PRINCIPALS, SUPERINTENDENTS AND COMMUNITY

EDUCATION DIRECTORS IN MINNESOTA

COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

BY

Michael Harlan Kaplan

Community education has grown from a modest experi-

ment in the public schools during the 1930's to a concept

that is currently in operation in over 400 school systems

and 3000 school buildings all over the United States. The

rapid growth and adoption of community education have red

sulted in a need for a solid body of research, particularly

on community education goals.

The purpose of this study was to compare the commu-

nity education goal ratings of a group of directors of re-

gional and cooperating centers for community education de-

velOpment with the ratings of groups of principals, superin-

tendents and community education directors from selected

Minnesota school districts that were operating community

education programs as of September, 1973. The purpose in-

cluded determining whether or not there were significant

differences between these groups on the ratings of eleven

categories of community education goals represented in the
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Community Education Goals Inventory (CEGI-4), the survey in-

strument utilized in this investigation.

The design of this study was descriptive and compar-

ative and sought to determine a measure that would indicate

whether or not there was significant agreement or conver-

gence on the rating of eleven categories of community edu-

cation goals between principals, superintendents, community

education directors and center directors.

The total study sample for all respondents was N =

280. Individual group samples included: principals, n =

130; superintendents, n = 61; community education directors,

n = 58; center directors, n = 31. The re5pondents were

mailed a questionnaire which required rating fifty-three

community education goals according to an intensity-of-

importance scale from very low to very high.

The data gathered on 280 respondents were coded and

then punched on data-processing cards. The data were sta-

tistically analyzed by multivariate and univeriate analyses

of variance techniques suggested by the Office of Research

Consultation, College of Education, Michigan State Univer-

sity. Computational analyses were performed on the CDC 6500

Computer System at Michigan State University.

The major findings of the study included:

Hypothesis 1: Significant differences were observed
 

between center directors and all other administrators as

one group (principals, superintendents and community
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education directors) on the ratings of six of the eleven cat-

egories of community education goals.

Hypothesis lA: Significant differences were observed

between center directors and principals on the ratings of

three of the eleven categories of community education goals.

Hypothesis 1B: Significant differences were observed
 

between center directors and superintendents on the ratings

of five of the eleven categories of community education

goals.

Hypothesis 1C: Significant differences were observed
 

between center directors and community education directors

on the ratings of two of the eleven categories of community

education goals.

Hypothesis 2: Significant differences were observed
 

between principals, superintendents and community education

directors on the ratings of three of the eleven categories

of community education goals.

Hypothesis 3: No significant differences were observed
 

between groups of urban, suburban and rural administrators

(principals, superintendents and community education direc-

tors) on the ratings of any one or all of the eleven cate-

gories of community education goals.

Hypothesis 4: No significant area by position interac-
 

tion effects were observed on the ratings of any one or all
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of the eleven categories of community education goals.

The general conclusions reached in this study were

that: l) the respondent's position had the greatest effect

on rating community education goals, and 2) neither area by

itself nor area by position had a significant effect on a

respondent's goal ratings.

Even though narrow in scope, the findings of this

study have important implications, not only for the groups

sampled in the study, but also for other school district ad-

ministrators, teachers, community residents, and community

agency directors. If community education goals are recog-

nized as important and worth pursuing, then a coordinated

effort should continue to be undertaken to overcome the

problem of a significant lack of convergence between the

professionals charged with implementing and operating com-

munity education programs.’

Although this study stressed the importance of con-

vergence to the ektent that significant convergence encour-

ages a better understanding of community education goals,

and consequently, makes implementation of the community edu-

cation concept in American communities easier, there is a

danger in total and unanimous convergence. Differences re-

vealed because of position are not necessarily a detriment.

Changes made in schools and communities should reflect the

differences of those who work in the schools and live in the

community.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Introduction
 

Innovations and changes are constantly occurring in

the dynamic arena of American public education. The impact

and significance of educational change is a topic that eli-

cits great debate among school critics. Charles Silberman

analyzed numerous attempts at "educational reform" and con-

cluded that despite millions of dollars in financial aid to

schools for innovative programming, very little reform actu-

ally has occurred. He further argued that some professional

educators fear change because they are unwilling or unable to

c0pe with it. Silberman strongly advocated an "open" educa-

tional concept that encourages greater community involvement

in educational planning and more interaction by students with

their community.1

Ronald Roel has suggested that the "educational sys-

tem" itself (school boards, teachers and administrators) ap-

pears to collectively perpetuate resistance to change by cre-

ating an environment that "disenchants" students, parents

and community residents. This resistance is being challenged

by what Roel described as a "third force....citizens, parents,

 

1Charles E. Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom, New

York: Random House, 1970.

 



students and employers...becoming more active, more vocal,

more informed, and more demonstrative on community and na-

0 l 2

tional issues."

Continued resistance to change by public schools be-

comes a more acute problem because of the increasing rate at

which societal change occurs. Change is swift, constant and

forces corresponding pressure upon all institutions in our

society.3 In a recent interview, Alvin Toffler further dis-

cussed the importance of change and the future.

All of us in the high-technology nations are caught

up in one of the great revolutions in human history.

We are in the process of creating a new civilization

which will demand new ways of life, attitudes, val-

ues, and institutions....people in our schools today

are going to live in a world radically different from

the one we know-~and a world that will be undergoing

continual and in all likelihood, accelerating change.

He further indicated that there may be "...no more important

role for education than to serve as one of the great adap-

tive mechanisms both for the social system as a whole and

for the individual within it."

 

2Ronald Roel, ed., "Searching for a 'Third Force':

Can We Put the Public Back into Public Education?" 222.

Journal of the Institute for Responsive Education, Vol. 21,

No. II(Winter 1974), pp. 1 andTIU.

3Alvin Toffler, Future Shock, Chapter 18 (New York:

Random House, 1970), pp. 353-378.

 

4June Grant Shane and Harold G. Shane, "The Role of

the Future in Education," an interview with Alvin Toffler,

Today's Education, Vol. 63, No. 1 (January-February 1974),

p. 72.

 

5Ibid., pp. 72-73. Also see Benjamin D. Singer,

"The Future-Focused Role Image," Learning_for Tomorrow,

Alvin Toffler, ed. (New York: Random House, 1974), pp. 19-32.

 



If education is to become an adaptive mechanism in

our society, future citizens must be eq ipped to deal with

the ever-increasing complexity of bureau racies. Kenneth

Benne stated,

Bureaucratic organizations are...prima y factors

in contemporary man's employment as a worker. In-

creasingly, he must reckon also with bureaucracies

in his nonworker roles-—as citizen, as student, and

as client in quest of [educational],5hea1th, recrea-

tional and welfare services as well.

The failure of numerous education programs and the

inadequacy of the school as a bureaucratic institution was

described by Kerensky and Melby.

Among [the] shortcomings there are two basic char-

acteristics of schoolhouse education that contri-

bute to its inadequacy. First, in the work of the

school, the child is daily confronted with demands

he cannot meet, demands which the teacher and ad-

ministrator know he cannot meet. Since many chil-

dren are seldom asked to do anything they are cur-

rently able to do, they are perforce educated in

failure.

The second characteristic of schoolhouse education

which renders it ineffective in our current society

is its failure to educate all the people of the com-

munity....In many instances it is a studied effort

to avoid dealing with parents and adults generally.

Meeting the needs of individuals is a problem that

ought to be shared by schools and communities alike. The ex-

tent to which they are successful in meeting needs is contin-

gent upon identifying the needs and implementing programs

 

5Kenneth D. Benne, Education for Tra ed (Lexington:

University of Kentucky Press, 1967), p. 10 .

6V.M. Kerensky and Ernest O. Melby, Education II -

The Social Imperative (Midland, Michigan: Pendell Publishing

00’ ' pp. - .

 



that satisfy these needs. In servicing needs, priorities

must be determined. One way of determining priorities is to

establish an agreed upon set of goals and proceed to accom-

plish these goals. The present era is characterized by a

drive for accountability, particularly in education. SOphis-

ticated systems utilizing goals and objectives are becoming

more widely adopted in the United States. Unfortunately,

however, many accountability models are on shaky ground be-

cause "...they are extremely rationalistic, mechanistic, and

far removed from the actual workings of social systems."7

An additional weakness in educational accountability is that

it "...becomes a strongly hierarchical matter. Teachers

formulate goals for students; administrators for teachers;

school boards for administrators."8

According to Parsons et. a1., if a social system is

to survive, it must meet and satisfy certain functional prob-

lems. These problems include goal attainment, or as they

described it, the gratification of the units in a social sys-

tem.9 Our society continues to become more complex. In-

creased societal complexity results in increased difficulty

in formulating and attaining goals.

 

7Ernest R. House, "The Price of Productivity: Who

Pays?" Today's Education, Vol. 62, No. 6 (September-October

1973), p. 67.

 

8

Ibid., p. 66.

9Talcott Parsons, Robert F. Bales and Edward A. Shils,

WOrkin Pa ers in the Theory of Action, Chapter 5 (Glencoe,

IIIinois: Free Press, 1953).

 



Many communities are adopting a new approach to

problem solving and goal attainment. Roel's "third force"

or the citizenry in a community is not only becoming more

active on school issues and policy but on problems that af-

fect the well-being of their community as well. Community

education provides an opportunity to include a wide variety

of goal options in an attempt to satisfy the multiplicity

of interests within the population of any particular commu-

nity. The sharing in the decision-making and goal-setting

processes of a community by its residents is philOSOphically

in concert with democratic principles.

Statement of the Problem
 

The problem in this study was to determine the ex-

tent of agreement on the importance of community education

goals as perceived by groups of regional and c00perating

center directors, superintendents, principals and community

education directors.

Need for the Study
 

Since 1936, when community education began as an ex-

periment in the public schools of Flint, Michigan, it has

grown steadily in America and now reaches over 400 school

systems, 3000 school buildings and serves nine million peo-

ple. Much of this growth has occurred during the recent

decade and it is projected that the services of 8000 new

community school directors will be needed over the next ten



. 10
year period.

The rapid adoption of community education has been

sided significantly by the establishment of the Mott Founda-

tion Projects Division of Training and Dissemination. Fif-

teen regional and thirty-one cooperating centers for commu-

nity education develOpment are in operation throughout the

country in colleges, universities and state departments of

education. These centers now perform many of the tasks that

the Mott Projects Division was established to perform. The

original tasks of the Mott Projects Division were to,

...develop programs to train Community School Dir-

ectors and school administrators imbued with the

philosophy of Community Education and the Community

School...and...help outstanding colleges and uni-

versities, located near concentrations of school

populations, deveipp programs of training in Com-

munity Education.

As community education has spread around the country,

its methods of adoption and implementation have become in-

creasingly complex and varied. The continued growth of com-

munity education is contingent upon good planning and the

well-coordinated efforts of community educators at all levels

of involvement. These efforts should include the endorsing

of a widely accepted group of community education goals which

can be easily and continually modified as societal change

 

10William F. Grimshaw, ed., "Mott Foundation Announces

Creation of Community Education Board of Advisors," Community

Education Journal, Vol. 4, No. 2 (March-April 1974), p. 32.

11Dissemination Program Manual, Division of Training

and Dissemination, Mott Foundation Projects Office (Flint,

Michigan: Flint Board of Education, 1968), p. 4.



occurs. The need for clearly defined and agreed upon goals

is obvious.

Equally necessary is a solid body of respectable

community education research, and specifically, research on

community education goals. Meeting in 1971, community edu-

cation leaders from around the country identified over 200

potential research topics. Located near the top of the list

of research needs was the question, "What are the goals of

community education?"12 In 1972, during a nation-wide tour,

Donald Weaver, then President of the National Community Edu-

cation Association, interviewed 245 community educators and

reported, "Even a casual look at the Social Setting reveals

widespread community disorganization and the absence of a

viable means for defining common goals and attacking common

problems."13 Also in 1972, Phi Delta Kappa published a spe-

cial issue of its journal entitled, "Community Education:

A Special Issue," in which Curtis Van Voorhees discussed re-

search in community education.

There is currently little research that either

supports or denies the effectiveness of community

education....Severa1 decades after its birth as

an educational movement, community education is

still supported not by facts but by the logic of

 

2Curtis Van Voorhees, ed., Needed Research in Com-

‘munity Education, Compiled results of a Research Symposium

in Community Education held at Ball State University, Muncie,

Indiana, April 13-14, 1971, p. 3.

13Donald C. Weaver, The Emerging Community_Education

Model (unpublished report available from the National Commu-

nIty Education Association, Flint, Michigan, 1972), p. 10.

 

 

 



the process....Potentia11y, the doctoral disser-

tation is the single greatest contributor to

community education research.

Research continues to be of great importance to many in the

field of community education. In October, 1973, a second

National Community Education Symposium was conducted in

Flint, Michigan, and attended by over 100 persons. In an

interview at that time, Ralph Tyler suggested that it would

be extremely valuable to determine the validity and accepta-

bility of a national set of agreed upon goals in smaller 10-

cales such as individual states. He emphasized the desira-

bility of consensus and widespread participation of educa-

tors and community members in determining these goals.15

The most extensive and recent research on community

education goals was undertaken and completed by Paul DeLargy

16
in 1973. DeLargy employed the Delphi Technique to obtain

a convergence of opinion on the important goals of community

 

14Curtis Van Voorhees, "Community Education Needs

Research for Survival," Phi Delta Kappan, Vol. 54, No. 3

(November 1972), pp. 203-204. -

15Ralph W. Tyler, Director Emeritus, Science Research

Associates, is well-known in education research circles and

was asked to give the keynote address at the Flint Symposium.

He remained to critique Symposium results and offer advice

to individuals interested in conducting community education

research projects (Flint, Michigan, October 30, 1974).

16Paul F. DeLargy, "Identification of Community Edu-

cation Goals By Use of the Delphi Technique" (unpublished

Ed.D. dissertation, University of Georgia, 1973).

 



education.17 In addition, distinctions between categories

of goals were identified.

Each small step taken toward increasing research

brings much needed respectability and credence to community

education. The concept is a new and potentially potent force

in the United States. Many communities are attempting to

design and implement community education programs compati-

ble with their local needs. These attempts are greatly

aided by the national network of regional and cooperating

centers for community education develOpment that are cur-

rently Operating at many colleges and universities around

the country. Center directors or members of their staffs

assist school districts and communities by making presenta-

tions to groups or by talking with individuals interested

in community education. Groups typically addressed include

boards of education, school administrators, city counsels

and other elected public officials, as well as community

residents. The objective of such presentations is to dis-

seminate information about the concept of community educa-

tion and to incourage these various groups to coordinate

their efforts toward the development of broad-based commu-

nity support. In effect, a partnership can be forged

 

l7Ibid. See pp. 58-67 for a more detailed des-

cription of the Delphi technique and its various modified

versions used to achieve consensus.
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between school and community.18

Purpose of the Study
 

The purpose of this study was to compare the commu-

nity education goal ratings of a group of directors of re-

gional and cooperating centers for community education de-

velopment with the ratings by a group of administrators from

selected school districts which currently operate community

education programs. The goal ratings were obtained from a

modified version of the Community Education Goals Inventory

(CEGI).19 Selected from each district were the superinten-

dent, a principal and the director of community education.

The study attempted to assess and document the extent to

which there was convergence on the importance of the eleven

categories of community education goals listed in Appendix A.

Other important research questions considered included the

following:

1. To what extent is there agreement between cen-

ter directors on the community education goals

listed in the CEGI?

 

18Interview with Patrick B. Mullarney, Director,

Northeast Community Education Development Center, Univer-

sity of Connecticut, December 11, 1973, provided clarifica-

tion of the roles of regional and cooperating centers and

the responsibilities of their directors.

19The term Community Education Goals Inventory re-

fers to the 75 goal items developed by Paul F. DeLargy using

the Delphi Technique. For a complete listing of these goals,

see DeLargy, op, cit., Appendix H. An explanation of the

modifications in E55 CEGI can be found in Chapter III of this

study, and the new instrument itself appears as the CEGI-4

in Appendix C.
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2. Which groups will the center directors iden-

tify as most likely and least likely to rate

the goals like center directors; principals,

superintendents or community education direc-

tors?

3. Which categories of goals will center direc-

tors rate different from principals, super-

intendents and community education directors?

4. Which of the fifty-three goals in the CEGI

will have the highest and lowest mean ratings?

5. With no distinction as to urban, suburban or

rural, how will groups of principals, super-

intendents and community education directors

rate the goal categories in the CEGI?

6. Are the differences between urban, suburban

and rural areas such that principals, super-

intendents and community education directors

reflect these differences in their goal ra-

tings in the CEGI?

This documentation should assist in the implementa-

tion of community education in American communities. The

findings should also be of help in planning pre-service and

in-service training for community educators, interested ad-

ministrators, school staffs and community members.

Of particular importance is information on any dif-

ferences that might exist within a region or even a state.

Center directors should be aware of these differences in

order to provide the best possible consultant services in

all phases of community education; "...no two centers are

exactly alike, each has its own territory to supervise, each

. . . . 2
has its own unique problems and characteristics...." 0 Even

 

Richard C. Pendell, "University Centers Key to

Community Education Expansion," Community Education Journal,

Vol. 3, No. 3 (May 1973), pp. 4-5.
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though there are regional variations throughout America,

communities face many similar problems that must be dealt

with. Community education offers a universally viable

means of dealing with community problems.

Conceptual Framework
 

As a concept, community education is described as a

process by which an entire community can be served by provi-

ding for all the educational needs of its residents. This

process assembles and utilizes the human, physical and fi-

nancial resources of a community in an attempt to most ef-

fectively serve the needs of everyone in that community.

An overall objective of community education is to help de-

velop a positive sense of community, to improve community

living and to enhance community potentiality.

The basic principles of community education are

shared by many educators and were expressed by Jack Minzey.

l. The public school has a capacity for far

greater impact on its community than it is

currently making in educational services,

leadership and facilities and has an obli-

gation to explore these responsibilities.

2. Education should be made relevant to the

community.

3. Each child is a gestalt requiring consider-

ation of his total environment in his edu-

cation rather than just his formal school-

ing.

4. Education is a lifetime process and the

goals of education should be open to all

members of the community.

5. Education is not just a dissemination-of



adopting

l.
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information or mastery of a subject, but

it is as John Dewey says, "...a reconstruc-

tion or reorganization of experiences...

which increase [the] ability to direct the

course Of subsequent experience."

Community is a feeling, not a physical

boundary.

Problems of our time are solvable.

The common good of the community is the

goal of all.

Ordinary people can influence solutions

to problems and are williag to commit them-

selves to such solutions.

According to Larry Decker, the broad consequences of

community education are assumed to be:

Community education encourages more coop-

eration and communication between school

and community agencies and between school

and businesses in the area.

The curriculum of the community school makes

greater use of the existing community resour-

ces. There are more community resources

brought to the school and more school pro-

grams taken into the community.

Community education provides more diverse

Opportunities to be Of service to all ages.

School facilities are available for use by

all community groups for all hours of the

day, week and year.

The people in the community served are in-

volved in the decision-making process on

the types Of programs and activities Offered.

The community school is the catalyst in

bringing about effective citizen partici-

pation and provides the leadership and staff

 

21Jack Minzey, "A Report to the Fifteenth Annual

State Community Education Workshop" (Flint, Michigan,

October 28-30, 1970).
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for developing and coordinating pro-

cesses forZSommunity involvement and im-

provement.

Hypotheses Of the Study_
 

To accomplish the purposes of this study the follow-

ing hypotheses were examined:

Hypothesis 1:
 

There iS'nO significant difference in the ratings of the

eleven categories of goals between regional and coopera—

ting center directors and all other administrators

(principals, superintendents and community education

directors).

Hypothesis 1A:
 

There is no significant difference

eleven categories of goals between

principals.

Hypothesis lB:
 

There is no significant difference

eleven categories of goals between

superintendents.

Hypothesis 1C:
 

There is no significant difference

eleven categories of goals between

community education directors.

Hypothesis 2:

in the

center

in the

center

in the

center

ratings of the

directors and

ratings Of the

directors and

ratings of the

directors and

There is no significant difference in the ratings Of the

eleven categories Of goals between principals, superin-

tendents and community education directors.

 

2Larry E. Decker, "An Administrative Assessment Of

‘the Consequences Of Adopting Community Education in Selected

Public School Districts" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,

Michigan State University, 1971).
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Hypothesis 3:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings Of the

eleven categories of goals between groups of urban, sub-

urban and rural administrators.

Hypothesis 4:
 

There is no interaction between groups Of urban, sub-

urban and rural principals, superintendents and commu-

nity education directors on the ratings Of the eleven

categories of goals.

Design of the Study
 

This study was designed to analyze the convergence

in rating community education goals by regional and COOper-

ating center directors, principals, superintendents and com—

munity education directors.

Population
 

The population in this study consisted of the direc-

tors Of all the regional and cooperating centers for commu-

nity education develOpment throughout the United States, as

of May, 1974, and the principals, superintendents and commu-

nity education directors who represented the sixty-six Min-

nesota school districts that were Operating community educa-

tion programs as of September, 1973.

Sample

The study sample included thirty—one full-time cen-

ter directors employed at colleges or universities. They con-

stituted a complete geographical representation, nation-wide.

The sample of superintendents and community education

directors was formed by using the entire population, while
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the sample Of principals included a probability sample from

the available population.23

Procedure
 

The study was designed and organized to be a descrip-

tive and comparative one. An appropriate questionnaire was

developed based on the earlier work Of DeLargy. Because mod-

ifications were made, all changes were reviewed and approved

by DeLargy. In addition, technical assistance was provided

by the Research Consultation Office and academic advisers at

Michigan State University.

The new questionnaire, the CEGI-4, was designed to

assess an intensity-Of-importance rating for each Of fifty-

three community education goal statements. It was adminis-

tered to all participants through the mail.

A supplement, consisting of two questions, was added

to the questionnaire mailed to the center directors. These

questions were designed to determine whether or not there

was congruence among center directors with respect to their

perceptions of which groups would rate the items in the CEGI

most similarly or least similarly to themselves; principals,

superintendents or community education directors.

After the names and addresses of the respondents

were Obtained, the questionnaires were mailed. Provisions

 

23The sampling procedures employed in this study were

suggested by Maryellen McSweeney of Michigan State University

and supported by the Research Consultation Office of the Col-

lege Of Education.
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for a mail follow-up were also planned.

With assistance from the Research Consultation Of-

fice, appropriate computer programs were utilized that al-

lowed for a reliability check on the newly modified CEGI-4,

an analysis of variance by item, univariate and multivari-

ate analyses Of variance techniques to determine if signif-

icant differences existed in the ratings Of the eleven cat-

egories of goals and a correlation matrix between variables.

Definition of Terms
 

The following terms were used in this study:

community education: the philosophical concept of a

process which serves the entire community by providing for

all the educational needs and wants of all community mem-

bers. It uses the local schools or some other agency to

act as a catalyst in bringing community resources to bear

on community problems in an effort to develop a positive

sense of community, improve community living and develop

the community process towards the end Of self-actualiza-

tion. It is a process that involves people in the mar-

shalling of human and physical resources to create an en-

vironment conducive to improvement in the quality of life

Of all citizens.

 

community school: the usual vehicle for implementa-

tion of community education. The community school provides

a facility for many of the programs of community educa-

tion.25

 

regional or cpoperating center: "college or univer-

sity Charged’with [the] responsibility for promoting Com-

munity Education ape training personnel for service in Com-

munity Education."

 

 

24Decker, 93. cit., pp. 11-12.

25Ibid., p. 12.

26Arnold Munoz, "The University Center for Community

Education Development Director: Analysis Of Role Conflict

and Expectations" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan

State University, 1971), p. 7.
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community education goals: broad statements of direc-

tion, general purpose or intent. They are general, and not

wholly concerned "with 3 particular achievement within a

specified time period." 7 ’

 

goal categories: arbitrary classifications in which

similar community education goals are arranged for treat-

ment and analysis in this study (see Appendix A).

 

Community Education Goals Inventory (CEGI-4): an in-

strument deveIOped to yiéld an inEensity-Of-importance score

on fifty-three community education goals from which differ-

ences between groups of individuals rating the goals can be

measured. In this study the terms CEGI-4 and CEGI were used

interchangeably.

 

community education director: the individual who has

responsibiIity fOr’the administration of a community educa-

tion program for an entire school district.

 

convergence: the movement toward uniformity with re-

spect to an opinion, issue or goal.

 

Limitations of the Study
 

DeLargy's research has resulted in the identifica-

tion of a set of community education goals, developed

through consensus, by community educators from all parts of

the country. The present study was limited to the State Of

Minnesota in order to determine the importance of community

education goals within a small section Of the country.

Another limitation of the study was the effect of

the non-respondents upon data analysis and the final con-

clusions. Those who responded to the questionnaire and re-

turned it, did so voluntarily. According to McSweeney,

ethical principles in survey research should be adhered to.

 

27DeLargy, pp. cit., p. 26.

28A working definition developed by the researcher

specifically for use in this study.
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From the beginning of each research investiga-

tion, there should be a clear and fair agree-

ment between the investigator and the research

participant....The investigator should respect

the individual's freedom tozghoose to partici-

pate in research or not....

The response rates for all groups sampled in this study

were high (see Chapter III), and therefore, it was conclu-

ded that the non-respondents would not have differed sig-

nificantly on the variables of interest from those who did

respond.3O

An additional limitation of the study was that the

recipients of community education services were not involved

in rating the goals in the CEGI. Local community school

directors should attempt to have community residents who

participate in community education programs rate the goals

in the CEGI and compare their ratings with those Of the ex-

perts. In issuing a critique of community education, Samuel

A. Moore suggested, "The very simple proposition here is that

as we improve the quality of life for someone else as he

sees it we at the same time enhance the likelihood that

 

29These statements appeared in the May, 1972, draft

Of the American Psychological Association's "Ethical Stan-

dards for Research with Human Subjects," and were quoted in

Maryellen McSweeney's Advanced Research Methods in Educa-

tion, course handbook, Michigan SEaEe University, 1974, p.

81. Also see Arthur R. Miller, The Assault oinrivacy

(Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan Press, 1971).

 

 

30Maryellen McSweeney, lecture on "Response and

Non-Response Patterns in Survey Research," Michigan State

University, May 21, 1974.
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these peOple will choose to perpetuate our activity."31

A final limitation was that the biases of the re-

spondents must be considered. Subsequently, the biases Of

the researcher must be considered as well.

Organization Of the Thesis
 

This study on community education goals will be

presented in five chapters.

Chapter I: The Problem

Chapter II: Review of the Related Literature - con-

tained a review of literature pertinent to the concepts Of

community, the community and the school, and community edu-

cation.

Chapter III: Design Of the Study - described the pro-

cedures used in selecting the samples, developing the ques*

tionnaire and the way the data were collected and organized

for analysis.

Chapter IV: Analysis of the Data - contained a discus-

sion Of the descriptive data, results of the Hypotheses

tests and a discussion of the research questions investi-

gated in the study.

Chapter V: Summary, Findings, Conclusions, Implications

and Recommendations

 

31Samuel A. Moore, II, "Community Education: Pack-

age Plan vs. A Quest For Quality," Commpnity Edpcation Jour-

nal, Vol. 4, NO. 1 (January-February 1974), p. 56.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction
 

The intent of this review of the related literature

was to Offer a conceptual and philosophical background for

this study and to provide a framework within which the data

were examined. The review was restricted to the examina-

tion Of materials relevant to the purpose of this investi-

gation which included the concept of community, the communi-

ty and the school, and community education.

One view of the community allows a focus on what

the relationships are between the formal and informal asso-

ciations of a community. The proponents Of community edu-

cation recognize that American society undergoes continuous

change, and that the community can assist individuals in

adjusting to change by providing Opportunities to partici-

pate in the decision-making and problem-solving processes

in their communities.

The roots of community education are deep in the

interactional processes of a community. Through associa-

tion and collaboration, societal units perform services and

effect change. COOperation, coordination and a unified

community effort are key ingredients tO the health and per-

petuation of American communities.

21



22

The Communipy
 

Theoretical and Fundamental

Aspects of the COmmunity

Our present times are characterized by an abundant

and continually increasing concern for "the development and

preservation Of the community as a social unit."1 Harold

Kaufman suggested that citizens and leaders, alike, face a

struggle to save the community which must be,

...seen against the background of forces hasten-

ing its decline, namely, centralization, speciali-

zation, and the increase Of impersonal relation-

ships. Centralization is seen both in the mas-

sing Of population and the pyramiding of power

and leadership, cplminating in the growth Of the

monolithic state.

The quest to save the community is not a phenomenon

that is peculiar to any one particular way of life. Those

who endorse either rural, suburban or urban life styles

share a concern for community preservation. William Whyte,

after extensive research, discovered that urban dwellers,

especially concerned about individual neighborhoods, were

threatened by the runaway growth and the "anti-city" direc-

tion that characterized metropolitan development.3

An examination Of definitions of community, by

 

1Harold F. Kaufman, "Toward an Interactional Concep-

tion Of Community," Social Forces, Vol. 38, NO. 1 (October

1959), p. 8.

21bid.
 

3William H. Whyte, Jr., et. al., The Exploding Me-

tro Olis, Chapter 1 (Garden City,—New—YOrk: Doubleday and

CO., I958).



23

George Hillery, illustrated that most students were "...in

basic agreement that community consists of persons in so-

cial interaction within a geographic area and having one

or more additional common ties."4 There is agreement a-

mong writers with respect to three essential components

necessary in the definition Of community:

1. Community is a social unit of which space

is an integral part; community is a place,

a relatively small one.

2. Community indicates a configuration as to

way of life, both as to how people do things

and what they want--their institutions and

collective goals.

3. Collective Action - persons in a community

should not only be able to, but frequently

do act together in the common concerns of

life.5

Kaufman pointed to key problems inherent in any attempt to

state a "precise" definition Of community.

...there is not only the question differentia-

ting localities as to their size and complexi-

ty, but within any locality there is the prob-

lem of distinguishing community phenomena from

those which might be considered noncommunity.

Specifically, does the community include the

totality of the social life in an area--all

family living and voluntary association, po-

litical and economic organization? Most com-

mon usage at least leaves that inference.

Community, from this point of view, is the

 

4George A. Hillery, Jr., "Definitions of Community

Areas of Agreement," Rural Sociology, Vol. 20 (June 1955),

p. 111.

5Dwight Sanderson and Robert A. Polson, Rural Com-

munit Organization (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,

I pp. - -
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local society in all its inclusiveness.6

According to Hans Bahrdt, Max Weber's sociological

concept of the city, one kind Of community, emphasized the

city as having a market which is significantly affected by

the day to day economic interaction of the city's residents

and what Weber calls the market. Bahrdt took issue with

Weber insisting that many rural communities and other "set-

tlements" with occasional or annual markets were excluded

from the classification of city.7 Weber's analysis Of the

city was grounded in a combined sociological-historical ap-

proach; he did not deal at all with the social and psycho-

logical consequences Of human interaction with the market.

Bahrdt wrote,

In the formation of a city in the sense Of that

described by Max Weber, where the daily economic

life stands in constant relationship to the mar-

ket, participation in public life is not just a

festive exception but rather a daily form Of so-

cial behavior for the mass of the inhabitants.

This makes it possible and to a certain extent

probable that other forms of public activity

will degelop, for example, public political ac-

tivity.

Bahrdt identified an additional criterion Of the

city by contrasting the "total life" and the "daily life"

of a city. He called these phenomena the "public and

 

6Kaufman, pp, cit., p. 9.

7Hans P. Bahrdt, "Public Activity and Private Acti-

vity as Basic Forms Of City Association," Perspectives on

the American Communit , ed. by Roland L. Warren (2nd ed.;

New York: Rand MCNally and Co., 1973), p. 12.

81bid., p. 14.
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private spheres of activity," and further suggested that

these two spheres form a polarity, even though they stand

"in a close reciprocal relationship."9

...The more clearly the polarity and the reci-

procal relationship between public and private

spheres are defined, the more "city—like," so-

ciologically speaking, is the life Of a settle-

ment. The less this is the case, the less

strongly deygloped is the city character of a

settlement.

Because the market in a city is large, it typically

does not support a closed, tightly-knit social system where

all inhabitants are totally integrated. People enjoy vary-

ing degrees of involvement with the market; their temporary

interaction with the market is greatly influenced by the

additional social relationships of which they are a part,

and to which they must eventually return. Bahrdt described

the "incomplete integration" of the members of a social sys-

tem in the following way:

...the order of the market guarantees a certain

voluntariness of contact-making of each with the

other; or more exactly, Of each individual with

each other individual. A characteristic of the

market is thus an incomplete integration, a free-

dom Of social purpose for the individuals, who

can choose with whom, in what mannfr, and for how

long they keep up the contact....1

Many individuals researching communities have

covered the necessity for analyzing community dynamics

 

9Ibid.

lOIbid.

llIbid., p. 15.

dis-

.Or
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interaction. For the most part, sociologists have been

interested in,

...the community structures which result from

interaction rather than the interaction pro-

cesses themselves....It would seem...that the

time may be ripe for a greater emphasis on dy-

namic interaction in community studies and also,

perhaps, for greater recognition of the commu-

nity aspect Of all interaction studies....

Kaufman suggested that one area of study that dealt

with the idea Of field or arena has contributed to the de-

velopment of what he called an interactional concept Of

community.

The community field is not a Mother Hubbard

which contains a number of other fields, but

rather is to be seen as only one of the sever-

al interactional units in a local society....

The relation Of the community field to other

fields such as the economic, the religious, 13

the political, is a highly important concern.

In an attempt to further clarify field or arena, Kaufman

presented this analogy.

...One may visualize the community field as a

stage with the particular ethos Of the local

society determining the players and the plays.

If the orientation is democratic and primary

social contacts are dominant, many engage in

script writing and acting and there are rela-

tively few spectators. On the other hand, in

situations where the population is relatively

large, only a small proportion can occupy the

stage at any one time. The same persons are

likely to appear again and again, while the

others either sit passively as spectators, or

are carrying on their limited-interest shows

 

2Jessie Bernard, "Some Social-Psychological Aspects

of Community Study: Some Areas Comparatively Neglected by

American Sociologists," British Journal Of Sociology, Vol.

2, No. 1 (March 1951), pp. 17;18.

13Kaufman, pp, cit., p. 10.
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on other stages, unmindful of the community

drama.

He further stated that,

The community arena is by definition an in-

tegral part of the local society, or perhaps

better stated, the locality agglomerate. The

latter term is preferred because it has less

implication with respect to the social orga-

nization and integration Of the local area.

Two highly significant types of relationships

in studying the community field are the in-

terplay Of community actions and interactions

(1) with the demographic, ecological, and

physical setting and (2) with other interac-

tional fields both in the given lofality ag-

glomerate and in the mass society. 5

Another researcher who looked at interaction was

Albert Reiss. Much Of his work and findings were in con-

cert with Kaufman, particularly On the topic of field or

arena. Reiss believed that the community field is essen-

tially a collectivity Of numerous actions performed or un-

dertaken by individuals who Operate or assist through an

affiliation with some organized group or association. This

collectivity Of actions takes place in the center of the

community arena and differs substantially from other fields

of action in the same community because of its own particu-

l6
lar identifying characteristics and parameters.

Another theoretical aspect for consideration is what

 

14Ibid.

lsIbid., p. 11.

16Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "The Sociological Study of

Communities," Rural Sociology, Vol. 24 (1959), pp. 118-130.
 



28

sociologists have referred to as community groups. The

community itself is often described as a social group.

The most useful and clear definition Of a social group was

given by E.T. Hiller and clarified by Henry Zentner, who

wrote,

The communal group may be regarded as that group

which remains after all other types of groups

and associations have been factored out of the

total system of social organization sonstructed

by the inhabitants Of the locality.1

There is no limit to the number of social groups

that can be found in a community at any given point in time.

Many groups are of the institutional type and are charac-

terized by stability and an ability to self-perpetuate over

time. Other social groups become Operational in response

to a particular social development and may remain active

only until a solution to the problem has been worked out.

The social group as an entity within the community has im-

portant implications for consideration by individuals en-

gaged in the planning and implementation Of community edu-

cation programs. Involvement in the community decision-

making process was earlier identified in this study as a

consequence of adopting community education. Becoming in-

volved in community decision-making requires either indivi-

dual Or collective action. Kaufman concurred,

A great variety of groups may at one time or

 

l7Henry Zentner, "Logical Difficulties in Relating

the Concepts Community, Society and Institutions," Alpha

Kappa Deltan, Vol. 28, NO. 1 (Winter 1958), p. 115.
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another be involved in community action.

They range from the coffee-break clique

through the civic clubs to the more insti-

tutionalized groups such as the board of al-

derman....Only a few organizations, such as

perhaps a community improvement association,

are engaged entirely in community activity....18

A final theoretical consideration associated with

the present study is the work of Roland Warren relating

to the vertical and horizontal patterns of communities.19

In order to comprehend and analyze the various units within

a community, it is necessary to Observe two key groups of

relationships. The first group refers to the external con-

nections and commitments that societal units such as busi-

nesses, governmental agencies, churches and voluntary asso—

ciations have with organizations that are located away from

the community. Very often these ties are carefully articu-

lated and firm, even though there may be a great geographi-

cal separation between the societal unit in the community

and the external organization. For example, the crucial

decision-making regarding a military base to be located in

a California community undoubtedly takes place in Washing-

ton, D.C., far from the community affected. In addition,

the activities of that base may be Of no real importance

to the community itself. Nevertheless, the base is located

in that particular community, and consequently, a set of

 

18Kaufman, pp, cit., p. 12.

19Roland L. Warren, The Community in America, Chap-

ters 8 and 9 (2nd ed.; Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 1972).
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relationships does develop. Some units may not have the

external dependence to the extent that a military base does.

However, regardless of the extent to which societal units

are dependent upon external organizations, these external

relationships are described as the vertical pattern of the

community.20

The second set Of relationships is characterized by

the kinds Of internal ties that exist between societal units

such as schools, churches, businesses and governmental agen-

cies within a community. These internal relationships are

called horizontal patterns and become crucial aspects Of the

community, particularly when the community is contrasted

with additional "social groupings" such as small groups or

formal organizations.21

The concepts of vertical and horizontal patterns

have important implications for the future of communities,

as well as for community education. One Of the key trends

in the Twentieth Century has been the continued growth of

the vertical pattern in many American communities. At stake

is the issue Of whether or not the local community can sur-

vive the increasing barrage of external dependencies. As

societal units continue to develop and strengthen outside

ties, their individuality and independence decrease corre-

spondingly.

 

20Ibid., Chapter 8.

21Ibid., Chapter 9.
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Urbapy Suburban and

Rural Communities

 

 

In our society, regardless of whether or not a set-

tlement is urban, suburban or rural, it is common to find

many groups and associations participating in community ac-

tivity or action. It was fundamental to this study to ex-

plore and describe the distinguishing aspects Of urban, sub-

urban and rural social systems. Numerical size alone, a

criterion emphasized by the United States Census Bureau,

was not a sufficient descriptor of community typology.

"...What matters is not the number of peOple living toge-

ther, but the particular manner in which they relate to one

another socially."22 However, currently there are problems

in attempting to precisely delineate these three types of

communities. Warren described an important problem facing

researchers of today.

In recent decades, changes in the structure and

function of American communities have been char-

acterized in large measure by a rapid growth of

communities surrounding the central cities. As-

sociated with these and other factors have been

a number of different kinds of change which have

tended to blur the contrast betweethhe metropo-

lis and the village or small city.

In order to establish working definitions of urban,

suburban and rural appropriate to this study, it was neces-

sary to explore and analyze community settlement patterns

 

22Bahrdt, pp. cit., p. 15.

23Roland L. Warren, ed., Perspectives on the Ameri-

can Community (2nd ed.; New York: Rand McNally and Co.,

I p. O
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in America. Daniel Elazar attempted to deal with the ques-

tion Of whether or not America is a nation of cities.24 He

argued that it is inaccurate to assume that the living con-

ditions of most Americans can be described as characteris-

tic Of a city. City life in America is simply not like that

of cities in Western Europe or Asia, for example. Wealth,

the availability of land, and a relatively low population

had a cultural impact upon American settlement patterns un-

like many other nations.

Elazar further pointed to the "central myth" or the

"fact“ that over seventy per cent of our population resides

in urban places; the danger inherent in this "fact" is that

"urban place" must be viewed as any settlement of 2,500

persons or more, which is part Of the United States Census

Bureau definition of "urban place." One sensible approach

to cities is to examine them by "classes," according to

population. Only approximately ten per cent Of our popula-

tion lives in cities of over one million. Since 1920, the

class of cities with 10-50,000 has experienced the greatest

increase. "Most Americans would agree that cities of that

size hardly deserve to be considered cities at all, in com-

25
mon sense usage." But these communities are cities that

share differing life styles according to their geographical

 

24Daniel J. Elazar, "Are We A Nation of Cities?"

The Public Interest, NO. 4 (Summer 1966), pp. 42-58.

251bid., p. 43.
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location and population. In this study, city and urban

were used interchangeably with the emphasis on the pre-

sence of a relatively large, active market as defined by

Weber and expanded upon by Bahrdt. A secondary emphasis

focused on population, and urban areas were described as

communities Of over 10,000 persons.

American urbanization has been a unique process.

There have been three influences upon the development and

growth of the American urban place.26 First, from.its be-

ginning, Our country has been primarily agrarian-oriented.

"Agrarian virtue" has been consistently pursued while "ur-

ban corruption" has been piously attacked. It is signifi-

cant tO note that many Americans fled to the city, even

though most Of America remained peacefully rural. Ameri-

cans sought the city for its economic and social advantages,

yet they refused to accept the models for urban living that

dominated Western EurOpe.

...Accepting the necessity and even the value Of

urbanization for certain purposes, in particular,

economic ones, Americans have characteristically

tried to have their cake and eat it, tOO, by

bringing the Old agrarian ideals into the urban

setting and by reinterpreting them through the

establishment of a modified pattern of "rural"-

style living within an urban context. The re-

sult has been the conversion of urban settlements

into metropolitan ones, whose very expansiveness

provides the physical means for combining some-

thing like rural and urban life-styles into a

new pattern which better suits the American taste.

It was hoped that this pattern would combine the

 

ZGIbido' pp. 46-470
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advantages of an urban environment with the main-

tenance Of the essence of the traditional Ameri-

can "agrarian" virtues and pleasures, to preserve

as much as possible of what is conceived to be the

traditional "American way of life."27

The second influence was metropolitanism that began

with the first American cities which were not conceived as

self-contained, closed entities, but served rather as ser-

vice and trade centers for surrounding areas. American

cities have grown and flourished because they have served

their hinterlands to a much greater extent than the urban

centers Of Europe where self-centered communities, with

less outreach, tended to perpetuate less metrOpolitan-like

communities.28

The last characteristic Of American urbanization

has been "...the penchant toward nomadism which has always

characterized Americans."29 Geographic mobility histori-

cally has been a common practice that reached across the

social and economic strata Of American society. This fact

is in direct contrast with the cities of the Old World which

retained stability in population and were, therefore, self-

perpetuating.

A definition Of suburban, appropriate to this study,

was given in the 1970 Census Bureau Report which stated that

a suburb is an urbanized, residential community outside the

 

27Ibid., p. 48.

28Ibid., pp. 51-52.

291bid., p. 52.
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corporated limits of a large central city, but which is

culturally and economically dependent upon the central

city.30 Sociologists have debated the "myth" about subur-

bia as homogeneous, middle-class communities where behavior

patterns display enormous conformity. This myth has been

exploded by Bennett Berger whose research uncovered many

suburbs that were populated by significant numbers Of poor

and lower-middle-class individuals. Berger insisted that

the myth about suburbia has been perpetuated by studies

that were conducted in nonrepresentative suburbs.

I do...question the right of others to gener-

alize about "suburbia" on the basis of a few

studies of selected suburbs whose representa-

tive character has yet to be demonstrated....

References to "suburbia" more Often than not

cite the examples of Park Forest and Levittown

--as if these two communities could represent

a nationwide phenomenon that has occurred at

all but the very lowest income levels and a-

mong most occupational classifications. If

"suburbia" is anything at all unique, we'll

never know it until we have a lot more infor-

mation about a lot more suburbs than we now,

unfortunately, have.

Any attempt to settle the problems associated with

the myth of suburbia was beyond the scope of this explana-

tory section on suburban communities. It appeared more

pertinent to emphasize the geographical approximation Of

 

300.8. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population:

1970, Vol. 1, Characteristics of the Population, Part 1,

UhitedISEates Summary - Section 1 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.

Government Printing Office, 1973).

31Bennett M. Berger, "The Myth Of Suburbia," Jour-

nal of Social Issues, Vol. 17, NO. l (1961), p. 49.
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suburbs to cities without stressing any particular system

Of social stratification.

Dwight Sanderson provided a useful description of

rural communities. He discussed the "real community" by

describing it as a "form of association" and stated,

...it is necessary to recognize that, because

farm peOple have to have certain services which

can be obtained only at centers where there is

a sufficient patronage to support them, they in-

evitably associate themselves more or less defi-

nitely with one or more village centers. The

area within which this association occurs be-

tween farms and villages formg the geographical

basis of the rural community. 2

He continued, and gave the following definition of a rural

community.

Thus, while recognizing the psychological and

sociological aspects of the rural community,

for practical purposes one wishes to locate

the areas within which these common associa-

tions exist. One may, then, define the geo-

graphical basis Of the rural community, as a

rural area within which the people have a com-

mon center of interest, usually a village, and

within which they have a sense of common Obli-

gations and responsibilities. The rural com-

munity is the smallest geographical unit of

organizpd association of the chief human acti-

vities. 3

The preceding descriptions Of urban, suburban and

rural communities were developed specifically to facilitate

the identification and categorization of sixty-six commu-

nities in the State of Minnesota. This categorization was
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undertaken in order to determine whether or not responses

to the CEGI were affected by an individual's area or geo-

graphical orientation.

Social Change and

the Community
 

One of the most curious aspects Of American social

behavior is the way individuals organize to effect changes

in a community. Warren wrote,

...Many changes occur within communities on the

basis of unplanned modifications in the struc-

ture Of the population, the gradual growth or

decline of industries, the constant competition

for land use, the gradual development or infu-

sion of new ideas or usages and discarding of

Old ones. But some kinds of change are deliber-

ately brought about. The development of a new

pattern Of health services or of a program of

low-cost housing, the adoption of a new plan Of

land use, the mounting of a campaign for indus-

trial expansion, a concerted attempt to reduce

juvenile delinquency or poverty--all are exam-

ples.34

Nelson, et. al., focused on the description and

definition of social change.

Most Of the problems Of man involve social change

in one way or another....Almost any kind Of

change produces problems if for no other reason

than it represents a deviation from that to which

one is accustomed....The nature of social struc-

ture is such that a change in one dimension or 35

element is likely to produce change in another....

Martindale and Monachesi identified an additional

 

4Warren, pp. cit., Perspectives on the American

Community, p. 246.

35Lowry Nelson, Charles E. Ramsey and Coolie Varner,
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relationship between social change and social problems, one

that is reflected by the fact that when individuals are con-

fronted with problems, they adjust their societal relations

in an attempt to alleviate the problems. This adjustment

process actually amounts to social change.36

Communities are stages upon which the great dramas

of social change are produced and directed. Community edu-

cation can play an important role because its aim is to

help communities organize and attempt to cope with problems

and change. In this respect, community education is con-

sistent with the sociological term community develOpment.37

There are additional similarities between community educa-

tion and community development. Both are methods for hel-

ping to effect social change, and both stress the notion

that the community, as a social group, and its residents

share common interests and problems and Often suffer from

poor or no communication. Both a community development

worker and a community educator would encourage a community

to begin the communication process, pursue common interests,

develOp goals and a process by which they can be met, im-

plement a program Of action, and continue to evaluate their

entire effort. The greatest difference between these two

approaches is that the community educator organizes his

 

36Don Martindale and Elio D. Monachesi, Elements

Of Sociology, Part 4 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1951).

37

 

 

Nelson, et. al., pp. cit., p. 392.



39

efforts through the local school system; that, in effect,

becomes his base of Operations.

Community and Citizen

Action and Participation

 

 

Participating in a wide variety of community acti-

vities has long been a part of an American's way of life.

Typically, participation manifests itself as a voluntary

action rather than as a professional career. There is a

great proliferation Of participatory organizations in Amer-

ican communities: clubs, churches, associations, voluntary

agencies, and various social action groups.38 Another type

of group participation is provided by the local community

council whose members reside in the surrounding neighbor-

hood Of the local community school. Indeed, one of the

goals of community education is to establish representative

community councils that provide local residents with an op-

portunity to participate in community and school activities.

The American's fascination with voluntary partici-

pation groups is not a recently developed phenomenon. The

well-traveled Frenchman, Alexis de Tocqueville, visited A-

merica in the early decades Of the Nineteenth Century and

remarked favorably about the abundance of "public associa-

tions."

...Americans of all ages, all conditions, and

all dispositions constantly form associations.

 

38Warren, pp. cit., Perspectives on the American

Community, p. 342.
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They have not only commercial and manufac-

turing companies, in which all take part, but

associations of a thousand other kinds, reli-

gious, moral, serious, futile, general or re-

stricted, enormous or diminutive. The Ameri-

cans make associations to give entertainments,

to found seminaries, to build inns, to con-

struct churches, to diffuse books, to send mis-

sionaries to the antipodes; in this mannpg they

found hospitals, prisons and schools....

People Often get involved in participatory associa-

tions because they seek others who share a particular point

of view and a desire to help initiate some change. Chris-

topher Sower, et. al., stated,

It is through a convergence of interest arising

out of values, beliefs, and relationships

Of the larger community that a group is formed

which is concerned with the initiation Of a

specific action. Until such a formation takes

place, action exists only in the minds of in-

dividuals. The establishment of such an ini-

tiating set leads to the development of a com-

mon frame O reference from which concrete ac-

tion flows.

Among those working at organizing communities for

action, there are two dominant but Opposing strategies.

One strategy emphasizes the unique environment of economi-

cally depressed neighborhoods and concentrates its efforts

in those areas. The most well-known advocate Of this stra-

tegy is Saul David Alinsky who once stated that he "appeals

to the self-interest of local residents and to their

 

39Alexis de Tocqueville, Democragy in America, Vol-
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resentment and distrust of the outside world."41 Alinsky

motivates people toward unified action by fanning the fires

of personal fear. The result is that an organization is

formed which becomes a pressure agent that forces other a-

gencies and organizations to negotiate with it. Neighbor-

hood groups, motivated by fear, are not usually rational

bargaining agents. Their demands are Often unreasonable

and removed from the framework Of renewal planned by local

governmental and social agencies or industrial organiza-

tions. They are, however, unusually successful in gaining

"special concessions from city hall to remedy Specific

neighborhood problems."42

Most community planners and organizations do not

share Alinsky's approach to action. His strategy has

ripped communities apart, alienating a given area from the

rest of the community. The second action-strategy stresses

cooperation and collaboration in organizing for change.

These tactics are in spirit with community education in

that they encourage the development of "neighborhood orga-

nizations which will define positive goals for their areas

in collaboration with the relevant city agencies...."43

 

41Saul David Alinsky, "Citizen Participation and

Community Organization in Planning and Urban Renewal,"
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The Community and the School
 

The relationship between school and community, in

America, has always been an important one. Perhaps the

most interesting dimension Of this relationship has been

the fluctuating and diverse roles played by community resi-

dents in their concern for a sound educational program.

These roles may range from one with little interest or in-

put to one emphasizing complete control. In an analysis of

the role and function of the local board of education, James

B. Conant stated,

...in the United States, many decisions which in

Germany, for example, would be made by the Minis-

try Of Education are made by the local board. Im-

portant educational matters are settled by a school

board responding in part to the views of parents,

in part to the pressure exerted by taxpayers who

are not parents, in part to representations made

by the teachers, and often to the advice Of the

superintendent and his staff....The differences

from school to school, however, are highly signi-

ficant and Often represent the differences be-

tween a satisfactory and an unsatisfactory school.

Such differences are an inevitable consequence of

the high degree of independence of the local school

board and, to an extent, reflect the diversity of

the parental interest between one type of community

and another.

In order to more fully understand the goals of community

education, and to realize its increasing potential for the

future, the following assessment Of several key factors was

undertaken. The school and the community are inextricably

bound together; their closeness was described by Conant.
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The nature of the community largely determines

what goes on in the school. Therefore, to at-

tempt tO divorce the school from the community

is to engage in unrealistic thinking, which

might lead to policies that could wreak havoc

with the school and the lives of children The

community and the school are inseparable.4

School Problems
 

The barrage of problems facing schools today sig-

nifies the need for institutional transformation. It is

becoming increasingly difficult to leave the entire func-

tioning Of a school to only the board Of education and the

professionals under its direction. In fact, this practice

has become Obsolete in many communities. For too long

schools remained aloof from the community, Operating accor-

ding to guidelines developed by professionals but seldom

explained to community members, parents or students. Faced

with declining enrollments, higher Operating costs, decrea-

sing funding, and increasing public criticism, schools must

seek to become a more vitally active unit in today's soci-

ety. Sumption and Engstrom concurred when they wrote,

The role of the school in the American community

is vital and challenging. If it is to exercise

...leadership, if it is to recognize and provide

for educational needs, it must develop and main-

tain a close relationship with the community.

This relationship must not be a superficial one,

but rather a deep and meaningful one. It must

not be occasional or temporary, but continuous

 

45Merle R. Sumption and Yvonne Engstrom, School-
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and lasting.46

They went on to discuss some principles essential for de-

veloping and sustaining an effective partnership between

school and community. The fundamental principle was the

need for "recognition of the school as a public enterprise."

After all, schools are owned by the community residents and

supported by their tax dollars. Increased societal change

produces a concomitant change in educational needs. Schools

must meet the challenge of providing for these needs by re-

sponding "actively, boldly and courageously [with] the spirit

"47 An additionalof adventure, ambition and achievement....

principle isolated the importance of "a structured, syste-

matic, and active participation on the part of the people of

the community in the educational planning, policy making,

problem solving, and evaluation Of the school."48 The par-

ticipation principle advocated by Sumption and Engstrom goes

beyond the traditional function of most boards of education

by encouraging "the knowledgeable participation Of hundreds

of peOple...if the school is to make adequate use of the

49 The finaltalents and abilities of those it serves...."

principle addressed the necessity and purpose Of an Open sys-

tem of communication.
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...There must be a clear and effective two-

way system of communication between school

and community. Communication which limits

itself to telling the people about the school

is doing only one-half the job. Equally im-

portant is telling the school about the peo-

ple who support it and are served by it. It

is important that the community knows what the

school is doing, but it is equally important

that the school knows what the people are do-

ing. In brief, the community should know its

school, and the school should know its community.
50

The importance of on-going communication cannot be overem-

phasized and is succinctly summarized by Harold Leavitt.

"People begin, modify, and end relationships by communica-

ting with one another. Communication is their channel Of

influence, their mechanism of change."51

In addition to the problems of declining enrollment

and decreasing finances facing schools today, there have

been multiplying demands that schools be more accountable

for their educational programs and the professionals who

develop, implement, Operate and administer those programs.

With ever-increasing consistency, American communities are

rejecting bond issues for new buildings and equipment.

Schools apparently will have to get along with less and ac-

count more for how they do it. Those professional and lay

persons who have criticized the schools have demonstrated

their concern. Although their attacks in many cases have
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been severe, the net results could be positive. According

to Robert Hutchins,

The critics Of the schools have performed a pub-

lic service in calling attention to shortcomings

that can be repagped by keeping them in mind and

working on them.

If the "antischool" movement continues to gain supporters

and momentum, the school as a primary social institution

faces possible destruction. "...If it [the anti-school move-

ment] succeeds, we shall be deprived of the one institution

that could most effectively assist in drawing out our com-

mon humanity."53

The greatest challenge facing education could very

well be its ability to keep pace with today's world of

change. Toffler discussed the problem of time-bias that

tried to force American education to change its "focus"

from the past to the present.

The historic struggle waged by John Dewey and

his followers to introduce "progressive" mea-

sures into American education was, in part, a

desperate effort to alter the Old time-bias.

Dewey battled against the past-orientation of

traditional education, trying to refocus edu-

cation on the here and now.54

There is considerable disagreement among experts over the

extent to which this transformation has occurred. Toffler

 

52Robert Maynard Hutchins, "The Role Of Public Edu-

cation," Today's Education, Vol. 63, NO. 7 (November-Decem-

ber, 1973), p. 81.

53

 

Ibid., p. 80.

54Toffler, pp. cit., Future Shock, p. 401.
 



47

further argued,

...And just as the progressives of yesterday

were accused of "presentism," it is likely

that the education reformers of tomorrow will

be accused of "futurism"....

Finally, unless we capture control of the ac-

celerative thrust--and there are few signs yet

that we will--tomorrow's individual will have

to cope with even more hectic change than we

do today. For education the lesson is clear:

its prime Objective must be to increase the in-

dividual's "cope-ability"--the speed and econ-

omy with which he can adapt to continual change.

And the faster the rate of change, the more at-

tention must be devote? to discerning the pat-

tern Of future events. 5

The problems outlined in this section were not meant

to be representative of the entire range Of problems encoun-

tered by schools. The Objective was to concentrate on

school problems which are more greatly affected by the in-

teraction between the community and its public educational

institutions. Although apparently subtle in the past, the

impact Of politics and its role in education has become in-

creasingly visible during the last ten years. The influ-

ence of politics and power upon the decision-making process

in education is inescapable. Because of its consequence,

school politics was analyzed as an individual topic, even

though it belongs beneath the umbrella of "school problems."

School Politics

Thomas Eliot discussed the notion that "...schools

are Objects of local control..." and are, therefore, subject
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to the intricacies of political and governmental entangle-

ment.

Surely it is high time to stop being frigh-

tened by a word. Politics includes the ma-

king of governmental decisions, and the ef-

fort Or struggle to gain or keep the power

to make those decisions. Public schools are

part of government. They are political en-

tities....

Wirt and Kirst concurred with Eliot and contended that over

the years there has been an attempt to keep politics somehow

separated from schools or to think "...that schools had

57
somehow been sanitized against politics...." They at-

tacked the "myth of apolitical education."

By a mutual but unspoken and long-standing

agreement, American citizens and scholars

have contended for many years that the world

Of education is and should be kept separate

from the world Of politics. Although elec-

tions and referenda concerning other policies

were viewed as "political," these words did

not connote "politics" when used for educa-

tional policy. Two reasons for attempting

to preserve the folklore that"politics and

education do not mix" were the risk to the

schoolmen who were overt players of politics

and the relative benefits to schoolmen who

preserved the image Of the public schools as 58

a unique, nonpolitical function of government.

The unwillingness of schoolmen to Openly explain political

 

56Thomas H. Eliot, "Toward an Understanding of Pub-

lic School Politics," American Political Science Review,

Vol. 53 (December 1959), p. 1035.

57Frederick M. Wirt and Michael W. Kirst, The Poli-

tical Web of American Schools (Boston: Little Brown and Co.,

1972), p. x.

58

 

Ibid., p. 5.



49

ties was understandable because Of community concern about

the nebulous and mysterious ways Of politics. Eliot ela-

borated,

But are we permitted to speak Of the "politics

of education? To many...the word seems abhor-

rent....Again, this is understandable. Whole

school systems have been blighted by the in-

trusion of certain aspects of politics, espe-

cially the use of patronage in appointments

and contracts...." 9

Politics was not only distasteful to community members but

also to many professional educators charged with the respon-

sibility of keeping schools functioning. Eventually, ties

that are as heavily knotted and that represent a horizontal

pattern as fundamental as the relationship between the

school and governmental agencies had to undergo public scru-

tiny. In addition, many American schools continued tO wit-

ness vertical pattern growth largely due to the increasing

amount Of federal government funding for programs of all

sorts .

...Because school districts are governmental

units and the voters have ultimate responsi-

bility, school board members and school super-

intendents are engaged in political activity

whether they like it or not. The standard

professional terminology for this--a gsmantic

triumph--is "community relations"....

The political factor has become a topic of major

interest to researchers, as well as to educators. A few

59Eliot, pp. cit., p. 1035.

60Ibid.
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years ago Neal Gross conducted a study on problems that

faced American superintendents. His research question,

"Who runs our schools?" actually became the title of a

book. Gross was particularly interested in the assortment

of community pressures that formed the bases of problems

faced by school superintendents.

To begin with, any individual residing in a commu-

nity can eXpress his Opinion about an issue relating to

the public schools. In order fOr a superintendent or a

school board to be cognizant of community concerns, direct

communication of these concerns must take place. An indi-

vidual has some avenues Open to him if he feels dissatis-

fied with attempts to handle his concern. He may vote in

the school board election or run as a candidate himself,

if he is so inclined. Another common pressure is that which

is exerted publicly by a community member or a group. The

advantage of this tactic is that it can be employed any

time.

The superintendent may also become the target of

directly applied pressure from a community member, as well

as from a board member. One additional pressure tactic re-

sults when an individual board member is "leaned on" and

encouraged to do what he can for a community member making

a request or demand. The unifying element in all these

pressures was their political overtone. Powerful or influ-

ential peOple in the community applied pressure in order

to benefit somehow, whether it was in receiving a
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maintenance contract, getting someone hired or fired or sim-

ply Obtaining a favor. All these pressures, if applied suc-

cessfully, can erode most institutions; schools are particu-

larly vulnerable. Gross wrote,

Few people would be so blunt or crass in their

attempts to influence board members or superin-

tendents. But how often does a request or the

expression of an Opinion carry with it an im-

plied threat, even an unintended threat? This

is what we mean by a pressure: a request, de-

mand, or expressed Opinion behind which lies a

threat for failure to conform to the request,

demand, or Opinion, whether this threat is in-

tended or unintended, implicit or explicit.

We are not objecting to citizens expressing

Opinions about their schools. We live in a

democracy and everyone has a right to his own

Opinion, a right to express that Opinion, and

a right to ask for anything he wants that is

not expressly illegal.61

The political pressures Of ordinary individuals and

groups applied to the school have the potential for far

greater success. Although breakthroughs and improvements

have

real

tude

fect

occurred as a result of citizen and group action, the

clout has been carried by informal groups. The magni-

and consistency with which informal power groups af-

educational decision-making is alarming. Ralph Kim-

brough commented,

Generally speaking, educational leaders have

failed to recognize the tremendous influence

exercised covertly by informal groups in basic

educational projects, policies, and issues.

There is a reluctance on the part of some edu-

cators to recognize that much goes on in addi-

tion to the activity readily Observed in the
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formal meetings of organizations, gchool

boards, and school facilities....6

In order to appreciate the complexity, strength and

extent to which informal groups can apply political stran-

gleholds to a community, Kimbrough listed the following

series of statements which "are supported by research and

relevant to an informal conceptualization of power and edu-

cational policy decision-making."

1. Citizens vary greatly in the degree Of influ-

ence they exercise over educational policy

decisions.

The variation in power among persons and groups

in the local school district is associated with

the difference in control over, and the effec-

tive use of, power resources. Informal groups

are Often able to use their collective resour-

ces more effectively than formal organizations.

The status of public officials is Often associ-

ated with the disproportionate amount of resour-

ces controlled by the private institutions in

meeting the felt needs of people. This Often

results in relatively low power among the mem-

bers Of the board Of education and other gov-

ernmental Officials.

Decisive power is exercised in most local school

districts by relatively few persons who hold top

positions Of influence in the informal power

structure of the school district. The success

of significant educational projects and propo-

sals is Often heavily dependent upon the sup-

port Or lack of support of these men Of power.

Businessmen constitute the largest single occu-

pational representation at the decision-making

level of the informal power structures Of many

local school districts. As a consequence Of

their superior status, businessmen exercise the
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greatest effect upon, and often dominate, edu-

cational policies in the nation.

6. Decisive influence with decisions is Often

exercised through the informal group activity

Of a few leaders preceding formal action by

those Officials legally clothed with author-

ity to make the decisions.

7. An established informal power group is usually

an important element in the informal power ar-

rangement in the political unit. It is char-

acterized by hierarchical levels Of control

functions.

8. Organized interest groups and temporary in-

formal groups assume important functions in

the informal power structure Of the school

district.

9. The direction in which an informal power group

moves is consistent with the pattern of Opera-

tional beliefs held by the leaders Of greatest

power in the group. Men of influence tend to

move along an individualistic-interdependent

power continuum which vitally affects their

behavior on basic educational policy.

10. The influence Of each important informal power

group is extended through an informal network

of interaction and close ties with persons lo-

cated in each local community or political sub-

division Of the local school district and with

persons holding important power positions at

the state and federal levels.

11. Educational policies result from different 1e-

vels of politics. School politics cannot be

isolated from the politics of other public and

private agenciestperating within the local

school district.

Informal power groups are forces to be reckoned with in all

American communities; urban, suburban or rural.

One additional example illuminated the school's

susceptibility to special-interest pressure. Raymond
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Callahan conducted a study in order to explore "how the ed-

ucational policy forced upon the schools has been dominated

by business." He observed,

...I was not really surprised to find business

ideas and practices being used in education.

What was unexpected was the extent, not only Of

the power of the business-industrial groups, but

Of the strength of the business ideology in the

American culture on the one hand and the extreme

weakness and vulnerability of schoolmen, espe-

cially school administrators, on the other. I

had expected more professional autonomy and I

was completely unprepared for the extent and de-

gree Of capitulation by administrators to what-

ever demands were made upon them....

Callahan's argument does not have a blanket applicability

to all school districts. Nevertheless, it served to illus-

trate that many schools are confronted with decisions that

must be made by carefully considering the demands and inter-

ests of informal power groups.

Any consideration Of a tOpic such as "school poli-

tics" would be incomplete if the role and place of govern-

ment were not examined. During the past decade, the rela-

tionships between the local, state and federal governments

have changed drastically. These changes were summarized

by James Koerner.

In a series Of actions over the last dozen years

the federal government in all three branches has

made clear its conviction that lower levels Of

government are unable, for whatever reasons, to

cope with the civil rights movement and a number
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of other urgent problems. Most Of these federal

actions involve American education in one way or

another. The central government has apparently

decided that formal education is to be one of

the chief instruments for solving all sorts of

social and economic problems--poverty, hate,

discrimination, unemployment, maladjustment, in-

equality. It has also decided that the states

and local communities will have to be led, or if

necessary coerced, by higher authority until

they are willing and able to tackle these prob-

lems themselves.

Throughout American history, Congress has passed a great

deal of educational legislation. However, until the 1960's

only five "fundamental actions" were taken.

1. The Land Ordinance Of 1785

2. The Morrill Land Grant Act Of 1862

3. The Smith-Hughes Act of 1917

4. The Servicemen's Readjustment Act Of 1944

5. The National Defense Education Act Of 1958

The federal role expanded greatly in the 1960's,as Koerner

pointed out.

...Between 1962 and 1967 alone, Congress passed

perhaps thirty pieces of legislation which pumped

a vast amount of federal money into the education

and the occupational training of Americans. The

Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962;

the Vocational Education Act of 1963; the Econo-

mic Opportunity Act of 1964; the Higher Education

Act Of 1965; the Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion Act of 1965; plus the renewals, extensions,

and expansions of these acts in 1966 and 1967: all

this legislation comes to many billions of dollars

and creates new relationships between the federal

government and the states and between both Of them
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. . . 6

and the local education authorities. 6

The avalanche of federal funds dispensed by the

giant Congressional cash register has encouraged schools to

get more seriously involved in politics than ever before.

Writing for federal grants has become common practice for

administrators and teachers. As this practice continues,

the external dependency on outside organizations increases

and a community becomes increasingly vertical and decrea-

singly horizontal. In a sense, the community loses a bit

more of its ability to control its own educational destiny.

The analysis Of school politics drew attention to

what can be identified as professional school politics. De-

spite the multitude Of outside pressures, somehow many pro-

fessionals managed to retain a significant influence on how

educational policy is made.

While the board is the ultimate local authority

in school politics, professional educators have

their resources, too. They define alternatives,

produce research, provide specific policy recom-

mendations, and recommend the formal agenda. In

these and many other ways, professionals gener-

ate subsystem pressures and information that

shape 698 board's deliberations and policy deci-

Sions.

Reduced to the most basic issue, school politics points to

a contradiction in values.

...This emphasis upon professionals as policy

makers reflects an interesting tension in our

schools that arises from conflicting values.
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On the one hand, Americans talk much about demo-

cratic controls on education, and the school's

closeness to community opinion is much stressed

....On the other hand, "We want the best for our

children" is an also-stressed pOpular value, one

which requires surrender to the expertise of pro-

fessional educators.

In an attempt to resolve the value conflict and to encour-

age a useful dialog, many communities have initiated pro-

cedures to secure community input regarding school problems.

Citizen Advisory Groups

and Community Councils

 

 

Communities are complex settings with a high degree

of institutional and human interaction. Tension can be high

and conflict is not uncommon. Because community education

advocates the establishment of neighborhood community coun-

cils, it was helpful to examine various attempts at communi-

ty council and advisory group formation in communities that

had not embraced the community education concept, as well as

in some that had done so.

David Easton coined the term "withinputs" which re-

fers to "the effect that events and conditions both within

and without a system may have upon its persistence...to

find the major influences that may lead to stress."69 Com-

munities demand a variety of things from schools and school

boards. The quality and amount Of citizen input has a
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direct correlation with the stress level in a school sys-

tem. There were studies indicating that many citizens

really do not know much about the functioning Of the educa-

tional process or the complexity of making school policy.70

What concerned the public were issues that were rather mar-

ginal, such as dress codes or the athletic program. This

lack of interest was found to exist in community leaders as

well. Roscoe Martin sampled mayors, officials of local

Leagues of Women Voters and other prominent Officials, and

found that they revealed no

...particular interest in curriculum, textbooks,

subversive activities, personalities, athletics,

race relations....This suggests that these areas

provide a reservoir for what we have called epi-

sodic issues--issues which emerge under unusual

or special conditions and shortly subside. Thus,

it is not textbooks which cause concern, but a

particular textbook under a special set of cir-

cumstances.

The role and effectiveness of community advisory

councils was found to vary greatly depending on such fac-

tors as community interest and willingness to participate,

school district support and the quality of the council

72
leadership. Additional factors were identified in an
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evaluation recently conducted in Los Angeles which had three

purposes:

1) to describe the structure and Operation of

the advisory councils, 2) to pinpoint discre-

pancies between how the councils should work

and how they actually do work, and 3) to iden-

tify what fagtors are related to council effec-

tiveness.... 3

The factors associated with the effectively functioning

councils were:

1. Fair representation of sex and race

2. Extensive nonmember input and participation

3. Cooperative school administrations

4. Planned goals and agendas74

The establishment Of neighborhood community councils

is a goal of most community education programs. However,

many school districts that have not Operated "official" com-

munity education programs have initiated community advisory

councils or citizens committees.

According to Herbert Hamlin, a renewed interest in

public participation in school affairs developed in post

World War II America. Earlier in our history, schools were

Often constructed by community folk who also frequently pro-

vided lodging for the teachers. Local school boards super-

vised teachers and town folk regularly attended meetings

 

73"An Evaluation: School-Community Advisory Coun-

cils," Unified School District, Office of Education and Man-

agement Assessment, Los Angeles, California, 1972.

74Ibid.



60

where educational funding was discussed and voted on. Hamlin

noted that, increasingly, community interest waned and schools

became part Of the emerging bureaucracy which included state

departments Of education and myriad professionals.

Thus we developed many school systems which were

largely managed by professional administrators

and teachers. Boards of education in these sys-

tems became necessary evils, useful primarily in

helping to get from the public the funds required

to carry out the ideas of state and local profes-

sional workers. Laymen became almost unnecessary

to the schools, except to furnish the students,

elect a board of education, and pass on occasional

bond issues....

Hamlin continued his historical analysis and discussed

the reasons why the public became "interested" once again in

school affairs during the late 1940's and early 1950's.

...Groups who once accepted schools that did not

serve them well now demand appropriate services.

Strong minority pressure groups harass boards of

education, administrators, and teachers....

The schools have been changing and education has

been becoming more and more complicated....Many

laymen feel that they are "left out," that they

have no way Of influencing effectively the pro-

gram of the schools.... 6

The citizens advisory committees, sometimes identi-

fied as councils or commissions, have proven to be Of value

in many American communities. However, in some communities

they have created problems. It must be pointed out that

these committees do not have legal authority and their

 

7SHerbert Hamlin, Citizens Committees in the Public

Schools, (Danville, Illinois: Interstate Printing Co.,

, p. 3.

76Ibid., p. 5.



61

members receive no financial incentives to serve. The over-

all Objective of citizen committees is to advise the board

of education and other school officials on educational pol-

icy and school problems.77

Two general types of committees were identified.

First, the independent committee which is typically composed

of local community members that form a protest or pressure

group. With sound leadership, an independent committee can

achieve ”constructive" results by being,

1. Representative of the people of the community

rather than a segment Of the population.

2. Willing to study a problem or issue rather than

take a position in advance.

3. Receptive to professional counsel and advice.

4. Organized in such a way as to involve many peo-

ple of varied opinions yet maintain a relative-

ly small executive or action group.

Damage to school and community can be done by a "destruc-

tive" committee which "is frequently unrepresentative, un-

willing to study, without professional counsel, and willing

to take into its ranks only those who are in full accord

with its avowed aim."79 Examples Of destructive committees

were found in several communities, particularly in New York

City, where citizen advisory groups pushed for what became

known as complete community control Of the schools. The
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failure Of community control was due in large measure to

an overinvolvement in political tactics and concerns rather

than to unsound or unreasonable educational plans. Diane

Ravitch indicated that according to proponents, the decen-

tralization Of the New York school system, including tur-

ning over more responsibility to parents and administrators,

would result in an improved educational program for ghetto

youth. She asserted that one Of the ironies Of community

control was that

...though community control has been advanced by

educational radicals as a means of freeing the

schools from bureaucratic conservatism and con-

ventional thinking, in fact, elected parent-com-

munity boards tend to be more conservative, more

middle class, and more bound to traditional ap-

proaches than most educators. Real community

pressure, especially in poor and working-class

areas, is in the direction Of making sure that

children are being equipped for entry into the

middle c1ass....The Ocean Hill-Brownsville go-

verning board may have appeared radical and in-

novative to the outside world, but in fact it

was desperately trying any and all means to

achieve the traditional goals of higher reading

scores and discipline in the halls The com-

munity wanted educational results.9

In an attempt to Operate effectively, advisory com-

mittees must perform several functions:

1. To aid in developing educational policy.

2. To aid in developing long range plans.

3. TO help in solving school-community prob-

lems.
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To assist in evaluating the work of the

school.

To aid in maintaining two-way communica-

tion between community and school.

The following guidelines for Operation were suggested:

1.

81

A regular schedule of meetings should be

established as early as possible. Interim

meetings may be held if the work requires

them. NO less than one meeting should be

held each month of the school year.

The board should provide a regular meeting

place for the committee, preferably at a

centrally located school.

If possible some secretarial, clerical, and

duplicating service should be provided for

the committee.

A citizens committee should be primarily a

study group making recommendations and only

secondarily a promotional group.

A good way to orient the citizens committee

with the program of the school system is to

start with a tour of the schools.

While a citizens committee should not be

limited as to the scope Of problems it may

study, it should undertake only one or two

problems at any one time.

A citizens committee should, when possible,

select for its first problem for study one

which it is possible to solve in a relative-

ly short time.

A citizens committee, when it is starting,

should avoid issues which are likely to split

the community and should attack this type of

problem only after it has become well estab-

lished.

A consultant should assume the responsibility

for seeing that the advisory committee main-

tains its proper relationship to the school

Sumption and Engstrom, pp. cit., pp. 84-86.



10.

ll.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
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board, the school staff, and the people of

the community.

Resource persons, those who have a special

competence in one or more areas, should be

called on for help as needed. The superin-

tendent of schools is one of the most valu-

able resource persons available to the com-

mittee.

The citizens committee should fully utilize

the services Of the teaching staff as re-

source persons.

There should be close communication between

the citizens committee and the board of edu-

cation at all times. A member of the board

of education should Often be invited to sit

with the committee as a resource person, and

one annual joint meeting between the board

of education and the citizens committee should

be held.

While working cooperatively with the board

of education, the citizens committee should

arrive at its own decisions and never be a

rubber stamp for the board.

The committee should enlist the aid Of citi-

zens of the community by establishing tempor-

ary subcommittees as needed to work on spe-

cific phases of a problem.

All meetings of the citizens committee should

be Open to the public.

The committee should report its recommenda-

tions and suggestions to the board, never to

the public directly.

When the board appoints a citizens committee,

it assumes an Obligation to consider the opin-

ions Of the committee carefully, and while the

board is not obligated to act favorably on all

committee recommendations, it should be pre-

pared to state spegific reasons when it does

not act favorably. 2

In districts with community education programs,
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community councils have operated quite similarly to citizen

advisory committees. The two share a similarity in compo-

sition, organization and purpose. Because community coun-

cils are a vital component of many community education pro-

grams, it was beneficial to illustrate their importance and

relationship to the school and community. Eleanor Blumen-

berg concisely captured much of the spirit of community

councils.

Basically, the school-community advisory idea is

a valid and valuable one. It suggests that one

can make use of previously untapped forces of

strength around the schoolhouse, in order to im-

prove the educative process. It considers im-

proved community relations as a means, not an

end. Implicit in this idea is a more basic one:

That there is indeed strength and wisdom "out

there" regardless of socio-economic and subcul-

tural differences....Involvement, communication,

and accountability become two-way interactions;

council members are partners in the process, not

clients or even visiting experts. Creative and

responsible actions can be expected from commu-

nity participants and students as well as from

school personnel.

She further addressed the problem of getting a community

council started.

The trick is to involve the non-involved, hearten

the dubious, and hear from the inarticulate or

the alienated....Use a broad definition of the

community, draw from it representatively, but

make sure it is your community, not a mythical

random sample taken from a sociological text.

A good local council is one-of—a-kind. By defi-

nition it must be different from its neighbors

in composition, priorities, and in operation....
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Early in the game councils must work at estab-

lishing shared perspectives, shared priorities,

and above all, shared ground rules. Establish-

ment of these is in itself a process of educa-

tion for all. Therefore, this process must be

ongoing and subject to revision as needs change

and as insights grow....The more vital a council

becomes, the more accurate and challenging its

perceptions.... 4

Once the council is functioning, a process ought to

be employed to evaluate its effectiveness.' Patrick Mullar-

ney presented a comprehensive evaluation process based on

Provus' Discrepancy Evaluation Model which "is based on the

continual analysis of the discrepancies between the stan-

dard of the desired performance and the actual perfor-

mance."85 He concluded,

Evaluating the effectiveness of community coun-

cils is a most difficult task. The problem of

identifying the purpose and role of the council

not only deals with the evidence supplied by

various programs and research, but also the

values which are an integral part of the com-

munity and themselves. The council must know

the purpose of the evaluation and select an ap-

proach to it....Provus' Discrepancy Evaluation

Model...provides continuous feedback in the

early and last stages of a program's develop-

ment and provides relevant information to the

council for making decisions. By comparing the

data obtained from this procedure to the ori-

ginal design of the community cguncil, its ef-

fectiveness can be ascertained. 6
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Both citizen advisory committees and community coun-

cils can be useful utensils in the construction of positive

school-community relations.

In New York and San Francisco an experiment in

parent-student-faculty advisory groups was most

effective. Problems were solved that included

a series of "student demands" and an overcrowded

junior high school. One unanticipated problem

encountered by the advisory groups was unsuccess-

ful attempts to communicate their accomplishments

to students and community members. The various

factions were rather suprised at the extent to

which they were able to work out differences.

Blumenberg pointed out that the community council

cannot do it all for a community.

...The local school-community advisory council,

obviously, is not the miracle cure-all some of

its uncritical proponents suggest. It cannot

be substituted for overdue systemrwide improve-

ments in educational programs and organization.

...However,...the council can be a valuable

tool for better diagnosis, relevant prescrip-

tion, and realistic preventive action? where

local school practices are concerned. 8

The material presented in the first two sections

of this chapter, The Community, and The Community and the

School, formed the basis for the following discussion of

community education. The rationale and purpose of commu-

nity education are deeply grounded in the sociological con-

cepts of community; in addition, the importance of school

to our society has provided community educators with a re-

cognized and acceptable framework within which the goals of

87"New Voices Gain Stature in Old Power Structure,"

Egtion's Schools, Vol. 84, No. 3 (September 1969), p. 42.

88Blumenberg, op. cit., p. 62.
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community education can be pursued.

Community Education
 

Introduction
 

The increased shifting from horizontal to vertical

societal patterns has been traced. It was also suggested

that this trend will continue in the future. This trend

has the advantage of providing a community with new funding

sources, but concurrently removes part of the ability of

that community to rely on its own internal dependency mech-

anisms. Many communities have sought a

...means [of] reducing the extent of external con-

trol to assure that the community's goals are giv-

en the highest priority. The greater the extent

of local autonomy, the greater the control exer—

cised within the community, the more opportunity

for it to survive, to develop, and to grow in its

own fashion. Only this process will permit in-

creased investment in the community's future, and

the corresponding increase of personal commitment

on the part of its citizens.

One such process, described above by Barry Stein, has come

to be known as community education. The process aspect of

community education places great emphasis on community in-

volvement "which results in self-actualization."

The term community self-actualization is...used

to mean the ability of a community to become the

best that it is capable of becoming. In essence,
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community self-actualization is aimed at commu-

nity development to the point that community mem-

bers are involved in identifying problems and

working through a process which enables them to

plan courses of action and carry through on pos-

sible solutions.

There were four basic assumptions related to com-

munity education.

1. Communities are capable of positive change.

2. Social problems have solutions.

3. One of the strongest forces for making change

is community power.

4. Community members are desirous of improving

their communities and are willing to contri-

bute their energies toward such ends.91

Many community educators have accepted these assumptions

and have worked to design and implement community education

programs that reflect the needs of a particular community.

The importance of professionals working with community memr

bers toward the solution of problems was emphasized earlier

in the discussion of community advisory councils.

This study concerned itself with the importance and

convergence of community education goals. The utilization

0f goals for educational planning has become acceptable

practice. In America, the establishment of such groups as

The National Goals Research Staff and The Joint Committee

(n1 Educational Goals and Evaluation reflected the

. 90Jack D. Minzey and Clyde LeTarte, Community Edu-

cation: From Pro ram to Process, (Midland, Michigan: Pen-

dell.qub1ishing Co., 1972), p. 33.

91
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recognition that goal determination is important and can be

valuable in planning educational programs.92

Previous to this study, the identification of sev-

eral categories of community education goals representing

many diverse communities was based on a historical examina-

tion of "the evolution of the community education concept";

secondly, input was solicited from many professionals and

community members from all parts of the United States.93

To be successful, a community must involve the people them-

selves in determining the direction of a program or a com-

munity. Toffler agreed and warned of the danger inherent

in not encouraging more widespread participation in goal-

setting.

...In short, in politics, in industry, in educa-

tion, goals set without the participation of those

affected will be increasingly hard to execute.

The continuation of tOp-down technocratic goal-

setting procedures will lead to greater and greater

social instability, less and less control over the

forces of change; an ever greater danger of cata-

clysmic, man-destroying upheaval.

To master change, we shall need both a clarifica-

tion of important long-range social goals and a

democratization of the way in which we arrive at

them. 0 O O

The balance of this chapter was designed, specifi-

cally, not to present an exhaustive historical account of

the growth and development of community education; others
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have completed that chore.95 The purpose of this section

on community education was to analyze and discuss the vari-

ous phases of implementation, and the changes that the com-

munity education concept has undergone. These changes were

clearly illustrated in the variation of approaches to pro-

gram implementation used by community educators and by the

changing nature of the community school itself.

Background and Foundations
 

John Dewey stated a rationale for educational change

and innovation. The foundation of community education was

laid with the mortar of Dewey's rationale.

Whenever we have in mind the discussion of a new

movement in education, it is especially necessary

to take the broader, or social, view. Otherwise,

changes in the school institution and tradition

will be looked at as the arbitrary inventions of

particular teachers, at the worst transitory fads,

and at the best merely improvements in certain de-

tails--and this is the plane upon which it is too

customary to consider school changes....

Can we connect this "New Education" with the gen-

eral march of events? If we can, it will lose

its isolated character: it will cease to be an

affair which proceeds only from...over-ingenious

minds....It will appear as part and parcel of the

whole social evolution....9

There was more to the substance of community education phi-

losophy. Hamlin discussed public participation in the

schools and wrote,
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There is a growing realization that the pub-

lic schools are public. They belong to the

public. The public pays their costs. They

should be conducted in the public interest.

They should serve the total public.9

Fred Totten described the difficulty in stating a

precise definition of community education.

Community education cannot readily be defined

in specific terms. It can be described and

explained,...there is no authoritative defi-

nition. Community education is an all-inclu-

sive phenomenon functioning in the community

to help people of all ages, races, religions,

and socio-economic backgrounds to fulfill

their learning needs and to aid in the develop;

ment and improvement of the entire community.

One of the difficulties in pinpointing a definition of com-

munity education has been the flexibility and the change in

the concept itself. Over the past forty years, community

education has grown from a concept that promoted the in-

creased use of school facilities for recreational activities

and adult enrichment, to one that now advocates "the estab-

lishment of community linkages in order to provide a com-

plete delivery system of human services to a community."99

Even though the definition of community education

has varied over the years, and continues to do 30,100

 

97Hamlin, op, cit., p. 2.

98W. Fred Totten, The Power of Community Education

(Midland, Michigan: Pendell Publishing Co., 1970), p. 3.

99Larry E. Decker, "Linkages Influencing the Ap-

proaches in Sharing the Action," a speech delivered at a

workshop entitled, "Community/Schools: Sharing the Space

and the Action," Arlington, Virginia, April 15-16, 1974.

. 100See "The Definition Issue," NCSEA News, May 1971,

JUI‘which thirteen community educators defined the concept.
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according to Jack Minzey, this flexibility and variation

has not represented anything unstable in or threatening to

the community education movement. He suggested that the

greatest strength of community education currently is its

ability to retain the elasticity to bend toward new direc-

tions and the ability to receive new input.101

Despite the effects of a four decade evolution, the

philos0phy of community education has retained a certain

overall uniformity in spirit and purpose. Its quality of

being flexible has allowed professionals the latitude to

stretch the philosophy to accommodate new approaches with-

out obliterating the philOSOphy itself. Therefore, the

following philosophical statement captured the meaning and

intent of community education.

Community School Education is a comprehensive and

dynamic approach to public education. It is a

philosophy that pervades all segments of education

programming and directs the thrust of each of them

towards the needs of the community. The community

school serves as a catalytic agent by providing

leadership to mobilize community resources to solve

identified community problems. This marshalling of

all forces in the community helps to bring about 102

change as the school extends itself to all people.

Community education programs have become far more complex

over the years. Initially, community education emphasized

 

101Jack D. Minzey, "Community Education, the Past

and Future," address to C.S. Mott Fellows, National Center

for Community Education, Flint, Michigan, May 9, 1974.

loznphilosophy of Community Education," statement

by National Community School Education Association Board of

Directors, at a meeting, Flint, Michigan, April 26-28, 1968.
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programs which were often added on to the traditional

school program. There were some notable exceptions, how-

ever, particularly those programs directed by Elsie Clapp

in Kentucky, several rural efforts sponsored by the Tennes-

see Valley Authority and by the "Community Education

Center" in Glencoe, Illinois.103 Although the community

education programs of today have become more diversified,

there are several unifying factors that were traced through

the past forty years by Maurice Seay. The programs were

shown to have substantial consistency. Seay searched "for

the threads that proved strong in earlier programs of Com-

munity Education."

These threads appear again and again in a great

variety of programs in widely separated geograph-

ical regions. The clear light of the long per-

spective will help us to see them and to measure

their strengths. Then we can use our understan-

ding of these persistent threads to help us build

fresh, innovative programs for the seventies and

eighties.

The threads that have continually repeated themselves during

the past forty years were:

1. The community school recognizes the basic fact

that education is a continuous process.

 

103For additional information see Maurice F. Seay

and Associates, Community Education: A Developing Concept,

Chapter 2 (Midland, Michigan: Pendell Publishing Co., I974),

pp. 19-46. Also see Samuel Everett, The Community School

(New York: D. Appleton-Century, 19387:

104Maurice F. Seay, "Threads Running Through the

Community School Movement," Community Education Journal,

Vol. 2, No. 1 (February 1972), p. 16.
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2. Educational objectives are stated in terms

of changed behavior.

3. Educational activities are based upon the

problems, needs, and interests of those for

whom they are planned.

4. The school serves the community and the com-

munity serves the school.

5. School and neighborhood become a focal point

for understanding other, larger communities

of people.

6. The community schoo$ challenges school and

community leaders. 5

One of the most frequently misunderstood relation-

ships is the one "between the concept of Community Educa-

tion and its programs." Minzey and LeTarte attempted to

clarify this misconception.

...Community EduCation is the over-arching concep-

tual base, while programs are the activities re-

lated to the solution of specific community needs.

Thus, enrichment opportunities, recreation pro-

grams, cultural activities, avocational offerings,

and political and civic programs are partial ways

of resolving certain community problems.... 5

Additional confusion and debate has continued over the em-

phasis upon and relationship between "program" and "process."

...The most important aspect of Community Educa-

tion is not program but process. It is the rela-

tionship between these two terms which is funda-

mental to the concept of Community Education.

The ultimate goal of Community Education is to

develop a process by which members of a commu-

nity learn to work together to identify problems

and to seek out solutions to these problems. It

is through this process that an on-going proce-

dure is established for working together on all

 

loslbid., pp. l6-l9.

106Minzey and LeTarte, op. cit., p. 4.
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. . 107

community issues.

The term Community Education Program is often re-

ferred to as a total effort in a community; it was not

meant to emphasize programs rather than process. The Com-

munity Education Program represents the unique blending of

the needed programs in a community and the process by which

they are identified, implemented and evaluated.

For additional background, the following listing of

overall community education objectives was included. These

objectives were meant to describe general characteristics

reflective of many community education programs; obviously,

variation has characterized community education programs

and, in all likelihood, will continue to.

1. Community Education attempts to develop a

oumber of community_programs.

The term program here means specific acti-

vities aimed at community participation....

It is important that such programs be based

on community needs and desires. These pro-

grams would include such things as adult ed-

ucation, high school completion, enrichment

classes for school age students, avocational

activities, vocational training, basic edu-

cation, recreation, citizenship, cultural

offerings and special programs aimed at sol-

ving community problems. These programs will

be an acknowledgment of the importance of de-

veloping a concept of education as a lifetime

experience....

 

2. Community_Education attempts to promote inter-

action between school and community. .

This goal may be accomplished in the more overt

and simplistic way of opening the school for

more hours of the day, days of the week, and

weeks of the year....The purpose of an improved

 

 

107Ibid.
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relationship is to cause the traditional school

programs to do those things for which they were

intended--namely, to reflect the ideals of the

society and to prepare young people for living

in that society....

Community Education attempts to survey commu-

nity resources and to coordinate their inter-

action.

These resources will be both formal and infor-

mal, institutional and individual. In every

community there are untapped resources of as-

sistance which can be useful in both the tra-

ditional and Community Education programs.

Industry and business have facilities, programs

and activities which can be converted into ed-

ucational aids and community assets....

 

 

Such resources are not only of tremendous use

to Community Education and its various programs,

but by recognizing and using these resources

another by-product accrues to the educational

programs. For as community members are more

involved in assisting in the educational and

community programs, there is a personal satis-

faction gained by those individuals who are in-

volved and the result is often a more positive

attitude toward the educational system and its

personnel.

Community Education attempts to bring about a

better relationship between social and govern-

mental agencies.

In moSE'Communities, there are a myriad of a-

gencies designed to cope with community needs.

There are also many differing organizations and

institutions which make up the environment of

each community member....

 

Community Education attempts to identify commu-

nity problems and ferret out the needs of the

communit .

ABiIiEy to perform this function is dependent

upon successful communication between the school

and the community. It also implies a different

role and responsibility for the school than the

traditional teacher-pupil—subject role. If the

communication channels are clear, then it be-

comes the responsibility of the school to assess

the nature of the problem and decide what role

it should play. It may refer, coordinate, or

provide the entire service itself, depending

upon the situation. The school is not all
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things to all people, but is instead an ex-

pediter, a facilitator or an ombudsman whose

main concern is solving community problems.

6. Community Education attempts to develop a pro-

cess’by whidh the community can become self-

actualized.

The many problems which are plaguing our socie-

ties are compounded by the apathetic resigna-

tion of those who live within them. Action is

dismissed by a feeling of powerlessness or by the

attitude embodied in "you can't fight city

hall." The solutions to problems and the

changes required to improve our society can on-

ly be meaningful and long-lasting if such change

comes from the community itself.... 8

 

 

 

The background material presented here focused on

the concept of community education; a working definition

was stated and overall objectives were listed. This entire“

effort was designed to set the stage for a consideration of

the community school, most often the vehicle responsible

for implementing a community education program.

The Emerging

Community School

 

 

Many changes in the community education concept over

the years represented conceptually new approaches rather than

significantly new philosophical orientations. The community

schools, in several parts of America, became laboratories

where experiments in educational and community improvement

were conducted. Several of these experiments resulted in

the discovery of new approaches to the implementation of

community education and new methods of providing services

for people. An overview of these changes was organized and

1081bid., pp. 24-29.
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will be presented by decade, beginning with the 1930's. The

four plus decades of experimentation with new approaches co-

incided with several key phases in the evolution of community

education development and the community school. Ernest

Melby's description of the community school provided a

framework for examining its changing role and expanding

function.

...The community school is a school, to be sure,

which functions in a neighborhood, but it seeks

to relate the neighborhood to the rest of the

community. It draws its resources from the rest

of the community, from the whole city, from the

county, from the state, from the nation, from

the profession. It brings people into the commu-

nity and it takes the community out of its isola-

tion into the world outside. And therefore we are

not trying to isolate the people who live in this

community,...we are trying to relate them to the

outside world....109

The first decade of assorted attempts at organizing

community education programs was in the 1930's. Because

rural and urban communities were faced with different prob-

lems, community education revealed its elastic quality in

the programs designed to solve differing community prob-

lems. The rural South of the 1930's was one of economic

hardship and deprivation. Elsie Clapp consented to admin-

ister "an experiment in rural education" at Ballard School,

not far from Louisville, Kentucky. Her vision centered

around a school that could coordinate and manage the

 

109Ernest O. Melby, "Address to Second Annual Con-

vention of National Community School Education Association,"

The Community School and Its Administration, Vol. 6, No. 5

(January 1968), p. 3.
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lacking resources of a small community toward helping to

cope with the overbearing social, economic and educational

problems faced by community residents.110

With assistance from the federal government, which

recognized the dire circumstances in the South, the Tennes-

see Valley Authority was established, according to Seay, to

plan a program of conservation and resource-use and promote

it through educational programs.111 One example of such a

program was at the Highlander Folk School of Summerfield,

North Carolina, where a cooperative was formed in an attempt

to improve the economic level of the community farms.112

Residents of American urban communities were con-

fronted with their share of problems, too, and consequently,

turned to the emerging community school for assistance.

Samuel Everett wrote about Paul Misner's description of the

efforts in Glencoe, Illinois, where a community education

center was established to meet the needs of a community

existing in a world that was constantly changing.113

Perhaps the most discussed community education pro-

gram of all was the one that was conceived by Frank Manley

in Flint, Michigan. He designed the first programs

 

110Elsie R. Clapp, Communitnychools in Action (New

York: Viking Press, 1940), pp. 3-6.

111Seay and Associates, op, cit., p. 22.

112Samuel Everett, The Community School (New York:

D. Appleton-Century, 1938), pp. 265-297.

113Ibid., p. 80.
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essentially to provide the youth of Flint with an opportu-

nity to use school playgrounds instead of the city streets.

Flint was, indeed, fortunate that Manley was able to per-

suade Charles Stewart Mott to finance his early venture.114

Community education in the 1930's had already begun

to branch out and gave indications that it was a concept

that could provide a community with enough freedom to search

for options suitable to the solution of its own particular

problems. The curious mix of programs and process was pre-

sent from the very beginning as exemplified in the rural

South and in urban Flint. Community schools were beginning

115
to open in many other communities in America as well.

Strong trends in two directions developed during

the 1940's. First, because schools were being utilized for

activities in addition to traditional K-12 functions, a new

emphasis toward enrichment and avocational activities was

stressed, particularly for children. Secondly, after WOrld

War II, many community education programs began to provide

a wide variety of activities for adults.116 A great deal

of the post-war community school activity was a direct out-

growth of the COOperation that had develOped between school

and community during the crises of the war years. Schools

 

114William Minardo, "The Right Man for the Right

Job," Community Education Journal, Vol. 2, No. 5 (November

1972): pp. 13-14.

 

15Minzey, op. cit., Address to C.S. Mott Fellows.

116Ibid.
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took leadership roles in the distribution of rationed food

commodities and remained open for public service programs,

including adult education classes. Seay wrote,

...The plain logic of the educational possibili-

ties in such cooperation caught the attention of

philanthropists and many other socially-sensitive

leaders. Several of them helped community schools

directly and enlisted the help of government, na-

tional educational associations, and various other

educational igencies in promoting the community

school idea.

There was optimism after the War, and the hope that

community education might become more widely known and ac-

cepted. Nelson Henry edited a two volume work by numerous

educational leaders which outlined methods for the reorgan-

ization and improvement of American education. There were

several references to the potential of partnerships in

school-community cooperation and planning. Repeatedly, two

foci emerged; 1) that schools should be institutions that

provide services to everyone in the community, and not be

restricted to only the education of young persons, and 2)

every attempt ought to be made to enhance the educational

program of the school by developing and expanding the phys—

118
ical and human resources available in a community.

During the 1950's the community education program

of Flint had become the most successful and comprehensive

 

117Seay and Associates, op, cit., p. 23.

118Nelson B. Henry, ed., American Education in the
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program of its kind. The success of the Flint program was

the result of the hard work of many individuals and the fi-

nancial commitment of C.S. Mott. One important development

gave a great boost to the community education movement:

the creation of the professional position of community

school director. Along with the advent of the community

school director came the notion of community outreach, and

with it, a new dimension was added to community education.

A paid, professional staff member was made responsible for

all the community education activities of a school district

or building.119 Each community developed its own specific

guidelines and job description for the community school

director, but essentially they shared a functional similar-

ity. Usually his duties were to:

1. Develop and supervise a broad range of educa-

tional, community development, and recreation-

al programs of pre-school to senior citizen

age groups to be conducted on school premises

or in the school neighborhood after normal

school hours and on Saturdays and during the

summer vacation periods.

2. Periodically survey on a house to house basis

the needs and desires of the residents in the

area served by the school, and to adapt and

develop programs offered on the basis of chang-

ing needs and demands.

3. Develop systematic methods of liaison and joint

planning and effort with the public and private

human service agencies, including programs with

the police, sheriff's department, and others.

4. DevelOp and utilize to the maximum extent citi-

zen volunteer action in enriching programs

 

119Minzey, op, cit., Address to C.S. Mott Fellows.
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offered and in providing individualized at-

tention and support as needed.

5. Stimulate neighborhood self-help and self-

development movements to deal with problems

of change and obsolescence, and to promote

more effective use of available community

resources by neighborhood giogps themselves

sponsoring positive change.

The community outreach function meant that there was an in-

dividual at the school who was responsible for helping to

form community councils and who attempted to be sensitive

to the needs of community residents.121 A corollary devel-

opment during the 1950's was the spread of the Flint brand

of community education to neighboring communities, particu-

larly to Hazel Park, Michigan, where a comprehensive pro-

gram was implemented largely through the efforts of the su-

perintendent, Wilfred Webb. Van Voorhees stressed the im-

portance of the superintendent and his role as it relates

to the success of a community education program.

If anyone is indispensable to the initiation of

community education as currently practiced, it

is the superintendent. The goals and objectives

of community education usually reflect h§§ under-

standing of, and interest in, the idea.

Unfortunately, community education did not spread

as rapidly in the 1950's as some might have predicted. On

 

120CommunityEducation Concept, unpublished report,

Center for Community Education Deve10pment, Brigham Young

University, Provo, Utah, 1971.

121Interview with Pat Barley, Community School Dir-

octor at Oak Community School, Flint, Michigan, April 8,

974.

122Van Voorhees, op, cit., "Community Education

Needs Research for Survival," p. 203.
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October 4, 1957, the Soviet Union launched the first Sput-

nik which triggered a wave of new criticism over the dir-

ection of American educational practices. The trends to-

ward community-centered learning and the expanded role of

the community school were replaced by a massive retreat to

teaching children academically-oriented subject matter and

catering very little to adults.123

Community education gathered new momentum in the

1960's because of several key developments. American tech-

nologists wasted little time pursuing and equalling Soviet

124 The Civil Rights Movement, furthermore,achievements.

kindled renewed curiosity about the role of the school with

respect to serving all community members. Blacks began to

demand equal educational opportunity and meaningful input

into the schools that were charged with educating their

children.125

New developments in Flint, which was still viewed as

the center of community education, were crucial to the ex-

pansion of the concept. In an interview with Decker, Douglas
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Procunier provided the following information about the Mott

Foundation's new commitment to a national effort at sprea-

ding the concept of community education.

In April, 1963, the Mott Foundation established

a community education center at Northern Michigan

University. This center was the first in what

has become a regional network of centers whose

purpose is the promotion and dissemination of

community education. By July, 1971, the region-

al network was composed of 14 centers located

throughout the United States....In the latter

part of 1971, the Regional Centers began a fur-

ther extension of the dissemination network to

include other eduSational institutions as coop-

erating centers.1 6

A second development was the creation of the Mott

Inter-University Clinical Preparation Program for Education-

al Leaders in 1964. This program represented a cooperative

partnership between the Flint Community Schools and seven

Michigan universities. It has been funded during the past

ten years specifically to bring outstanding educators to

Flint in order to facilitate their learning more about com-

munity education and to help them pursue advanced graduate

degree programs at higher education institutions. Over

these ten years, several hundred individuals have partici-

pated in what came to be known as the Mott Fellowship pro-

gram. Many of these people have gone on to assume a vari-

ety 0f positions of leadership in the field of education.127

In 1966, the National Community School Education

 

126Decker, op, cit., unpublished dissertation, p. 59.

127Interview with Ernest O. Melby, Michigan State

University, June 24, 1974.
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Association was formed. Its purpose was "to further pro-

mote and expand community schools and to establish communi—

ty schools as an integral and necessary part of the educa-

tional plan of every community."128 The organization pro-

vided services to members and to professional institutions

requesting information. Its membership has grown steadily.

Currently, there are nearly 2000 individual and institution—

al members.129

It was not surprising that with the efforts of the

Mott Foundation and a national organization, community edu-

cation began to be rapidly adopted in many American commu-

nities. For example, Atlanta, Minneapolis, Miami and other

communities of all sizes launched programs designed to meet

local needs. In addition, Canadian cities and towns in On—

tario and Manitoba began programs as well.

The first part of the decade of the 1970's has been

characterized by the continued national spread of community

education. There have been several new centers of commu-

nity education develOpment that have Opened at colleges,

universities and state departments of education. Their ef-

forts at dissemination will continue to bring community

 

128National Community School Education Association,

Second Annual Membership Directory, p. 4.
 

129National Community Education Association Board

of Directors meeting, Flint, Michigan, June 12-14, 1974.

(Note: the organization is now referred to as N.C.E.A. by

a vote of the membership at the 8th Annual Convention in

Baltimore, Maryland, November 1973).
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education to additional school districts. As of July 1974,

there were nearly fifty regional and cooperating centers

servicing the entire United States. Working together with

the National Community Education Association, new projects

in research and media development have been planned.130

A significant development, thus far in the 1970's

may carry with it important implications for the future of

the community education movement. Increasingly, individual

states have been passing legislation to help support commu-

nity education. Such legislation has been passed in nine

states and in the District of Columbia. These states in-

clude Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Maryland, Massachusetts,

131
Michigan, Minnesota, Utah, and Washington. In addition,

state legislation has provided states with additional reve-

nues to be used for community education development in lo-

cal school districts.

At the national level, because of the unified ef-

fort of community educators and interested senators and re-

presentatives, there are bills before both the House (H.R.

69) and the Senate (S. 1534) that, if passed, will pump new

federal revenue into communities expressly for developing

13OIbid.

131Larry E. Decker, "Status of Community Education

Development in State Educational Agencies," revised report,

June 10, 1974.
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community school programs.132 Local communities will have

to plan carefully for the expenditure of these new funds,

particularly because they represent additional external

community ties.

In addition to federal and state legislation, many

states have formed associations for community educators.

In a sense, they mirror the National Community Education

Association because their aim has been to act as clearing-

houses for information and relevant community education

news for a particular state.

Slowly, through four decades to the present, the

community school has emerged from a building where children

could come for recreational activities after school hours

to the new, sophisticated institution of the 1970's which

133
has been called the "Community/School." Educational

Facilities Laboratories made an important distinction be-

tween what they called the "community school," which typi-

cally Opens its doors for public use after school hours,

and the "Community/School Center" which does not differenti-

ate between school and public hours because the entire fa-

cility is Operated for continuous use by all age groups in

a community. What actually has developed is a multi-part-

nership between the school and the other public service

 

leIbid.
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agencies in the community. There have been several impor-

tant reasons why communities have sought alternative methods

for planning new educational structures, not the least of

which has been a shortage of funds for all community agen-

cies including the school. The emerging partnership that

has evolved between school and community agencies resulted

in what Larry Molloy called "shared spaces" for program-

ming. Community/School Centers, like community education

programs, have varied in their design according to the na—

ture of the partnership that developed. But it was signi-

ficant that the new trend in planning for these structures

has resulted in greatly improved relations between school

and community.134

The chief advantage of the Community/School Center

has been the increased amount of time a facility can be

utilized. In addition, because a partnership has developed,

much more coordination of services for people has resulted.

Many Community/School Centers have a number of social ser-

vice agencies housed in the same facility as the school.

The most interesting of these new facilities were:

1. Thomas Jefferson Junior High and Community

Center, Arlington, Virginia

2. Human Resources Center, Pontiac, Michigan

3. John F. Kennedy School and Community Center,

Atlanta, Georgia

4. Wendell Williams Community School, Flint, Mich-

igan

134Ibid.
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Each of these facilities represented the combined involve-

ment of school representatives, community residents, and

l35
agency personnel.

As reflected in the foregoing analysis of communi-

ty education and the emerging community school, by decade

and phase, it was evident that the many experiments in edu-

cational and community improvement often resulted in a heal-

thy, productive working relationship between schools and

communities. Educators must continue the trend toward cre-

ating learning environments that meet the needs of all com-

munity members. Harold Gores warned,

The big question is whether people involved in ed-

ucation can adjust to the great forces that beat

upon the schools. If the educators fail to re-

spond, it is predictable that their establishment

will be replaced by somelogher institution that

cares more about peOple.

Community educators currently stand at the threshold of

the future.

These will be exciting years as the schoolhouse--

or whatever it will be called--moves to center

stage as the principal instrument for shaping the

renewal of our human habitations. In our central

cities, schools will be moving into the mainstream

of social reconstruction by providing the nexus

for neighborhoods and by improving the economy

through the recycling of space; in suburbia, the

schoolhouse will be only one of the places where

people, young and old, will gather to learn from

each other; and back in the hills and down in the

deltas, there will emerge the general center where

all people are entitled to receive the social
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services that are appropriate to their condition.137

The community school and community education, because of

their penchant for flexibility and adaptability, afford

great potential in meeting the challenges of the future.

137Ibid.



CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction
 

This study was designed to investigate and describe

the extent of agreement on the importance of community edu-

cation goals as perceived by groups of regional and cooper-

ating center directors, superintendents, principals and com-

munity education directors. The purpose of this chapter was

to describe the research setting, define the population and

sample selection procedures, describe the instrumentation

that was used for data collection and how it was adminis-

tered, and finally, explain the statistical procedures used

in analyzing the data.

The decision to undertake this research represented

much reflection upon conversations held with a number of com-

munity educators, school administrators, doctoral committee

members, other faculty members in the Department of Adminis-

tration and Higher Education at Michigan State University,

research consultants, and officials of the Minnesota State

Department of Education. Their encouragement and sugges-

tions were major motivators behind the decision to carry

out the research and select the setting.

93
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The Research Setting

The National Community

Education Scene

The Mott Foundation has divided the United States

into fifteen geographical regions that have been served by

regional centers for community education development begin-

ning in 1963. One of the objectives of most regional cen-

ters has been to establish cooperating centers within a re-

gional service area. Generally, these cooperating centers

are at colleges and universities, but recently an attempt

has been made to open cooperating centers at state depart-

ments of education. At the time this research began (April

1974), there were fifteen regional centers and thirty-one

cooperating centers. The cooperating centers included five

state departments of education, one county department of

education, a community college, and twenty-four colleges

and universities.1 During this study several additional

cooperating centers were funded and opened, keeping pace

with the Mott Foundation's goal of establishing one hundred

centers throughout the United States.2

The centers for community education development

have been staffed with at least one full-time individual

whose responsibilities include administering the activities

 

lMott Foundation, "C.S. Mott Foundation Regional

and COOperating Centers for Community Education Develop-

ment,‘ revised report, February 1, 1974.

2Munoz, op. cit., p. 3.
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of the center, planning, directing and evaluating the ser-

vices of the center, and teaching community education

courses at those centers which are located in higher educa-

tion institutions.3 The centers offer the following free

services:

1. Consultant assistance to communities interest-

ed in understanding or implementing community

education.

2. Training for community school personnel, in-

cluding workshops and graduate level courses.

3. Financial assistance for implementing new

community education programs in communities

or for establishing cooperating centers.

4. Evaluation of community needs, resources and

community education programs.

5. Research information and other programs that

assist community education development.

CommunityrEducation

in Minnesota

 

In May, 1974, Minnesota, with its over 130 community

education school districts--urban, suburban and rural--pro-

vided the ideal laboratory suggested earlier by Tyler.

Prime factors in the growth of community education in Minne-

sota included the following: 1) The Center for Community

Education Development, College of St. Thomas, 2) The Commu-

nity Education Section, State Department of Education, 3)

The Community Education Act passed by the Minnesota State

 

3Ibid.

Dissemination Program Manual, op. cit., p. 8.
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Legislature in 1971, and 4) the dedicated efforts of many

professional community educators, public officials, school

administrators, boards of education and supportive commu-

nity residents.S

According to the criteria defined and established

in Chapter II, school districts that were operating commu-

nity education programs and were receiving funds from the

state numbered over 130 at the time of this investigation

(April 1974). However, because many of these districts had

applied for funding only recently, it was decided, after

consultation with Lawrence Erie, Director of the Community

Education Section of the Minnesota State Department of Edu-

cation, that only the sixty-six districts operating commu-

nity education programs as of September, 1973, should par-

ticipate in the study.

Minnesota has become one of the leading community

education states in America. Minnesota community educators

have formed a state community education association which

will continue to attract new membership. In addition, ac-

cording to Erie,

I have never been engaged in a more thrilling

mission. I have seen community education grow

from three community education school districts

prior to 1969 to 134 districts today. Our goal

is to have 436 districts in the program within

 

5For further information on the scope of community

education development in Minnesota and for details about

individual programs see, "Community Education in Minnesota,"

Special Issue, Community Education Journal, Vol. 3, No. 3

(May 1973).
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10 years....6

The Population and Sample Selection

Population
 

The population in this study consisted of the direc-

tors of all the regional and cooperating centers for commu-

nity education development throughout the United States, as

of May 1974, and the principals, superintendents and commu-

nity education directors who represented the sixty-six Min-

nesota school districts that were operating community educa-

tion programs as of September, 1973. After receiving the

names of the sixty-six Minnesota school districts, the re-

searcher assigned them to urban, suburban or rural catego-

ries with the following results: 1) urban - ll, 2) subur-

ban - 19, and 3) rural - 36.

The target population of center directors was re-

viewed with Douglas Procunier of the Mott Foundation. It

was decided that for the purposes of this study only com-

munity education development centers at higher education

institutions, with an active full-time director on staff

as of May, 1974, would be eligible to participate in this

study. As a result, the target population was reduced to

thirty-one. This reduction served a useful purpose because

all “missing elements" (centers without full-time directors)

 

6Lawrence Erie, "Management by Objectives Adopted

by Community Education,“ Minnesota Community Education,

Vol. 2, No. 5 (June 1974), p. 2.
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were removed from the sampling frame. Precision in the sam-

pling frame is most desirable in survey research.7 The list

of thirty-one center directors represented fifteen regional

and sixteen cooperating centers, as well as a total geograph-

ical representation of all community education service re-

gions in the United States.

Sample

After discussions with McSweeney and the Research

Consultation Office, it was decided that the entire popula-

tion of thirty-one center directors, sixty-six superinten-

dents, and sixty-six community education directors would be

sampled. For the population of principals, which was over

three hundred, it was decided that a probability sample of

fifty urban, fifty suburban and fifty rural principals would

be selected.8 A list with the names of 373 community school

principals was sorted into appropriate groups of urban, sub-

urban and rural principals. Fifty principals were randomly

selected from each category for sampling.

 

7Maryellen McSweeney, lecture on "Frame Problems in

Survey Research,“ Michigan State University, April 4, 1974.

The sampling frame for center directors ultimately became

the list of thirty-one directors. In order to make the

frame precise, McSweeney suggested that all missing and for-

eign elements be removed.

8McSweeney, op. cit., Advanced Research Methods in

Education, pp. 16-28.
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Statement of the

Testable Hypotheses

 

 

In order to determine whether or not there was sig-

nificant agreement in rating categories of community educa-

tion goals by groups of regional and cooperating center dir-

ectors, superintendents, principals and community education

directors, the following hypotheses were examined:

Hypothesis 1:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between regional and

cooperating center directors and all other adminis-

trators (principals, superintendents and community

education directors).

Hypothesis 1A:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between center direc-

tors and principals.

Hypothesis 1B:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between center direc-

tors and superintendents.

Hypothesis 1C:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between center direc-

tors and community education directors.

Hypothesis 2:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between principals,

superintendents and community education directors.

Hypothesis 3:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between groups of ur-

ban, suburban and rural administrators.
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Hypothesis 4:
 

There is no interaction between groups of urban, sub-

urban and rural principals, superintendents and commu-

nity education directors on the ratings of the eleven

categories of goals.

Instrumentation
 

After carefully reviewing DeLargy's original CEGI-3,

it was decided that that particular instrument was inappro-

priate for the objectives of this study. However, the se-

venty-five goal statements developed by DeLargy were used

as the basis for developing a modified instrument.

In its modified form, the instrument used in this

study, the CEGI-4, was designed to contain a rating scale

from very low to very high which yielded an intensity-of-

importance score upon which certain comparisons between

groups were made. This particular rating scale resembled

other similar methods of modifying Likert scales.9

Survey research has involved extensive use of the

questionnaire as a survey instrument. The questionnaire

is a flexible instrument, capable of being custom-designed

to assist in the investigation of some research problem.10

 

9Earl S. Babbie, SurveyResearcijetpods (Monterey,

California: Wadsworth Co., 1973), pp. 253-278.

10Walter Borg, Educational Research: An Introduc-

tion (New York: David McKay Co., Inc., 1963). p. 202.
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Initially, in the development of the questionnaire,

all of DeLargy's seventy-five goal statements were incor-

porated into an instrument with different instructions and

a new rating scale. DeLargy measured the reliability and

discussed the validity of his CEGI-3.ll Therefore, it was

assumed that the newly developed CEGI-4, because it utilized

the same seventy-five goal statements, shared similar relia-

bility and validity.

It was suggested that a field-test be conducted in

order to determine whether or not the CEGI-4 would consis-

tently gather the data necessary to test the hypotheses un-

der investigation. The field-test was conducted in April,

1974, while the researcher was in attendance at a national

workshop on community schools in Arlington, Virginia. Ac—

cording to McSweeney, it was essential for field-testing

that persons be identified who closely resembled the target

population in the projected study.12 Also attending the

workshOp were several superintendents and principals from

Virginia and the surrounding Mid-Atlantic region. In addi-

tion, there were several community education directors, not

only from the Mid-Atlantic region, but from several other

states. The directors of two centers for community educa-

tion development also attended. Twenty-five persons were

llDeLargy, op, oit., pp. 93-97.

12Interview with Maryellen McSweeney, Michigan State

University, April 11, 1974.
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asked to participate in the field-testing of the CEGI-4.

In addition to rating the seventy-five goal statements, the

respondents were asked to identify any statements that were

vague or otherwise difficult to understand. They were also

asked to indicate which statements might be removed from the

questionnaire because of redundancy. Other comments with

respect to the general improvement of the instrument were

solicited.

The results of the field-testing prompted a number

of revisions in the CEGI-4. Twenty-two items were elimina-

ted and several ambiguous statements were re-worded in order

to reduce confusion about their meaning. The revised in-

strument was reviewed by the Research Consultation Office,

where it was suggested that after data retrieval was com-

pleted, a reliability check on the instrument should be run.

No additional changes were recommended, and Hoyt's reliabil-

ity measure eventually indicated that the revised CEGI-4 had

a reliability of .96.

The CEGI-4 included a clear set of directions that

asked the respondent to circle only one symbol for each goal

statement. The response categories were represented by the

following symbols: VL denoted very low, L - low, M - medium,

H - high, and VH - very high. All fifty-three goal state-

ments and the instructions can be examined in Appendix C.

The identical questionnaire was mailed to all respondents,

except that center directors were asked to respond to items

H-1 and H-2 which were located on a fourth page in the
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instrument. The two question supplement for center directors

was designed to determine whether or not there was congruence

among center directors with respect to their perceptions of

which groups would rate the items in the CEGI most similarly

or least similarly to themselves; principals, superintendents

or community education directors. The supplement was also

included in Appendix C.

Administration of the Questionnaires

The questionnaires were prepared for mailing along

with appropriate cover letters explaining the purpose of the

research to potential respondents (see Appendix B). The in-

strument was attractively and neatly printed on blue paper

and was reduced in length in an attempt to obtain optimal

returns. A return envelope with postage was provided. Ac-

cording to A.N. Oppenheim, the mailed questionnaire has ad-

vantages for survey research that include access to a pop-

ulation that may be widely distributed geographically and

uniformity in the questionnaire and its instructions which

usually provide better understanding by different groups of

.respondents.13 The CEGI was mailed on April 27 and on May

'4, 1974. On May 22, a follow-up mailing was sent to the

tion-respondents with June 7 established as a cut-off date

fflor receiving usable questionnaires. The response record

l3A.N. Oppenheim, Questionnaire Design and Atti-

Elgde Measurement (New York: Basic Books, 1966), pp. 24-47.
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was presented in Table 3.1. In Table 3.2 a geographical

breakdown for principals, superintendents and community ed-

ucation directors was presented. Because center directors

often serve urban, suburban and rural school districts and

communities, they were treated as a total group without any

single geographical label.

Table 3.1

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RECORD

 

Number Initial Follow-up Usable

 

Group Sent Return Return N %

Center Directors 31 24 7 31 100

Principals 150 118 12 130 87

Superintendents 66 50 ll 61 92

Community Educa-

tion Directors 66 53 '_§ 58 88

Total 313 253 35 p 280 92
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Table 3.2

GEOGRAPHICAL RESPONSE BREAKDOWN FOR ADMINISTRATORS

 

 

 

Group Number Number Usable Total

Sent Returned n % N %

Principals 150 130 130 87

(urban) 50 50 50 100

(suburban) 50 37 37 74

(rural) 50 43 43 86

Superintendents 66 61 61 92

(urban) ll 10 10 91

(suburban) 19 16 16 84

(rural) 36 35 35 97

 

Community Educa-

tion Directors 66 58 58 88

(urban) ll 10 10 91

(suburban) 19 18 18 95

(rural) 36 30 30 83

 

Research Method and Statistical

Procedures

 

 

The research method used in this study was descrip-

tive as well as comparative. The community education goal

ratings for groups of center directors, principals, superin-

tendents and community education directOrs were described.

In addition, these ratings were compared and the extent to

which there was agreement or convergence was analyzed and
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discussed. According to John Best, descriptive research

allows the researcher to describe and interpret what exists

from the data that has been gathered.14

The CEGI data were transferred onto computer data

coding forms by the researcher and were then punched on data

cards by the Key Punch Division of the Michigan State Uni-

versity Computer Laboratory. All computer programming was

suggested by the Office of Research Consultation of the Col-

lege of Education and run on the CDC 6500 System at the Com—

puter Center at Michigan State University. Findings, recom-

mendations and conclusions were drawn from the data, and in-

terpretations were made with respect to the stated purposes

of this study. The statistical procedures used in data a-

nalysis included:

1. Basic statistics which yielded means and stan-

dard deviations.

2. Multivariate and univariate analyses of vari-

ance techniques which allowed for comparisons

of scores on the ratings of community educa-

tion goals by the various groups and deter-

mined whether or not significant differences

existed in the ratings of the eleven catego-

ries of goals.

3. A correlation matrix between variables.

 

14John W. Best, Research in Educatioo (Englewood

Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1959), p. 102.
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Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the re-

search setting, define the population and describe the sam-

pling procedures that were employed. In addition, a discus-

sion of the development, field-testing and administration

of the survey instrument was included. Finally, the type

of study was identified and the statistical procedures for

data analysis were outlined.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Introduction
 

This chapter was designed to contain the results of

the statistical analyses of the data and was divided into

the following sections:

1. A graphic representation and description of

the descriptive data relevant to this study.

2. A discussion of the results of the tests of

the Hypotheses.

3. A discussion of the Research Questions germane

to this study.

The purpose of this study was to determine whether

or not there was significant agreement on the importance of

categories of community education goals as rated by groups

of regional and cooperating center directors, principals,

superintendents and community education directors. This was

accomplished by grouping the administrators according to po-

sition, testing the effect of the position variable on the

rating of the categories of goals and, in addition, testing

the area or geography variable on the ratings of the cate-

gories of goals.

Descriptive Data

The descriptive data introduced discussions of the

Hypotheses tests and Research Questions. Data in Table 4.1

108



T
a
b
l
e

4
.
1
—
-
A

C
o
m
p

c
r
e
p
a
n

t
i
o
n

a
r
i
s
o
n

o
f

M
e
a
n
s
,

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
,

K
r
u
s
k
a
l
-
W
a
l
l
i
s

H
V
a
l
u
e
s
,

M
e
a
n

D
i
s
-

c
i
e
s

a
n
d

G
o
a
l

R
a
n
k
s

B
e
t
w
e
e
n

P
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l
s
,

S
u
p
e
r
i
n
t
e
n
d
e
n
t
s
,

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

E
d
u
c
a
-

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

a
n
d

C
e
n
t
e
r

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

o
n

t
h
e

F
i
f
t
y
-
T
h
r
e
e

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n

G
o
a
l
s

I
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
e
d

i
n

t
h
e

C
E
G
I
-
4
.

 

P
r
i
n
-

c
i
p
a
l
s

n
=

1
3
0

G
o
a
l

 

G
o
a
l

R
a
n
k

M
e
a
n

D
i
s
c
r
e
-

K
r
u
s
k
a
l
-

W
a
l
l
i
s

H

S
u
p
e
r
i
n
-

C
o
m
m
.

E
d
.

C
e
n
t
e
r

t
e
n
d
e
n
t
s

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

n
=

6
1

n
=

5
8

n
=

3
1

T
o
t
a
l

p
a
n
c
y

N
=

2
8
0

 

m
e
a
n

s
.
d

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

 

I-INMV'LOKOBWQ OHNMVLDKDI‘

Hr-lr-lr-lI-it-II—II-l

3
.
9
2

3
.
6
9

3
.
6
6

3
.
8
4

3
.
1
2

3
.
6
4

4
.
3
5

4
.
2
0

3
.
4
0

3
.
7
1

4
.
2
3

3
.
6
3

4
.
0
2

3
.
7
3

3
.
3
8

3
.
9
1

3
.
4
4

.
9
2

1
.
1
0

.
9
3

.
9
6

.
9
8

1
.
0
0

1
.
1
0

.
9
0

1
.
0
0

4
.
2
8

3
.
4
9

3
.
3
8

3
.
9
0

3
.
0
0

3
.
6
1

4
.
3
0

4
.
4
1

3
.
0
0

3
.
4
8

4
.
2
0

3
.
5
9

4
.
2
1

3
.
6
7

3
.
3
1

3
.
9
5

3
.
4
1

.
8
6

.
l
.
1
0

.
9
9

.
9
1

.
9
7

.
9
4

.
7
4

.
6
4

.
7
5

.
9
6

.
6
8

.
9
6

.
8
0

1
.
0
0

.
8
9

.
9
7

1
.
0
1

4
.
0
5

3
.
6
2

3
.
6
0

4
.
1
0

3
.
3
4

3
.
7
9

4
.
2
6

4
.
3
8

3
.
3
6

3
.
8
6

4
.
4
3

3
.
6
6

4
.
4
3

3
.
7
9

3
.
8
3

4
.
2
4

3
.
6
4

.
8
3

1
.
0
6

.
8
8

.
9
1

.
9
7

.
8
5

.
8
3

.
8
3

.
9
5

.
8
9

.
6
8

1
.
1
0

.
7
3

1
.
0
4

.
9
4

.
8
6

1
.
0
9

4
.
4
8

4
.
4
2

4
.
0
6

4
.
5
2

4
.
0
3

3
.
9
0

4
.
0
0

4
.
2
6

3
.
9
7

3
.
7
7

4
.
2
6

3
.
5
5

4
.
2
6

3
.
9
7

4
.
6
1

3
.
8
1

4
.
3
9

.
7
7

.
9
2

.
8
9

.
8
5

.
8
7

.
9
1

.
7
3

1
.
0
0

.
8
0

.
9
2

.
6
6

.
9
6

.
8
9

.
8
4

.
6
7

1
.
0
5

.
8
0

1
4
.
8
2
4
*

1
7
.
9
2
6
*

1
0
.
8
5
6
*

1
7
.
8
1
9
*

2
3
.
9
2
0
*

3
.
4
8
8

4
.
3
2
9

2
.
5
2
4

2
3
.
5
4
0
*

4
.
9
1
5

4
.
2
9
7

.
3
8
5

8
.
8
3
9
*

1
.
8
2
7

5
2
.
0
2
5
*

6
.
5
6
4

2
2
.
9
6
4
*

.
5
6

.
9
3

.
6
8

.
6
8

1
.
0
3

.
2
9

.
3
5

.
2
1

.
9
7

.
3
8

.
2
3

.
1
1

.
4
1

.
3
0

1
.
3
0

.
4
3

.
9
8

4
.
0
9

3
.
7
1

3
.
6
3

3
.
9
8

3
.
2
4

3
.
6
9

4
.
2
8

4
.
2
9

3
.
3
7

3
.
7
0

4
.
2
7

3
.
6
2

4
.
1
7

3
.
7
6

3
.
6
0

3
.
9
7

3
.
5
8

.
8
9

1
.
1
0

.
9
4

.
9
5

1
.
0
0

.
9
0

.
7
4

.
8
5

.
9
5

1
.
0
1

.
7
2

.
9
6

.
8
7

.
9
8

.
9
7

.
9
4

1
.
0
4

1
0

2
6

2
9

1
3

4
1

2
8

4
0

2
7

3
0

2
5

3
1

1
4

3
2

 

D
e
n
o
t
e
s

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e
w
h
e
n

t
h
e

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

t
h
e

K
r
u
s
k
a
l
-
W
a
l
l
i
s

H
e
x
c
e
e
d
e
d

c
h
i
-

s
q
u
a
r
e
w
i
t
h

3
d
e
g
r
e
e
s

o
f

f
r
e
e
d
o
m

a
t

t
h
e

.
0
5

a
l
p
h
a

l
e
v
e
l

(
7
.
8
1
5
)
.

109



T
a
b
l
e

4
.
l
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
.

 

G
o
a
l

P
r
i
n
-

c
i
p
a
l
s

n
:

1
3
0

S
u
p
e
r
i
n
-

t
e
n
d
e
n
t
s

n
:

6
1

C
o
m
m
.

E
d
.

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

n
:

5
8

C
e
n
t
e
r

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

n
:

3
1

K
r
u
s
k
a
l
-

W
a
l
l
i
s

H

G
o
a
l

R
a
n
k

M
e
a
n

D
i
s
c
r
e
-

T
o
t
a
l

p
a
n
c
y

N
=

2
8
0

 

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

m
e
a
n

s
.
d
.

 

1
8

1
9

2
0

2
1

2
2

2
3

2
4

2
5

2
6

2
7

2
8

2
9

3
0

3
1

3
2

3
3

3
4

3
5

4
.
2
1

2
.
7
9

3
.
8
2

3
.
9
8

3
.
5
9

3
.
7
2

4
.
1
9

3
.
4
1

3
.
4
2

4
.
0
0

3
.
8
4

3
.
9
6

2
.
8
5

3
.
4
3

3
.
3
2

2
.
3
0

3
.
7
5

3
.
2
5

.
7
6

1
.
1
0

.
8
3

1
.
0
2

.
9
0

.
9
8

.
7
6

.
9
7

1
.
0
1

.
8
1

.
7
9

.
8
2

.
9
2

.
8
5

.
8
9

1
.
1
0

.
8
4

.
8
3

4
.
4
3

2
.
6
2

3
.
7
4

3
.
9
8

3
.
4
3

3
.
7
2

4
.
3
4

3
.
3
8

3
.
2
8

3
.
9
3

3
.
7
2

4
.
0
3

2
.
6
7

3
.
2
1

3
.
3
4

2
.
1
6

3
.
9
7

3
.
4
1

.
6
9

.
7
8

.
9
1

.
9
9

.
9
7

1
.
0
3

.
7
5

1
.
0
0

.
8
8

.
8
3

.
8
4

.
8
7

.
9
4

.
8
6

.
8
9

.
8
8

1
.
0
0

.
9
7

4
.
4
0

2
.
9
8

4
.
2
1

4
.
0
9

3
.
5
5

4
.
0
3

4
.
4
0

3
.
6
9

3
.
4
8

4
.
0
5

4
.
0
5

4
.
2
6

3
.
1
6

3
.
4
5

3
.
7
2

2
.
7
8

4
.
0
0

3
.
5
9

.
7
2

.
8
9

.
6
9

.
9
4

.
9
4

.
8
4

.
7
9

.
8
4

.
8
4

.
8
5

.
7
8

.
8
1

.
8
3

.
8
8

.
8
1

1
.
0
1

.
9
0

.
7
0

4
.
3
9

3
.
5
2

4
.
1
3

3
.
5
2

3
.
7
7

3
.
9
4

3
.
9
4

4
.
2
3

4
.
4
5

3
.
9
7

4
.
4
2

3
.
7
4

3
.
3
2

3
.
8
7

3
.
6
8

3
.
1
9

4
.
5
5

4
.
3
5

.
7
6

.
7
7

.
8
1

1
.
0
6

1
.
0
9

.
8
1

.
7
7

.
6
7

.
5
7

.
8
0

.
7
6

.
9
6

.
9
4

.
8
5

.
9
1

.
9
5

.
5
7

.
5
5

5
.
2
0
2

1
9
.
7
7
5
*

1
3
.
8
1
0
*

6
.
2
2
2

3
.
6
8
5

4
.
4
2
5

1
0
.
7
1
9
*

2
1
.
0
2
4
*

3
6
.
1
2
8
*

.
8
1
5

1
8
.
6
4
2
*

9
.
4
9
9
*

1
4
.
9
6
3
*

1
1
.
6
4
0
*

1
1
.
8
2
0
*

2
6
.
7
7
1
*

2
3
.
5
4
6
*

3
6
.
4
8
0
*

.
2
2

4
.
3
1

.
7
4

1

.
9
0

2
.
8
8

.
9
9

5
2

.
4
7

3
.
9
2

.
8
4

2
1

.
5
7

3
.
9
5

1
.
0
1

1
6

.
3
4

3
.
5
7

.
9
5

3
3

.
3
1

3
.
8
1

.
9
5

2
4

.
4
6

4
.
2
4

.
7
7

6

.
8
5

3
.
5
5

.
9
6

3
4

1
.
1
7

3
.
5
1

.
9
7

3
6

.
1
2

3
.
9
9

.
8
2

1
2

.
7
0

3
.
9
2

.
8
2

2
1

.
5
2

4
.
0
1

.
8
5

1
1

.
6
5

2
.
9
2

.
9
3

5
1

.
6
6

3
.
4
4

.
8
7

3
9

.
4
0

3
.
4
5

.
8
9

3
8

1
.
0
3

2
.
4
7

1
.
0
7

5
3

.
8
0

3
.
9
4

.
8
9

1
8

1
.
0
0

3
.
5
2

.
8
7

3
5

 

s
q
u
a
r
e

w
i
t
h

3
d
e
g
r
e
e
s

o
f

f
r
e
e
d
o
m

a
t

t
h
e

.
0
5

a
l
p
h
a

l
e
v
e
l

(
7
.
8
1
5
)
.

*
D
e
n
o
t
e
s

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e

w
h
e
n

t
h
e
v
a
l
u
e

o
f

t
h
e

K
r
u
s
k
a
l
-
W
a
l
l
i
s

H
e
x
c
e
e
d
e
d

c
h
i
-

110



T
a
b
l
e

4
.
l
-
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
.

 

G
o
a
l

P
r
i
n
-

c
i
p
a
l
s

n
:

1
3
0

S
u
p
e
r
i
n
-

t
e
n
d
e
n
t
s

n
:

6
1

C
o
m
m
.

E
d
.

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

n
:

5
8

C
e
n
t
e
r

D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
s

n
:

3
1

K
r
u
s
k
a
l
-

M
e
a
n

W
a
l
l
i
s

H
D
i
s
c
r
e
-

p
a
n
c
y

T
o
t
a
l

N
:

2
8
0

G
o
a
l

R
a
n
k

 

3
6

3
7

3
8

3
9

4
0

4
1

4
2

4
3

4
4

4
5

4
6

4
7

4
8

4
9

5
0

5
1

5
2

5
3

m
e
a
n

4
.
0
2

3
.
0
6

2
.
8
9

3
.
0
5

3
.
2
1

4
.
0
6

3
.
5
6

3
.
6
6

2
.
8
2

3
.
3
8

4
.
1
2

2
.
9
4

2
.
9
9

2
.
7
9

3
.
0
8

3
.
7
2

3
.
6
5

3
.
7
4

s
.
d
.

.
7
6

.
9
5

1
.
0
4

.
9
8

1
.
3
1

.
7
4

.
9
2

.
8
9

1
.
0
1

.
9
3

.
8
4

.
9
6

.
9
6

.
9
5

1
.
0
1

.
7
8

.
9
1

1
.
0
2

m
e
a
n

4
.
2
6

2
.
9
3

2
.
7
2

2
.
8
4

2
.
8
2

4
.
1
5

3
.
8
5

3
.
9
3

2
.
7
0

3
.
2
8

4
.
4
1

2
.
6
6

2
.
6
7

2
.
8
5

3
.
0
5

3
.
9
8

3
.
6
4

4
.
0
2

s
.
d
.

.
6
3

1
.
0
0

1
.
0
8

.
8
6

1
.
1
9

.
7
7

.
9
8

.
9
8

1
.
0
1

.
8
2

.
7
2

.
9
3

.
8
5

.
9
5

.
9
6

.
7
9

.
9
8

.
9
0

m
e
a
n

4
.
4
1

3
.
4
0

3
.
1
4

3
.
0
9

2
.
8
1

4
.
2
4

4
.
3
1

4
.
2
9

3
.
4
7

3
.
5
2

4
.
3
6

3
.
3
3

3
.
1
2

3
.
3
1

3
.
2
1

4
.
2
6

4
.
1
0

4
.
3
4

s
.
d
.

.
6
5

1
.
0
8

1
.
1
0

.
7
8

1
.
1
3

.
7
1

.
7
3

.
7
0

.
9
9

.
7
8

.
7
4

.
7
8

.
7
7

.
9
2

.
9
1

.
6
6

.
8
1

.
7
4

m
e
a
n

4
.
3
5

3
.
7
4

4
.
0
0

4
.
1
0

3
.
8
1

3
.
8
1

4
.
4
2

4
.
4
8

3
.
9
7

4
.
1
0

4
.
7
4

3
.
5
8

3
.
5
2

3
.
3
9

4
.
1
6

4
.
3
5

4
.
3
5

3
.
7
4

s
.
d
.

.
7
1

.
8
6

.
8
2

.
7
9

.
9
5

.
8
7

.
7
2

.
5
1

.
9
1

.
8
7

.
4
4

.
8
5

.
7
2

.
9
5

.
8
6

.
8
0

.
7
5

1
.
3
2

1
4
.
7
3
1
*

1
5
.
9
4
2
*

3
1
.
9
9
5
*

3
7
.
4
8
2
*

1
7
.
3
5
0
*

6
.
9
7
5

3
8
.
9
1
6
*

3
3
.
9
8
6
*

4
2
.
7
3
5
*

1
9
.
7
5
9
*

1
7
.
5
9
3
*

2
6
.
9
5
4
*

2
1
.
6
6
8
*

1
8
.
7
5
7
*

2
9
.
9
9
4
*

2
9
.
6
5
6
*

2
4
.
3
6
1
*

1
5
.
4
7
9
*

s
q
u
a
r
e
w
i
t
h

3
d
e
g
r
e
e
s

o
f

f
r
e
e
d
o
m

a
t

t
h
e

.
0
5

a
l
p
h
a

l
e
v
e
l

(
7
.
8
1
5
)
.

.
3
9

.
8
1

1
.
2
8

1
.
2
6

1
.
0
0

.
4
3

.
8
6

.
8
2

1
.
2
7

.
8
2

.
6
2

.
9
2

.
8
5

.
6
0

1
.
1
1

.
6
3

.
7
1

.
6
0

A

m
e
a
n

4
.
1
9

3
.
1
8

3
.
0
3

3
.
1
3

3
.
1
1

4
.
0
9

3
.
8
8

3
.
9
4

3
.
0
5

3
.
4
6

4
.
3
0

3
.
0
3

3
.
0
1

2
.
9
8

3
.
2
2

3
.
9
6

3
.
8
2

3
.
9
2

s
.
d
.

.
7
2

1
.
0
0

1
.
1
0

.
9
6

1
.
2
5

.
7
6

.
9
4

.
8
9

1
.
0
8

.
9
0

.
7
8

.
9
5

.
9
0

.
9
7

1
.
0
2

.
8
0

.
9
3

1
.
0
0

*
D
e
n
o
t
e
s

s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t

d
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
c
e

w
h
e
n

t
h
e

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

t
h
e

K
r
u
s
k
a
l
-
W
a
l
l
i
s

H
e
x
c
e
e
d
e
d

c
h
i
-

4
3

4
8

4
4

4
5

1
0

2
2

1
8

4
6

3
7

4
8

4
9

5
0

4
2

1
5

2
3

2
1

111



112

included the means and standard deviations for all fifty-

three goals and were presented along with a breakdown by

position (principal, superintendent, community education

director and center director). Significant differences were

noted (*) when the value of the Kruskal-Wallis H exceeded

chi-square with 3 degrees of freedom at the .05 alpha level

(7.815). In this item analysis significant differences were

observed on thirty-nine goals. All fifty-three goal state-

ments can be examined in Appendix C. Table 4.1 also indi-

cated the discrepancy mean and a rank for each of the fifty-

three goals. The means and standard deviations for all re-

spondents, N = 280, were also presented.

A comparison between all administrators (principals,

superintendents and community education directors) and cen-

ter directors on the rating of all fifty-three goals was

presented in Table 4.2. The comparison was based on means

and standard deviations. Significant differences were noted

(*) where they occurred when the value of the Kruskal—Wallis

H exceeded chi-square with 1 degree of freedom at the .05

alpha level (3.841). Significant differences were observed

on thirty-six goals.

The effect of geography on the rating of each of the

fifty-three goals was presented in Table 4.3. The groups of

urban, suburban and rural administrators contained princi-

pals, superintendents and community education directors.

Means and standard deviations were listed. There was no ob-

servable geographical effect on the ratings of any of the
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Table 4.2--A Comparison of Means, Standard Deviations and

Kruskal-Wallis H Values Between All Administra-

tors (Principals, Superintendents and Community

Education Directors on Each of the Fifty-Three

Goals in the CEGI-4

 

 

 

Goal All Administrators Center Directors Kruskal-

249 n 31 Wallis

mean s.d. mean s.d. H

l 4.04 .89 4.48 .77 7.652*

2 3.63 1.09 4.42 .92 16.242*

3 3.58 .93 4.06 .89 6.966*

4 3.92 .94 4.52 .85 14.575*

5 3.14 .98 4.03 .87 20.845*

6 3.67 .89 3.90 .91 1.904

7 4.32 .74 4.00 .73 5.575*

8 4.29 .83 4.26 1.00 .051

9 3.29 .95 3.97 .80 14.870*

10 3.69 1.02 3.77 .92 .156

11 4.27 .72 4.26 .68 .038

12 3.63 .96 3.55 .96 .089

13 4.16 .87 4.26 .89 .442

14 3.73 .99 3.97 .84 1.135

15 3.47 .92 4.61 .67 40.975*

16 4.00 .92 3.81 1.05 .810

17 3.48 1.02 4.39 .80 21.085*

18 4.31 .74 4.39 .76 .442

19 2.80 .99 3.52 .77 15.929*

20 3.89 .84 4.13 .81 2.358

21 4.00 .99 3.52 1.06 6.204*

22 3.54 .93 3.77 1.09 2.178

23 3.80 .97 3.94 .81 2.587

24 4.28 .77 3.94 .77 5.991*

25 3.47 .95 4.23 .67 18.179*

26 3.40 .94 4.45 .57 34.857*

 

* Denotes significant difference when the value of the

Kruskal-Wallis H exceeded chi-square with 1 degree of free-

dom at the .05 alpha level (3.841).
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Table 4.2--Continued

 

 

 

Goal All Administrators Center Directors Kruskal-

n = 249 n = 31 Wallis

mean s.d. mean s.d. H

27 4.00 .82 3.97 .80 .107

28 3.86 .80 4.42 .76 13.520*

29 4.05 .84 3.74 .96 3.300

30 2.88 .92 3.32 .94 6.335*

31 3.38 .86 3.87 .85 8.787*

32 3.42 .89 3.68 .91 2.213

33 2.38 1.05 3.19 .95 16.379*

34 3.86 .90 4.55 .57 17.878*

35 3.42 .84 4.35 .55 33.908*

36 4.17 .72 4.35 .71 1.947

37 3.11 1.00 3.74 .86 10.946*

38 _2.91 1.07 4.00 .82 27.823*

39 3.00 .91 4.10 .79 34.520*

40 3.02 1.25 3.81 .95 11.012*

41 4.12 .74 3.81 .87 4.194*

42 3.81 .94 4.42 .72 12.353*

43 3.88 .91 4.48 .51 13.253*

44 2.94 1.04 3.97 .91 24.034*

45 3.39 .87 4.10 .87 17.447*

46 4.25 .79 4.74 .44 11.128*

47 2.96 .94 3.58 .85 11.592*

48 2.94 .91 3.52 .72 12.379*

49 2.93 .96 3.39 .95 7.544*

50 3.10 .97 4.16 .86 29.395*

51 3.91 .79 4.35 .80 9.953*

52 3.75 .93 4.35 .75 13.274*

53 3.95 .96 3.74 1.32 .213

 

* Denotes significant difference when the value of the

Kruskal-Wallis H exceeded chi-square with 1 degree of free-

dom at the .05 alpha level (3.841).
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Table 4.3--A Comparison of Means, Standard Deviations and

Mean Discrepancies Between Groups of Urban, Sub-

urban and Rural Administrators (Principals, Su-

perintendents and Community Education Directors),

 

 

 

N = 249, on Each of the Fifty-Three Goals in the

CEGI-4.

Goal Urban Suburban Rural Mean

n = 70 n 71 n = 108 Discrepancy

mean s.d. mean s.d. mean s.d.

1 4.17 .80 4.00 .97 3.98 .90 .19

2 3.69 1.11 3.75 .95 3.51 1.16 .24

3 3.67 .88 3.65 .91 3.47 .98 .20

4 3.93 .95 3.93 .87 3.90 .99 .03

5 3.29 .97 3.04 .98 3.11 .98 .25

6 3.73 .88 3.77 .83 3.56 .93 .21

7 4.30 .71 4.30 .82 4.34 .71 .04

8 4.26 .88 4.32 .79 4.30 .82 .06

9 3.40 1.08 3.38 .83 3.17 .91 .23

10 3.81 1.09 3.68 1.03 3.61 .97 .20

11 4.30 .75 4.24 .69 4.27 .73 .06

12 3.63 .84 3.46 1.05 3.73 .96 .27

13 3.96 .95 4.39 .73 4.15 .86 .43

14 3.80 1.02 3.56 1.18 3.80 .83 .24

15 3.36 1.04 3.63 .93 3.44 .83 .27

16 3.87 .93 3.97 .94 4.09 .90 .22

17 3.56 1.04 3.62 1.09 3.33 .96 .29

18 4.17 .83 4.35 .74 4.36 .68 .19

19 2.80 1.15 2.79 .97 2.80 .89 .01

20 3.81 .89 3.93 .85 3.92 .80 .12

21 4.04 .95 3.99 1.05 3.99 .99 .05

22 3.49 .94 3.44 .92 3.65 .92 .21

23 3.90 .98 3.79 .98 3.73 .95 .17

24 4.19 .79 4.24 .84 4.36 .70 .17

25 3.41 .89 3.49 .94 3.48 1.01 .08

26 3.50 1.03 3.46 .88 3.29 .92 .21
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Table 4.3-~Continued

 

 

 

Goal Urban Suburban Rural Mean

n = 70 n = 71 n = 108 Discrepancy

mean s.d. mean s.d. mean s.d.

27 4.00 .76 4.14 .80 3.90 .86 .24

28 3.81 .82 3.87 .75 3.88 .83 .07

29 3.93 .94 4.06 .91 4.12 .71 .19

30 2.87 1.01 2.77 .81 2.94 .93 .17

31 3.43 .94 3.42 .79 3.32 .86 .11

32 3.30 .94 3.46 .77 3.46 .92 .16

33 2.20 .97 2.52 1.05 2.40 1.08 .32

34 3.81 .86 4.04 .87 3.77 .93 .27

35 3.51 .86 3.41 .80 3.37 .86 .14

36 4.01 .79 4.24 .71 4.22 .67 .23

37 3.21 1.03 2.97 .86 3.13 1.06 .16

38 3.11 1.04 2.63 1.02 2.95 1.09 .48

39 3.10 1.04 2.99 .73 2.95 .93 .15

40 3.34 1.34 2.86 1.30 2.92 1.13 .48

41 4.01 .81 4.15 .82 4.18 .64 .17

42 3.74 .93 3.87 .94 3.81 .95 .13

43 3.81 .94 3.94 .84 3.87 .94 .13

44 2.83 .99 3.03 1.04 2.95 1.08 .20

45 3.49 .90 3.51 .83 3.24 .87 .27

46 4.16 .85 4.38 .78 4.22 .77 .22

47 2.99 1.07 3.04 .76 2.89 .96 .15

48 3.00 1.02 3.06 .81 2.83 .88 .23

49 2.77 1.07 2.90 .85 3.05 .95 .28

50 3.06 1.09 3.27 .96 3.02 .90 .25

51 3.70 .87 3.99 .67 3.99 .78 .29

52 3.64 1.05 3.79 .88 3.80 .87 .16

53 3.94 .98 4.01 .85 3.91 1.02 .10
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fifty-three goals when the mean discrepancy value for each

goal was also reported. The range for mean discrepancies

was .01 to .48. However, it was significant to note that

only six goals had a mean discrepancy value that exceeded

.27. It should be pointed out that because center direc-

tors often serve urban, suburban and rural areas, they were

not included in this geographical breakdown or in the sub-

sequent test of the effect of geography on the rating of

the goals.

The correlation between the eleven categories of

goals was presented in Table 4.4. High and low correlations

between categories can be observed. The highest correlation,

.78, was observed between Category Eight (Health) and Cate-

gory Eleven (Social Problems & Issues). The lowest correla-

tion, .36, was observed between Category Four (Coordination)

and Category Nine (Enrichment). According to Fisher's Ta-

ble, the correlation values between categories were signifi-

cant.1 The correlations were high, which suggested close

overall relationships between one category and another, and

between all the categories and community education. No neg-

ative correlations appeared.

 

lAllen L. Edwards, Experimental Design in Psycholo-

gical Research (New York: Rinehart and Co., 1960). p. 362.
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Tests of the Hypotheses

The purpose of this study was to determine whether

or not there was significant agreement between principals,

superintendents, community education directors and center

directors on the ratings of eleven categories of community

education goals. In order to accomplish that objective,

seven hypotheses were tested and the results were discussed

below.

Hypothesis 1

It was hypothesized that there would be no signifi-

cant difference in the ratings of the eleven categories of

goals between center directors and all other administrators

(principals, superintendents and community education direc-

tors). Multivariate and univariate analyses of variance

comparing center directors and all other administrators on

the eleven variables of interest were performed. The re-

sults were reported in Table 4.5.

Because a significance multivariate F-Ratio (4.8708

with 33 and 784 degrees of freedom) was obtained (P less

than .0001) and since six of the univariate F-Ratios reached

significance (P less than .0045), Hypothesis 1 was rejected.

Therefore, it was concluded that significant differences be-

tween center directors and all other administrators (princi-

pals, superintendents and community education directors)

could be observed on six of the dependent variables.

Category 1: Needs Identification & Evaluation (F-Ratio

= 7.592)
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Table 4.5--Mu1tivariate and Univariate Tests for Differences

Between Center Directors and All Administrators.

 

Multivariate

 

D.F. = 33 and 784 F-Ratio = 4.8708

P Less Than .0001

 

 

 

Univariate

Variable Hypothesis Mean Square Univariate P Less

Mean Square Error F Than

Needs Identi-

fication &

Evaluation 29.7088 3.9115 7.5952 .0001*

School as a

Comprehen-

sive Agency 25.7526 15.6098 1.6498 .1782

Resources

(Human &

Physical) 23.5040 5.4052 4.3484 .0052

Coordination 60.9467 6.1031 9.9862 .0001*

Involvement 89.2089 8.9918 9.9211 .0001*

Communications 7.1113 7.8063 .9110 .4361

Leadership 130.2991 7.2638 17.9381 .0001*

Health 89.4327 9.5657 9.3493 .0001*

Enrichment 1.5063 3.4345 .4386 .7256

Recreation

& Social

Activities 24.6831 8.2648 2.9865 .0316

Social Prob-

lems & Issues 787.8808 44.8085 17.5833 .0001*

 

D.F. for Hypothesis = 3 D.F. for Error = 276

* Denotes Significant Difference at .0045 alpha Level



Category 4:

Category 5:

Category 7:

Category 8:

Category 11:
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Coordination (F-Ratio = 9.9862)

Involvement (F-Ratio = 9.9211)

Leadership (F-Ratio = 17.9381)

Health (F-Ratio = 9.3493)

DSocial Problems & Issues (F-Ratio =

17.5833)

The significant differences that resulted from tes-

ting Hypothesis 1 can be further amplified by examining Ta-

bel 4.6 which contained a listing of cell means and standard

deviations for all administrators (principals, superinten-

dents and community education directors) and center direc-

tors on the eleven categories of goals. The cell mean val-

ues which were underlined indicated that the discrepancy be-

tween means was large enough so that significant differences

resulted. On all categories where differences were observed,

the mean values for center directors were higher than the

group or groups with which they differed.

Hypotheses 1A, 1B and 1C tested for significant dif-

ferences between center directors and principals, superin-

tendents and community education directors respectively.

The results of these tests were reported below. In addition,

the cell mean values which were underlined in Table 4.6 in-

dicated the categories where differences were observed and

identified which group or groups differed significantly from

center directors.
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Hypothesis 1A
 

It was hypothesized that there would be no signifi-

cant difference in the ratings of the eleven categories of

goals between center directors and principals. Multivariate

and univariate analyses of variance comparing center direc-

tors and principals on the eleven variables of interest were

performed. The results were reported in Table 4.7.

Because a significance multivariate F-Ratio (5.4980

with 11 and 266 degrees of freedom) was obtained (P less

than .0001) and since three of the univariate F-Ratios

reached significance (P less than .0045), Hypothesis 1A was

rejected. Therefore, it was concluded that significant dif-

ferences between center directors and principals could be

observed on three of the dependent variables.

Category 3: Resources (Human & Physical) F-Ratio =

11.6219)

Category 4: Coordination (F-Ratio = 21.0105)

Category 7: Leadership (F-Ratio = 18.7230)

Hypothesis 1B
 

It was hypothesized that there would be no signifi-

cant difference in the ratings of the eleven categories of

goals between center directors and superintendents. Multi-

variate and univariate analyses of variance comparing center

ciirectors and superintendents on the eleven variables of in-

‘berest were performed. The results were reported in Table

4.8.

Because a significance multivariate F-Ratio (5.3781
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Table 4.7-~Multivariate and Univariate Tests for Differences

Between Center Directors and All Administrators.

 

Multivariate

 

D.F. = 11 and 266

P Less Than .0001

F-RatiO = 5.4980

 

 

Univariate

Variable Hypothesis Mean Square Univariate P Less

Mean Square Error F Than

Needs Identi-

fication &

Evaluation 23.1799 3.9115 5.9260 .0156

School as a

Comprehen-

sive Agency 34.3253 15.6098 2.1990 .1393

Resources

(Human &

Physical) 62.8188 5.4052 11.6219 .0008*

Coordination 128.2292 6.1031 21.0105 .0001*

Involvement 27.4391 8.9918 3.0516 .0818

Communications 1.2191 7.8063 .1562 .6931

Leadership 136.0005 7.2638 18.7230 .0001*

Health 17.2326 9.5657 1.8015 .1807

Enrichment 1.5403 3.4345 .4485 .5037

Recreation

& Social

Activities 39.0403 8.2648 4.7237 .0307

Social Prob-

lems & Issues 281.4359 44.8085 6.2809 .0128

D.F. for Hypothesis

* Denotes Significant Difference at .0045 alpha Level

1 D.F. for Error 276
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Table 4.8--Mu1tivariate and Univariate Tests for Differences

Between Center Directors and Superintendents.

 

Multivariate

 

D.F. = 11 and 266

P Less Than .0001

 

 

 

 

Univariate

Variable Hypothesis Mean Square Univariate P Less

Mean Square Error F Than

Needs Identi-

fication &

Evaluation 55.2060 3.9115 14.1136 .0003*

School as a

Comprehen-

sive Agency 30.0641 15.6098 1.9260 .1664

Resources

mmmns

Physical) 3.9302 5.4052 .7271 .3946

Coordination 38.8124 6.1031 6.3594 .0123

Involvement 175.1523 8.9918 19.4790 .0001*

Communications 20.0524 7.8063 2.5687 .1102

Leadership 146.6997 7.2638 20.1960 .0001*

Health 214.2864 9.5657 22.4014 .0001*

Enrichment 2.9123 3.4345 .8479 .3580

Recreation

& Social

Activities 23.4505 8.2648 2.8374 .0933

Social Prob-

lems & Issues 1326.7476 44.8085 29.6093 .0001*

D.F. for Hypothesis = l D.F. for Error = 276

* Denotes Significant Difference at . 0045 alpha Level
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with 11 and 266 degrees of freedom) was obtained (P less

than .0001) and since five of the univariate F—Ratios

reached significance (P less than .0045), Hypothesis 13 was

rejected. Therefore, it was concluded that significant dif-

ferences between center directors and superintendents could

be observed on five of the dependent variables.

Category 1: Needs Identification & Evaluation (F-

Ratio = 14.1136)

Category 5: Involvement (F-Ratio = 19.4790)

Category 7: Leadership (F-Ratio = 20.1960)

Category 8: Health (F-Ratio = 22.4014)

Category 11: Social Problems & Issues (F-Ratio =

29.6093)

Hypothesis 1C
 

It was hypothesized that there would be no signifi-

cant difference in the ratings of the eleven categories of

goals between center directors and community education dir-

ectors. Multivariate and univariate analyses of variance

comparing center directors and community education directors

on the eleven variables of interest were performed. The re-

sults were reported in Table 4.9.

Because a significance multivariate F-Ratio (4.4831

with 11 and 266 degrees of freedom) was obtained (P less

than .0001) and since two of the univariate F-Ratios reached

significance (P less than .0045), Hypothesis 1C was rejected.

Therefore, it was concluded that significant differences be-

tween center directors and community education directors
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Table 4.9--Mu1tivariate and Univariate Tests for Differences

Between Center Directors and Community Education

Directors

 

Nultharfifie

D.F. = 11 and 266 F-Ratio = 4.4831

P Less Than .0001

 

 

 

 

Univariate

Variable Hypothesis Mean Square Univariate P Less

Mean Square Error F Than

Needs Identi-

fication &

Evaluation 10.7405 3.9115 2.7459 .0987

School as a

Comprehen-

sive Agency 12.8684 15.6098 .8244 .3647

Resources

(Human &

Physical) 3.7631 5.5042 .6962 .4048

Coordination 15.7985 6.1031 2.5886 .1088

Involvement 65.0353 8.9918 7.2327 .0076

Communications .0625 7.8063 .0080 .9288

Leadership 108.1971 7.2638 14.8954 .0002*

Health 36.7792 9.5657 3.8449 .0510

Enrichment .0663 3.4345 .0193 .8897

Recreation

& Social

Activities 11.5584 8.2648 1.3985 .2380

Social Prob-

lems & Issues 755.4588 44.8085 16.8597 .0001*

D.F. for Hypothesis = l D.F. for Error = 276

* Denotes Significant Difference at .0045 alpha Level
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could be observed on two of the dependent variables.

Category 7: Leadership (F—Ratio = 14.8954)

Category 11: Social Problems & Issues (F-Ratio =

16.8597

Hypotheses 2, 3 and 4
 

For Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 the two-way Anova with a

three by three design was used. The results were described

below and presented in Tables 4.10, 4.12 and 4.13.

Hypothesis 2
 

It was hypothesized that there would be no signifi-

cant difference in the ratings of the eleven categories of

goals between principals, superintendents and community edu-

cation directors. Multivariate and univariate analyses of

variance comparing principals, superintendents and community

education directors on the eleven variables of interest were

performed. The results were reported in Table 4.10.

Because a significance multivariate F-Ratio (3.0981

with 22 and 460 degrees of freedom) was obtained (P less

than .0001) and since three of the univariate F-Ratios

reached significance (P less than .0045), Hypothesis 2 was

rejected. Therefore, it was concluded that significant dif-

ferences between principals, superintendents and community

education directors could be observed on three of the depen-

dent variables.

Category 4: Coordination (F-Ratio = 7.1104)

Category 7: Leadership (F-Ratio = 5.5671)
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Table 4.10--Mu1tivariate and Univariate Tests for Differences

Between Principals, Superintendents and Comm. Ed.

Directors.

 

Multivariate

D.F. = 22 and 460 F-Ratio = 3.0981

P Less Than .0001

 

 

 

 

Univariage

Variable Hypothesis Mean Square Univariate P Less

Mean Square Error F Than

Needs Identi-

fication &

Evaluation 17.5347 4.0236 4.3582 .0139

School as a

Comprehen-

sive Agency 12.8264 15.6165 .8213 .4411

Resources

(Human &

Physical) 22.4780 5.2883 4.2505 .0154

Coordination 45.2575 6.3649 7.1104 .0011*

Involvement 37.1231 9.1419 4.0608 .0185

Communications 8.7932 7.5502 1.1646 .3138

Leadership 41.1130 7.3851 5.5671 .0044*

Health 57.3009 9.8871 5.7955 .0035*

Enrichment 2.1375 3.2864 .6504 .5228

Recreation

& Social

Activities 36.4471 7.5603 4.8208 .0089

Social Prob-

lems & Issues 232.3560 46.3521 5.0128 .0074

D.F. for Hypothesis D.F. for Error 240

* Denotes Significant Difference at .0045 alpha Level
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Category 8: Health (F-Ratio = 5.7955)

The differences between principals, superintendents

and community education directors in Categories 4, 7 and 8

can be seen by comparing the cell mean values in Table 4.11.

The categories where differences were observed were indica-

ted by this symbol (*).

Hypothesis 3
 

It was hypothesized that there would be no signifi-

cant difference in the ratings of the eleven categories of

goals between groups of urban, suburban and rural adminis—

trators (principals, superintendents and community education

directors). Multivariate and univariate analyses of vari-

ance comparing groups of urban, suburban and rural adminis—

trators on the eleven variables of interest were performed.

The results were presented in Table 4.12.

Because a significance multivariate F-Ratio (.9087

with 22 and 460 degrees of freedom) was not obtained (P less

than .5836) and since none of the univariate F-Ratios

reached significance, Hypothesis 3 was not rejected. There-

fore, it was concluded that no significant differences among

groups of urban, suburban and rural administrators could be

observed on any one or all of the dependent variables.

Hypothesis 4

It was hypothesized that there would be no signifi-

cant interaction between groups of urban, suburban and rural

principals, superintendents and community education
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Table 4.11--Ce11 Means and Standard Deviations for Princi-

pals, Superintendents and.Community Education

Directors on Eleven Categories of Goals.

 

 

 

Cate Principals Superintendents Comm. Ed.

gory Directors

U S R U S R U S R

n=50 n=37 n=43 n=10 n=16 n=35 n=10 n=18 n=30

1 m 11.14 11.35 10.91 11.10 11.06 10.89 11.50 11.94 12.10

sd 2.39 1.55 1.91 1.52 2.38 2.13 1.78 1.39 2.07

2 m 27.24 27.46 26.58 27.00 26.94 27.46 29.20 27.17 27.87

sd 4.56 4.21 3.74 2.87 3.62 3.48 2.97 3.70 4.19

3 m 15.54 15.54 15.04 16.80 16.06 15.97 15.80 16.22 16.53

sd 2.66 1.99 2.19 2.39 2.02 2.55 1.75 1.73 2.39

* 4 m 14.90 15.78 15.42 17.20 16.38 15.60 16.10 17.50 16.60

sd 2.80 1.95 2.68 1.75 2.47 2.83 2.56 1.89 2.58

5 m 18.86 19.11 18.44 18.40 18.06 18.06 19.10 20.39 19.47

sd 3.49 2.55 3.00 3.47 3.09 3.07 2.28 2.33 3.08

6 m 14.62 14.54 14.05 14.30 13.13 14.49 14.50 14.78 15.03

sd 2.99 2.84 2.64 2.31 2.73 2.91 1.78 1.96 2.92

* 7 m 13.72 14.00 12.72 15.00 12.56 13.80 15.10 15.06 14.70

sd 2.79 2.17 3.12 2.36 3,83 2.55 2.28 2.18 2.59

* 8 m 11.94 11.70 11.02 9.90 10.25 11.00 12.00 12.83 12.63

sd 3.88 2.87 3.04 2.69 3.07 3.04 2.40 2.20 3.20

9 m 11.36 11.43 11.47 10.90 10.81 11.29 11.80 11.00 11.43

sd 1.89 1.71 1.78 .99 1.90 1.84 1.69 2.25 1.71

10 m 18.08 19.24 18.00 18.40 18.25 18.91 19.90 18.61 20.33

sd 2.99 2.51 2.76 3.03 3.71 2.33 2.33 2.64 2.54

11 m 31.86 31.30 30.12 29.80 28.86 29.77 32.40 33.94 33.53

sd 7.51 5.87 7.40 5.20 6.89 6.46 6.34 6.32 6.96

 

U, S, R Denote Urban, Suburban and Rural respectively.

m Denotes Mean and sd Denotes Standard Deviation.

* Denotes categories on which significant differences

occurred.
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Table 4.12--Multivariate and Univariate Tests for Differences

Between Groups of Urban, Suburban and Rural

Administrators.

 

Multivariate

 

D.F. = 22 and 460 F-Ratio = .9087

P Less Than .5836

 

Univariate

 

 

 

Variable Hypothesis Mean Square Univariate P Less

Mean Square Error F Than

Needs Identi-

fication &

Evaluation .9991 4.0236 .2483 .7803

School as a

Comprehen-

sive Agency 3.7966 15.6165 .2431 .7844

Resources

mmmn8

Physical) 1.6601 5.2883 .3189 .7309

Coordination 12.0114 6.3649 1.8871 .1538

Involvement 6.5749 9.1419 .7192 .4882

Communications 1.6872 7.5502 .2235 .8000

Leadership 11.6423 7.3851 1.5765 .2089

Health .6988 9.8871 .0707 .9318

Enrichment 1.3345 3.2864 .4061 .6668

Recreation

& Social

Activities 2.7369 7.5603 .3620 .6967

Social Prob-

lems & Issues 11.9669 46.3521 .2582 .7727

D.F. for Hypothesis for Error = 240
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directors on the eleven categories of goals.

Multivariate and univariate analyses for area by po—

sition interaction on all eleven dependent variables were

performed. The results were presented in Table 4.13.

Because a significance multivariate F-Ratio (1.3547

with 44 and 881 degrees of freedom) was not obtained (P less

than .0644) and since no significant univariate F-Ratios

were obtained, Hypothesis 4 was not rejected. Consequently,

it was concluded that no significant area by position inter-

action effects were found on any one or all of the dependent

variables as rated by groups of urban, suburban and rural

principals, superintendents and community education directors.

This section presented the results of the seven Hy-

potheses tested in this study. Because the effect of area

on the goal ratings was a major topic for investigation in

this research effort, three additional tests were conducted

to determine if there were significant differences between

the entire groups of urban, suburban and rural principals;

urban, suburban and rural superintendents; urban, suburban

and rural community education directors. No differences

were anticipated because Hypotheses 3 and 4 were not rejec-

ted, and because no differences were found, data were not

presented.

One final fact required clarification. The sampling

procedures outlined in Chapter III included the use of a

probability sample for selecting principals. Typically,

when probability sampling is used, a weighting of the
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Table 4.13-~Multivariate and Univariate Tests for Interaction

Effects of Area by Position.

 

Multivariate

D.F. = 44 and 881 F-Ratio = 1.3547

P Less Than .0644

 

 

 

Univariate

Variable Hypothesis Mean Square Univariate P Less

Mean Square Error F Than

Needs Identi-

fication &

Evaluation 1.3017 4.0236 .3235 .8621

School as a

Comprehen-

sive Agency 9.9946 15.6165 .6400 .6345

Resources

mmmn&

Physical) 3.3431 5.2883 .6322 .6401

Coordination 7.5194 6.3649 1.1814 .3196

Involvement 2.6983 9.1419 .2952 .8810

Communications 7.0694 7.5502 .9363 .4436

Leadership 13.5692 7.3851 1.8374 .1224

Health 8.9958 9.8871 .9099 .4589

Enrichment 1.2402 3.2864 .3774 .8247

Recreation

& Social

Activities 18.0435 7.5603 2.3866 .0519

Social Prob-

lems & Issues 18.2937 46.3521 .3947 .8124

 

D.F. for Hypothesis = 4 D.F. for Error = 240
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results is necessary because the samples may not represent

equal or similar percentages of the target populations. In

Table 4.14, a distribution of the probability samples for

urban, suburban and rural principals was presented.

Table 4.14--Distribution and Percentages of the Probability

Sample for Principals by Urban, Suburban and

Rural Areas.

 

 

Area Available N Sampled n %

Urban 141 50 35

Suburban 129 50 39

Rural 103 50 48

Total 373 150 40

 

It was suggested by McSweeney that a weighting of the ra-

tings of principals was not needed in this study for two

reasons. First, the percentages formed by dividing sample

size fifty into each available N for urban, suburban and

rural areas did not vary greatly, and therefore, none of

the three areas had a significant overrepresentation. Sec-

ondly, both Hypothesis 3 for area main effect and Hypothesis

4 for area by position interaction were not rejected. Any

weighting of the principals' ratings would not have made a

difference in the results because representation was not

overly unequal.2

 

2Interview with Maryellen McSweeney, Michigan State

University, July 12, 1974.
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Research Questions
 

The analysis of the descriptive data and the tests

of the Hypotheses provided answers to the six Research Ques-

tions that were stated in Chapter I. Below, each question

has been re-stated and discussed.

Research Question 1
 

To what extent is there agreement between center

directors on the community education goals listed

in the CEGI?

An examination of Table 4.1 indicated that the stan-

dard deviations for the goal ratings by center directors had

a range from .44 to 1.32. However, only four goals had a

standard deviation of 1.00 or higher. On the basis of stan-

dard deviation data, it was concluded that there is general

agreement between center directors on community education

goals, and that the group of center directors is relatively

homogeneous.

Research Question 2
 

Which groups will center directors identify as

most likely and least likely to rate the goals

like center directors; principals, superinten-

dents, community education directors?

Table 4.15 illustrated the responses of center dir-

ectors to the questions of which groups would most likely

and least likely rate the goals like center directors.
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Table 4.15--Responses to Items H-1 and H—2 in the CEGI-4.

 

Number of Responses

 

 

Item Principals Superintendents Community Education

Directors

H-1 0 3 28

H-2 24 7 0

 

Item H-l showed that 28 center directors indicated

that community education directors would be most likely to

rate the goals like center directors. Three center direc-

tors indicated that superintendents would be most likely to

rate the goals like center directors. This response pattern

was consistent with Hypothesis 1C which, even though rejec-

ted, revealed significant differences between center direc-

tors and community education directors on only two of the

eleven categories of goals (see Table 4.9).

Item H-2 showed that 24 center directors indicated

that principals would be least likely to rate the goals like

center directors, and 7 center directors indicated that su-

perintendents would be least likely. The results of Hypo-

theses 1A and 1B indicated that center directors differed

less significantly with principals than with superinten-

dents. Significant differences between center directors

and principals were observed on three of the eleven cate-

gories of goals (see Table 4.7), while significant differ-

ences between center directors and superintendents were
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observed on five of the eleven categories of goals (see

Table 4.8). This data indicated that the center directors'

perceptions were inaccurate with respect to which group

would rate the goals least like themselves.

Research Question 3

Which categories of goals will center directors

rate different from principals, superintendents

and community education directors?

The tests of Hypotheses 1A, 1B and 1C indicated that

significant differences occurred between center directors

and each of the three other groups. The specific catego-

ries upon which there were differences were listed in the

discussion of each of three Hypotheses tests. In addition,

the differences were graphically represented in Tables 4.7,

4.8 and 4.9; Table 4.6 presented cell mean differences.

Research Question 4
 

Which of the fifty-three goals in the CEGI will

have the highest and lowest mean ratings?

The mean ratings for all fifty-three goals were pre-

sented in Table 4.1. Individual group means, and the Grand

Mean for all respondents (N=280), were presented. The

goals were ranked from one to fifty-three based on the Grand

Mean for each goal. Goal number 18, "To establish public

schools as learning centers for all ages and sectors of the

community,“ had the highest mean rating, 4.31. Goal number

33, "To provide child care for working mothers," had the

lowest mean rating, 2.47.
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Research Question 5

With no distinction as to urban, suburban or rural,

how will groups of principals, superintendents and

community education directors rate the goal cate-

gories in the CEGI?

Hypothesis 2 was tested and provided insight into

this question (see Table 4.10). Significant differences be-

tween principals, superintendents and community education

directors were observed on three categories of goals (Coor-

dination, Health and Leadership). Essentially, Hypothesis

2 tested position main effect, and because there were dif-

ferences, it was concluded that the respondent's position

did affect his rating of the eleven categories of goals in

the CEGI.

Research Question 6
 

Are the differences between urban, suburban and

rural areas such that principals, superintendents

and community education directors reflect these

differences in their goal ratings in the CEGI?

This problem was investigated in two ways. First,

Hypothesis 3 for area main effect was tested and no signifi-

cant differences were observed between groups of urban, sub-

urban and rural administrators. Each group was composed of

principals, superintendents and community education direc-

tors from the same geographical setting (urban, suburban or

rural).

Secondly, Hypothesis 4 for area by position interac-

tion was tested and indicated that there were no significant

effects of the interaction of area by position on the
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ratings of the eleven categories of goals. It was concluded

that geographical area did not have a strong influence on

the ratings of the eleven categories of goals by principals,

superintendents and community education directors.

Summary

In this chapter, the results of data analysis rele-

vant to the purpose of the study were presented. Descrip-

tive data on the ratings of the fifty-three goals were col-

1ected, analyzed and graphically presented. The goal ra-

tings, where significant differences occurred, were indica-

ted. Mean discrepancies, a mean rank for each goal and

standard deviations were also reported. A correlation ma-

trix illustrating the relationship between the eleven cate-

gories of goals was also included.

Seven Hypotheses were tested by employing multivar-

iate and univariate tests for significant differences. Hy-

potheses 1, 1A, 1B, 1C, and 2 were rejected, while Hypothe-

ses 3 and 4 were not rejected.

The last part of this chapter contained a discussion

of the six Research Questions that this study investigated.

Answers to all six questions were provided by further exami-

nation of the descriptive data and the Hypotheses tests.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introductioo
 

The objectives of this chapter were to present a

summary of the study, a discussion of the findings and con-

clusions that resulted from the data analysis, and to pre-

sent recommendations for further research.

Summary

Purpose of the Study
 

The basic purpose of this study was to determine if

there was significant agreement between principals, superin-

tendents, community education directors and the directors of

regional and cooperating centers for community education de-

velopment on the ratings of eleven categories of community

education goals as identified in the Community Education

Goals Inventory (CEGI-4).

Limitations of the Study
 

The limitations included:

1. This study was limited geographically to the State

of Minnesota in an attempt to investigate the im-

portance of community education goals within a

141
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small section of America.

2. Even though a substantially high rate of return

characterized this investigation, the findings were

based on data provided by those who responded. All

reasonable efforts were made to contact non-respon-

dents.

3. This study was limited to responses by profession-

als. Community residents were not given an oppor-

tunity to participate by rating the goals in the

CEGI.

Review of the Related Literature
 

A selected review of literature restricted to the

examination of materials pertinent to this study was pre-

sented. The Review included the concept of community, the

community and the school, and community education. It was

suggested that the basic concepts of community education

are closely tied to the interactional processes of a com-

munity. The relationship between school and community was

explored by analyzing roles played by community residents

in their concern for effectively functioning educational

programs and an overview of some of the problems faced by

the schools of today was presented.

The Review also contained a section on community

education and the community school which analyzed different

phases of community education implementation and the changes
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that the concept has undergone, particularly since the

1930's. The emerging community school that has been evol-

ving for over four decades has provided communities with new

approaches to solving community and educational problems.

Design of the Study

The design of the study was descriptive and compara-

tive. It sought to analyze the convergence of community ed-

ucation goal ratings between principals, superintendents,

community education directors and center directors.

The instrumentation employed in data collection in-

cluded a questionnaire with fifty-three goal statements and

a rating scale which yielded an intensity-of-importance

score for each goal. The data collected on the 280 respon-

dents were coded and then punched on data processing cards

which were subsequently used with multivariate and univari-

ate analyses of variance programs run on the C.D.C. 6500

Computer System at Michigan State University.

Findings and Conclusions

of the Study

 

 

The findings of this study were clearly viewed by a

brief amplification of the Hypotheses tests with respect to

the results of each test.

Hypothesis 1:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of the

eleven categories of goals between regional and coopera-

ting center directors and all other administrators

(principals, superintendents and community education

directors).
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Hypothesis 1 was rejected. The results of the test

indicated that significant differences between center direc-

tors and all other administrators as one group could be ob-

served on six of the eleven categories of goals. It was

concluded that a potential problem for community educators

may continue to exist if greater convergence is not achieved

between center directors and the other administrators in-

volved in implementing community education programs.

The following three Hypotheses were discussed simul-

taneously:

Hypothesis 1A:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between center directors

and principals.

Hypothesis 1B:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between center directors

and superintendents.

Hypothesis 1C:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between center directors

and community education directors.

These three Hypotheses were rejected. Each one re-

vealed the extent to which center directors differed with

each group on the ratings of the eleven categories of goals.

Significant differences between center directors and princi-

pals occurred on three categories; between center directors

and superintendents on five categories; between center dir-

ectors and community education directors on two categories.
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It was concluded that this information would be par-

ticularly helpful to center directors. After all, they had

predicted that principals would rate the goals least like

themselves, when actually superintendents rated them least

like center directors (see Table 4.15). In general, it

would be useful to know that significant differences on goal

categories do exist at this time in the development of com-

munity education in Minnesota. Greater convergence will

help encourage the growth of community education.

Hypothesis 2:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between principals, su-

perintendents and community education directors.

Hypothesis 2 was rejected. It was a test of posi-

tion main effect on the ratings of the goals and significant

differences were observed on three categories. Therefore,

it was concluded that position somehow affected the rating

of the goals; differences may have resulted from position

attitude, or they may have involved a respondent's orienta-

tion to community education, its concepts and its goals.

Hypothesis 3:
 

There is no significant difference in the ratings of

the eleven categories of goals between groups of urban,

suburban and rural administrators.

Hypothesis 3 tested area main effect on the ratings

of the categories of goals and was not rejected. Because

no significant differences were observed, it was concluded
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that area did not affect the rating of the goals by groups

of urban, suburban and rural administrators.

 

Hypothesis 4:

There is no interaction between groups of urban, sub-

urban and rural principals, superintendents and commu-

nity education directors on the ratings of the eleven

categories of goals.

Hypothesis 4 tested the dual effects of area by po-

sition on the ratings of the categories of goals. The Hypo-

thesis was not rejected, which further supported the conclu-

sion that area, even within a group, did not significantly

affect the goal ratings.

Implications
 

Even though narrow in scope, the findings of this

study have important implications, not only for the groups

sampled in the study, but also for other school district ad—

ministrators, teachers, community residents, and community

agency directors. If community education goals are recog-

nized as important and worth pursuing, then a coordinated

effort should continue to be undertaken to overcome the

problem of a significant lack of convergence between the

professionals charged with implementing and operating com-

munity education programs.

Two important facts were revealed in the ranking of

the fifty-three goals by principals, superintendents, com-

munity education directors and center directors. First, the

goal with the highest mean ranking was a goal which is so
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very fundamental to the perpetuation and growth of community

education. That goal stated:

To establish public schools as learning

centers for all ages and sectors of the

community.

The shared importance of that goal emphasized the power of

convergence. It also indicated that even though significant

differences may exist, there is some general understanding

by school administrators of a basic purpose of community

education programs. Secondly, the following goal statement

had the lowest mean ranking:

To provide child care for working mothers.

The overwhelming lack of convergence on this goal was reflec-

ted in the low ratings of superintendents and principals.

Some school administrators apparently do not believe that

the role of the school should include providing care for the

children of working mothers. This issue is a sensitive one,

but it illustrates a community need that may be met by public

schools, particularly at a time when the population of school

age children is declining. The child-care issue also points

to the necessity for schools, like other societal institu-

tions, to explore additional functions in order to better

serve communities.

The most significant convergence between center dir-

ectors and principals, superintendents or community education

directors occurred on the following categories: School as a

Comprehensive Agency, Communication, and Enrichment. A simi-

lar pattern of convergence was observed between groups of
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principals, superintendents and community education direc-

tors. These patterns suggested that many administrators

assigned higher ratings to community education goals which

are more directly related to traditional educational efforts.

While support for these categories of more traditionally

oriented goals is important, additional administrative sup-

port for other community education programs as an integral

part of the overall K-lZ educational program is vital to the

understanding and growth of community education.

The categories of goals illustrating the least amount

of convergence included: Coordination, Leadership, Health,

and Social Problems & Issues. Center directors rated the

goals in each of these categories higher than principals,

superintendents and community education directors. The test

for position main effect revealed significant differences on

the Coordination, Leadership and Health categories with com-

munity education directors rating the goals in these cate-

gories higher than principals or superintendents. The cate-

gories with the least convergence involve an expanded role

and function for schools. Center directors and community

education directors will have to do much more to convince

principals, superintendents and school boards that these ex-

panded functions can and ought to be performed by schools.

Center directors ought to reassess their views to-

ward school principals. Principals can be key allies whose

friendship and cooperation can provide a great thrust for

community education. Without their support, community
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education programs have a lesser chance of survival at the

building level, even though a creative community school co-

ordinator may be present at the site.

In the review of literature it was suggested that

the role of the superintendent was a vital one with respect

to the development of community education in any school dis-

trict. The endorsement and support of the superintendent

are, indeed, necessary. But this study indicated that su-

perintendents differed significantly from center directors

on five categories of goals which represented less conver-

gence than there was between center directors and either

principals or community education directors. If the super-

intendent is to remain a community education advocate, he

should acquire a much more in-depth orientation to the

community education concept, particularly after it has once

been implemented in the district. Center directors might

wish to plan workshops specifically for superintendents in

order that superintendents will further appreciate the

breadth of the community education concept and its potential

for helping to plan for a better community.

There must continue to be an on-going reassessment

of community education goals. The goals and the survey me-

thods used in this study provide a relatively easy way to

regularly investigate for convergence and to develop new

goals. Such research will add measurably to a growing com-

munity education data base.
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Recommendations for Further Study

The following recommendations were listed as sugges-

tions for further research and investigation.

1. Replicate this study in one year in Minnesota to

determine whether or not additional convergence

will have developed.

Replicate the present study with the seventy ad-

ditional school districts in Minnesota that have

adopted community education programs since Septem-

ber, 1973. Further research in Minnesota will am-

plify the findings in this study.

Conduct in-depth studies in all states operating

community education programs to determine whether

or not such factors as area (urban, suburban and

rural) and position vary in their effects on the

goal ratings in different parts of the United

States.

Develop a study to determine the extent to which

community residents understand the goals of com-

munity education, particularly in communities that

support community education programs.

Develop additional research techniques for the so-

licitation of more varied input into a community

education goal—setting process, particularly by
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teachers and other school staff members who may

have only peripheral involvement in a community

education program.

6. Develop a specific technique to be used for com-

munity education goal-setting by community members.

Have them rate the goals, compare them to the CEGI,

and investigate for similarity and convergence.

As community education continues to grow, it is sug-

gested that growth proceed in some logical fashion and that

those who benefit from community education programs be the

people who have the biggest stake in the community, the res-

idents. If community education programs are sustained only

to provide school districts with new funding sources, a

great opportunity to help communities with the direction of

their own destinies will be diminished.

Although this study stressed the importance of con-

vergence to the extent that significant convergence encour-

ages a better understanding of community education goals,

and consequently, makes implementation of the community edu-

cation concept in American communities easier, there is a

danger in total and unanimous convergence. Differences re-

vealed because of position are not necessarily a detriment.

Changes made in schools and communities should reflect the

differences of those who work in the schools and live in the

community.
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American public schools are confronted with demands

to more effectively serve their communities. In the process

they will have to become less insular and increasingly in-

volved in the interactional and problem-solving processes of

the community. Community education provides a viable ap-

proach to planning for the greater integration of community

resources and services with traditional school programs.

Community education can assist schools in meeting community

demands and in facing the challenges of the future. The

course of community education will be charted by those who

establish and pursue its goals.
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COVER LETTERS MAILED
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QUESTIONNAIRE



Department of Education

State [If [-lnnnnnffl Capitol Scluare, 550 Cedar Street

iisnllllsi..l St.Paul .
, Minnesota 551 01

April 29, 197:.

Dear Superintendent,

Your school district is one of sixty-seven in Minnesota currently Operating a commun-

ity education program. .A study is now being undertaken in Minnesota to assess the

importance of a nationally identified set of community education goals.

You are in a key position to provide valuable information on how you rate items on

the Community Education Goals Inventory (CEGI). Community education is a new and

potentially potent force not only in Minnesota but throughout the United States.

We are undertaking this assessment to determine whether there is agreement on cammun-

ity education goals among groups of superintendents, principals and community school

directors from Minnesota. Your cooperation is needed because not all community edu-

cation districts are participating in this study. Neither your name nor the name of

your school district will be identified when the results are reported.

The enclosed questionnaire should not take a great deal of your time. A stamped, ad-

dressed enveIOpe has been enclosed for your convenience. An abstract of the study

will be mailed to you. Thank you for your time, and your assistance will be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,

EEEE;;;;§L¢a/t4tInculfiéé;;;¢JLll

Lawrence Erie

Director, Community Education Section

C/{W/(afaéx/

ihael Kaplan

Mott Intern, National Center for Community Education

MHK/jk
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY 164

MOTT INSTITUTE FOR COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT
EAST LANSING ’ MICHIGAN ' 48824

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION ' ERICKSON HALL

May 3, 1974

Dear Center Director,

A study is now being undertaken to assess the importance of a nation-

ally identified set of community education goals. You are in a key

position to provide valuable information on how you rate items on the

Community Education Goals Inventory (CEGI).

The purpose of this assessment is to determine whether there is agree-

ment on community education goals among groups of center directors,

superintendents, principals and community school directors. Your coop-

eration is needed because not all regional and COOperating centers are

participating. Neither your name nor the name of your center will be

identified when the results are reported.

The enclosed questionnaire should not take a great deal of your time.

A stamped, addressed enveIOpe has been enclosed for your convenience.

An abstract of the study will be mailed to you. Thank you for your

time, and your assistance will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

32%;Lz~£a~(f /C4yf%;flé§.\,z

Michael H. Kaplan

Mott Intern, Michigan State University

,7

,\>\ // -

,Douglas M. Procunier

D/tc ter, Training and Dissemination, Mott Foundation

/"I121/aw2, fly/AZ/

Howard W. Ilickey

Director, Mott Institute

  

MK/jk



Department of Education
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May 3, 1974

Dear Principal,

Your school building is one of over 300 in Minnesota currently operating a community

education program. A study is now being undertaken in Minnesota to assess the impor-

tance of a nationally identified set of community education goals.

You are in a key position to provide valuable information on how you rate items on the

Community Education Goals Inventory (CEGI). Community education is a new and poten-

tially potent force not only in Minnesota but throughout the United States.

We are undertaking this assessment to determine whether there is agreement on commun-

ity education goals among groups of superintendents, principals and community school

directors from Minnesota. Your cooperation is needed because not all community school

principals are participating in this study. Neither your name nor the name of your

school building will be identified when the results are reported.

The enclosed questionnaire should not take a great deal of your time. A stamped, ad-

dressed envelope has been enclosed for your convenience. An abstract of the study

will be mailed to you. Thank you for your time, and your assistance will be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,

,z’TTT
   

Lawrence Erie

Director, Community Education Section

MyrarW
Michael Kaplan

Mott Intern, National Center for Community Education

MHK/jk
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May 3, 1974

Dear Community Education Director,

Your school district is one of sixty-seven in Minnesota currently operating a commun-

ity education program. A study is now being undertaken in Minnesota to assess the im-

portance of a nationally identified set of community education goals.

‘You are in a key position to provide valuable information on how you rate items on

the Community Education Goals Inventory (CEGI). Community education is a new and po-

tentially potent force not only in Minnesota but throughout the United States.

‘We are undertaking this assessment to determdne whether there is agreement on commun-

ity education goals among groups of superintendents, principals and community educa-

tion directors from Minnesota. Your cOOperation is needed because not all community

education directors are participating in this study. Neither your name nor the name

of your school district will be identified when the results are reported.

The enclosed questionnaire should not take a great deal of your time. A stamped, ad-

dressed enveIOpe has been enclosed for your convenience. An abstract of the study

'wiil be mailed to you. Thank you for your time, and your assistance will be greatly

appreciated.

Sincerely,

rence Erie

Director, Community Education Section

Michael Kaplan

Mott Intern, National Center for Comunity Education

um!11:



Department of Education
.0

State ”f r innnnfiia
Capitol Square, 550 Cedar Street

'llllliuu
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
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May 22, 1974

Dear Community Educator,

A few weeks ago you received a questionnaire entitled "An.Assessment of Community Ed-

ucation Goals as Identified in the Community Education Goals Inventory." Minnesota

has over sixty-seven school districts currently Operating community education pro-

grams and receiving reimbursement from State Legislature funds.

Superintendents, principals and community education directors from these districts

are in key positions to provide information on how they, as groups, rate items on

the Community Education Goals Inventory (CEGI). Your COOperation is needed to in-

sure a representative coverage of community education districts.

This time of year is busy for school administrators and you perhaps have not had an

Opportunity to respond to the initial request. Therefore, for your convenience a

stamped, addressed envelOpe has been enclosed. This questionnaire will not require

a great deal of your time. Neither your name nor the name of your school district

or building will be identified when the results are reported.

‘we sincerely hope to make our study a good one. Your effort can greatly assist us.

Sin::::%;;,7 ’,,..

ence Erie

Director, Community Education Section

///(MMM'\J

Michael ll. Kaplan

Mott Intern, National Center for Commity Education

MIR/3k
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THE CEGI-4



Al ASSESSED"? OP CWITY EDUCATIQI GOALS AS IDMII'IED IN THE

msnwcnaws:

COMMJNITY .UCATIW GOALS INVENTORY

The following statements have been identified as goals of coununity

education. Rate each goal listed below according to its importance

as you perceive it by circling the appropriate response.

Please do not sign your name. The information will be reported only

in composite form; individuals, school districts, regional and coop-

erating centers will 3% be idenitifed.

 

  

RATING SCALE

VI. 1. M 8 VB

Ve_rz Low T Moderate High V811 High

Goals Circle One

G-l To use commity services and resources for needs not met by V]. I. M B W

the present school program.

G-2 To increase involvement of peOple as volunteers, advisory VI. L M H VH

board members, and resource participants in the K-12 program.

G-3 To establish ways to increase involvement of citizens in the VI. 1. M H Vli

evaluation of coununity programs.

G-li To coordinate individual, group, agency, school, business and VI. 1. M H VH

industrial resources to deal with comunity problems.

G-S To provide leadership training programs for professional and VI. 1. M H VI!

lay persons.

G-6 To develOp means of evaluating the extent to which identified VI. 1. M 11 V8

needs are being met by the program.

G-7 To provide the opportunity for individuals of all ages to pur- W. I. M H VB

sue particular subject interests.

G-8 To use the school to promote cooperative home-school-comniity VI. 1. M H VH

relationships .

G-9 To provide opportunities for individuals to analyse and dis- VI. L M 11 VII

cuss present and future social problems.

G- 10 To provide alternative activities which could combat vandal- VI. 1. M 8 VB

ism, juvenile delinquency and crime.

G-ll To increase participation by parents in continuing education VI. L M 8 V3

for thenselves and their children.

G-12 To provide enrichment activities involving the art, music and VI. 1. M H V!

dance of local ethnic groups.

G-13 To coordinate comunity participation in programs and activi- VI. 1. M H VH

ties in order to eliminate duplication of services.
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VI. L M B VB

Veg Low jLow Moderate High Very B113

G-lli To use the schools as centers for training, retooling and up- VI. M B VB

grading of job skills.

G-lS To provide opportunities for more peeple to participate in VI. M B VB

comunity decision-making.

G-16 To coununicate the "community education" concept to everyone. VL M B VB

G-17 To establish representative neighborhood councils to provide VI. M B VB

leadership in developing a broad wants-and-needs-based program.

G-lB To establish public schools as learning centers for all ages VI. M B VB

and sectors of the community.

G-19 To identify general conmunity mental health problems. VL M B VB

G-ZO To increase the involvement of individuals in comnmnity ac- VI. M B VB

tivities.

G-Zl To improve the public image of the school. VL M B VB

G~22 To conduct regular surveys to establish the human and physi- VI. M B VB

ical resources available to the community.

'G-23 To use schools to provide people with an opportunity to com- VI. M H VB

plete formal secondary education requirements.

G-24 To provide the opportunity for people to use the recreational VL M H VB

resources available within the comunity.

G-25 To stimulate interests in present and future community prob- VI. M B VB

lems usually characterized by public apathy.

G-26 To help people prepare to cope with the impact of change. VI. M B VB

G-27 To establish comunity education centers, usually in schools. VI. M B VB

G-28 To develop a comprehensive and continuing process for identi- VI. M B VB

fying individual needs and wants of comunity residents. -

G-29 To provide organized physical and recreational activities for VI. M B VB

comunity members to meet identified needs.

G-30 To increase knowledge of health matters by reporting survey VI. M B VB

results about community health.

G-3l To offer courses and programs designed to develop increased VI. M B VB

understanding of one's self and others.

G-32 To share, with other comnmnities, ways and means used to meet VI. M B VB

local needs.

G—33 To provide child care for working mothers. V'L M B VB
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tion program.

VI. L M B VB

Very_Low Low Moderate Bigh Very High

G-34 TO promote a cooperative working relationship between insti- VI. M B VB

tutions, agencies, groups and industry.

G-35 To provide increased Opportunities for lay and professional VI. M B VB

people in the community to assume leadership roles.

G-36 To expand the use of physical and human resources of the VI. M B VB

school for community purposes.

G-37 To develop a program for meeting the employment needs of VI. M B VB

both the individual and the community.

G-38 To help improve economic conditions in the community. VI. M B VB

G-39 To Offer programs designed to increase understanding Of po- VL M B VB

litical procedures, processes and issues.

G-AO To Offer alternative programs in schools for students unable VL M B VB

to function effectively in the regular program.

G-4l To provide Opportunities to acquire skills for leisure time VI. M B VB

activities.

G-42 To establish representative advisory councils to provide VI. M B VB

leadership for developing community goals and policies.

G-43 Establishing effective communication between individuals, VL 1M B ‘VB

groups and organizations in the community.

G-44 To assist residents in securing needed services from appro- VI. M B VB

priate agencies, eg. transportation, housing, welfare, etc.

G-45 To provide programs that offer opportunities for social in- VI. M B VB

teraction between people Of differing backgrounds and ages.~

G-46 To make maximum use of comunity resources to provide a com? VL M B VB

prehensive educational program for the entire community.

G-47 To increase availability of comnunity health services. VI. M B VB

G-48 To introduce or coordinate programs designed to improve com- VI. M B VB

munity mental health.

G-49 To improve and beautify the physical features Of the comunity.VI. M B VB

G-SO TO provide a forum for discussion designed to reduce misun- VI. M B VB

derstandings caused by social issues and problems.

G-Sl TO work with other agencies in jointly using and improving VI. M B VB

community facilities.

G-52 To develOp a program to identify major comunity needs. VI. M B VB

'G-SS To'provide adequate fundsto carry out the coummnity educa- VI. M B VB
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Please respond to the following two items:

Hrl Check which one of the following groups you feel would most likely rate the

goals on the CEGI the Egg; similarly to the ratings of center directors.

Principals of community schools

Superintendents of community education districts

Community school directors

B-Z Check which one Of the following groups you feel would most likely rate the

goals on the CEGI the least similarly to the ratings Of center directors.

Principals Of community schools

Superintendents of community education districts

Community school directors
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