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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT ADVISORY COMMITTEES
IN THE EDUCATIONAL DECISION-MAKING PROCESS
OF E.S.E.A., TITLE I PROGRAMS FOR
DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN
IN CALIFORNIA

By

Ramiro De Leén Reyes

The Purpose

The purpose of this study was to explore the role
of the school district advisory committee in the educational
decision-making process of compensatory education programs
in California for educationally disadvantaged children from

low-income families funded under the Elementary and Secon-

dary Education Act of 1965, Title I, Public Law 89-10.

These advisory committees constitute a major vehicle for
parent and community involvement in compensatory education
programs. To accomplish this, specific questions and hypoth-

eses were posed and relevant data were sought.

The Methodology

The population of the study consisted of 430 dis-

trict advisory committees relevant to Elementary and

Secondary Education Act, Title I, P.L. 89-10 compensatory

education programs.
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The sample for this study was randomly selected.

It consisted of 186 district advisory committees which
represented programs in 234 school districts during fiscal
year 1970. These districts were located in 43 of the 58
counties in California. Another sample used in this study
consisted of all of the 50 consultants, at the time of the
study, in the Division of Compensatory Education, State
Department of Education.

The data were gathered from responses to a 74
item questionnaire by members of district advisory commit-
tees which included school district administrators, and
from the consultants of the Division of Compensatory Educa-
tion. The questionnaire was designed to elicit personal
information about the respondents, the objectives, activi-
ties and functions of their district advisory committees,
as well as their personal perspective on a variety of issues
related to the committees.

All of the data from the questionnaires were tabu-
lated through a computer at Sacramento State College. The
chi-square test was used to determine if there were any
significant differences in the responses and the coefficient
of contingency was also used in order to ascertain the
degree of relationship between certain responses and various

groups of respondents.
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Major Conclusions

On the basis of the data gathered for this study,
the following major conclusions were justified:

1. The representation of minority and ethnic groups
versus the majority group in district advisory committees
in California was approximately on a 1:2 ratio. Parents of
participating children versus nonparents was also approxi-
mately on a 1:2 ratio.

2. Minority group parents were evidently represented
"very well" to "somewhat well" in district advisory commit-
tees. As for the representation of different income levels
of members, it was judged to be adequate but not as good as
the representation of minority groups.

3. An overwhelming number of the district advisory
committees in California are recognized by the governing
boards of their districts. Members whose committees are
duly recognized by the governing board seem to have a better
feeling about themselves, their work in the committee, and
the importance of their committee to their community.

4, Most district advisory committees in California
have established purposes. However, these purposes range
from "somewhat clear" to "very clear." The clarity of com-
mittee objectives was found to be associated with increased
attendance at committee meetings and with the manner by

which the objectives were determined.
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5. The ESEA, Title I compensatory education program
director and the school principal, in that order, are the
most important sources of information regarding compensatory
education programs to the district advisory committee. The
information given to the members of the advisory committee
regarding the program were seen by an overwhelming majority
as "somewhat helpful”" to "very helpful."

6. There is no single pattern of communication
between school districts and their advisory committees.
While some school districts were content to inform advisory
committees of what the ESEA, Title I compensatory education
will be, others sought the advice of these committees. The
data clearly point out, however, that more committee members
who were not administrators agreed that school districts
usually tell their committees what the program is going to
be instead of honestly seeking their advice.

7. Even though the majority of the advisory com-
mittee members felt some or a great deal of freedom to
disagree with the ideas of the administrators in the meet-
ings, it is interesting to note that respondents to the
questionnaire in Spanish, non-school employed committee
members, and minority group committee members felt signifi-
cantly less freedom to disagree with the ideas of the
administrators. Knowledge of whether the district has
accepted any of the recommendations made to it by the

advisory committee seems to vary from one district to
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another. However, the data indicate that over one-third

of the respondents and 40 per cent of nonadministrative
members had no knowledge at all of how many of their impor-
tant recommendations, if any, were accepted by their school
districts.

8. The majority of the district advisory committees
have been involved in evaluating the compensatory education
program.

9. Advisory committee members who are 30 years of
age and younger are more skeptical of the committee's value,
what it can do, and of the motives of the board of education
in having such a committee.

10. Frequency of advisory committee meeting atten-
dance was found to be associated with payment of members'
expenses in attending such meetings, knowledge of whether
the school board has accepted or rejected advisory committee
recommendations, effective communication between the school
board and the school district advisory committee, how a
member feels about the committee's functions and importance,
and with recognition of the committee by the board of edu-
cation.

11. The feeling of the members of the advisory com-
mittee that they have made important recommendations was
associated with their knowledge of how many of their recom-

mendations were accepted by the school district.
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12. Knowledge of what the school district has done
with the committee's recommendations was associated with:
a. adequacy of communication between school dis-
tricts and the committee,
b. increased attendance at committee meetings, and
c. a better feeling about the worth of the com-
mittee.

13. Members who have children in the program,
respondents to the Spanish version of the questionnaire,
and minority group members felt strongly about the value of
their committees to their own communities.

14. Spanish respondents and minority group members
felt more strongly about the value of having minority group
and low-income persons on the committee than non-Spanish
and non-minority group members.

15. More administrator members felt that they had
more influence than others in committee deliberations.

16. The majority of the consultants in the Division
of Compensatory Education, California State Department of
Education, felt that if advisory committees are to contrib-
ute meaningfully to the compensatory education program,
school districts must show their commitment to the right of
the community to share in the educational decision-making
process by earnestly seeking and implementing the advice of

these district advisory committees.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

It has become clear today that tokenism to dis-
advantaged communities in educational decision making can
no longer be tolerated. Parents of disadvantaged children
want to exercise both their right and responsibility to
share in determining the nature of their children's educa-
tion. The emphatic and definite cry of low-income communi-
ties is for direct influence and active participation in
making educational decisions involving their children. The
disenfranchised community, largely the parents of disad-
vantaged children, must have a voice in the decision-making
process of educational programs supposedly designed for
their children. The current debate about community control
of schools, redistribution or reallocation of power, and
decentralizing authority is to a large degree related to the
inability of the existing school system, especially in urban
areas, to meet the needs of all children, especially children
of low-income people. Hamilton (1968), pointed out that
Black community members have begun to question loudly the
right of the school professionals to run the schools, and

Howe (1968) advocated decentralization of schools and "a

1



transfer of power" in order to insure meaningful community
involvement. But meaningful community participation,
according to Lauter (1969), must be worked out together with
such issues as teachers' attitudes and preparation, class-
room organization and curriculum, and the roles of other
agencies.

Over the last two decades, American society has
experienced a revolution in the structure of the decision-
making process. The school has undoubtedly been the most
hard-hit social institution by critics of public education.
It is evident that we have entered an age where many school
administrators have begun to recognize the reality that they
do not have as much absolute and arbitrary power as they
once had. The legal facts may not have changed, but the
articulation of a consciousness and the recognition of a
power base among the community have begun to appear.

In California, districts are required by the State

Department of Education, Guidelines: Compensatory Education,

Under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,

Public Law 89-10, Title I, Revised, 1969, to form and utilize

district advisory committees in planning, implementing, and
in the ongoing evaluation of ESEA, Title I, compensatory
education programs. Additionally, the Guidelines require
that 50 per cent of the committee membership must reside in
the designated target area, and that each local school within

the target area have its advisory group consisting of the



parents of participating children. The importance today

of community involvement is without parallel. The concept
of district advisory committees in ESEA, Title I programs
has evolved as the major vehicle in bringing about community
participation in planning, implementing, and evaluating
educational programs for children of low-income families in
California.

Traditionally, school administrators have been fear-
ful that the minute they involve parents and other community
representatives in the planning, implementation, and evalua-
tion of educational programs, they are going to lose control
of their organizations. With the increasing interest of
communities in sharing in the decision-making process, some
loss of absolute control on the part of school administrators
is likely to take place. But, if the public schools are to
serve all of their public well, a stronger bond between
schools and the communities they serve must be created so
that members of the community, and especially the poor, would
feel less alienated from the schools which purport to serve
them, and would become more understanding and supportive of

the schools.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to probe the role of
district advisory committees in the educational decision-

making process related to compensatory education programs



under ESEA, Title I, P.L. 89-10, since these committees
constitute a major vehicle for community involvement in such
programs. Specifically, the data sought in this study per-
tain to certain questions and hypotheses which will be

described below.

Questions

The following questions will be explored in the
study:

1. What is the profile of the advisory committee
member?

2., In communities where ESEA, Title I programs are
in operation, are the district advisory committees duly
recognized by governing boards?

3. What is the rolé of school district advisory
committees in the educational decision-making process of
ESEA, Title I programs for disadvantaged children in
California?

4. Who is responsible for defining the roles of
advisory committees in terms of planning, implementing, and
evaluating ESEA, Title I compensatory education programs?
How well are these roles understood by committee members?

5. Who in the school district and/or the community
provides the information regarding compensatory education to
the district advisory committee on which they could make
recommendations? How helpful is this information to com-

mittee members?



6. How well are minority groups and persons from
different income levels represented on advisory committees?

7. Who usually among the members of the advisory
committee renders valuable leadership functions in committee
deliberations?

8. What is the relationship of the school district
to the district advisory committee? 1Is it to tell the com-
mittee what the program will be, or is it to seek their
advice on how the program should be?

9. How well do the governing board and the admin-
istration communicate acceptance and/or rejection of recom-
mendations made by the district advisory committee?

10. What procedures, if any, are established for
district advisory committees to follow up implementation of
recommendations made for ongoing evaluation and further
input?

11. To what extent are district advisory committees
involved in evaluating the compensatory education program?
How valuable are they in improving this program?

12. What promising practices were discovered by
school districts in community involvement through district
advisory committees?

13. What are the problems encountered by school
districts in eliciting community involvement through advi-

sory committees in the educational decision-making process?



Hypotheses

The basic hypothesis of this study is that the opin-
ions and perceptions of advisory committee members are
associated with certain specific characteristics of these
members. Specifically, it is hypothesized that the vari-
ables listed below will be associated with the respondent's
(a) having children participating in the program, (b) being
an employee of the school district, (c) sex, (d) age,

(e) committee being recognized by the board, (f) language,
(g) ethnicity, (h) rate of committee meeting attendance,
and (i) being a school administrator.

The following are the variables mentioned above:

1. Perceived usefulness of the committee to its
members, the schools, and the community-at-large.

2. Perceived involvement of the committee in eval-
uating and influencing the compensatory education program.

3. Extent to which committee objectives are clearly
understood by the members.

4. Extent of members' freedom to disagree with the
ideas of administrators.

5. Degree to which the committee is seen to repre-
sent minority and poor people in the community.

6. Perceived relationship of the school district
to the committee (i.e., to tell the committee or to seek

its advice).



7. Perceived value of having poor persons on the
committee.

8. Frequency of committee meeting attendance.

The hypotheses which will be tested in this study
are the following:

l. District advisory committee members, 30 years
of age or younger, will be more skeptical of the value of
district advisory committees in compensatory education.
This age group will be more skeptical of what the advisory
committee can do, and of the motives of the district board
of education in having such committees.

2. Frequency of district advisory committee atten-
dance will be associated with payment of members' expenses
in attending such meetings, knowledge of whether the district
board of education has accepted or rejected committee recom-
mendations, effective communication between the board of
education and the district advisory committee, how a member
feels about the committee's functions and importance, and
with recognition of the committee by the district board of
education.

3. The feeling of the district advisory committee
members that they have made important recommendations will
be associated with their knowledge of how many of their
recommendations were accepted by the school district.

4, Knowledge of what the school district has done

with the committee's recommendations will be associated with:



a. adequacy of communication between the school

district and the advisory committee,

b. 1increased attendance at committee meetings, and

c. a better feeling about the value of the com-

mittee.

5. District advisory committee members who have
children in the compensatory education program, respondents
to the Spanish version of the questionnaire, and minority
(ethnic or racial) members will feel strongly about the
value of the district advisory committees to their own com-
munities.

6. Respondents utilizing the Spanish version of
the questionnaire and respondents from minority ethnic or
racial groups will feel more strongly about the value of
having minority and low-income persons on district advisory
committees than non-Spanish respondents and non-minority
group members.

7. More administrators will feel that they had more

influence than others in committee deliberations.

Significance of the Problem

School districts serving low-income target popula-
tions with ESEA, Title I funds are in dire need of more
information and experiences regarding the population being
served in order that they might effect meaningful school and

community interaction with increased benefits to the students.



Educationally disadvantaged children from low-income
families perhaps contribute the greatest number of victims
of social ills. Examples of these ills are the high per-
centage of school failures and dropouts, as well as delin-
quency and other social deviancy rolls. Low-income families
are usually the most common recipients of some kind of pub-
lic assistance. Educational disadvantage is closely corre-
lated to low income and/or poverty. The income and
educational levels of the population which ESEA, Title I is
to serve are considerably lower than those of the dominant
population. The examples cited above certainly indicate an
urgent need to reveal through studies of this type, ways
through which school districts may better reach the commu-
nities they serve.

The above are just a few of many facts which are
clear indicators that educationally disadvantaged children
of low-income families must be provided quality educational
programs through which they can acquire the skills and
knowledge to become contributing self-supporting members of
this society. The educational programs provided disadvan-
taged communities in the past obviously did not work.

These programs were usually designed by school persons who
have had little or no input from the community to be served.

The Guidelines: Compensatory Education, Under the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Public Law

89-10, Title I, Revised, 1969, require that all school
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districts applying for ESEA, Title I funds "shall establish
a local district advisory committee and a local school par-
ent advisory group to bring about the cooperation and coor-
dination of all community resources."

The Federal Register, Volume 32, Number 27, Thursday,

February 9, 1967, Washington, D. C., Part II, Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Regu-

lations Pursuant to Titles I, II, and III of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965, which is the interpre-

tation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,

strongly encourages school and community interaction and
involvement in compensatory education programs.

Community involvement in educational decision making
in ESEA, Title I compensatory education programs has not
been studied in depth, at least in California. The Director
of the Division of Compensatory Education, California State
Department of Education, has expressed much concern about
the area of community involvement and the role of district
advisory committees in the educational decision-making
process. The need for such a study has resulted in a request
that a study such as this be made. The findings from such a
study could be of considerable value not only to the Cali-
fornia State Department of Education, but also to other
state departments of education, to the United States Office
of Education, and county and local school districts dealing

with compensatory education programs.
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Definition of Terms

1. Division of Compensatory Education -- This

Division is one of four of the program divisions within the
Department of Education in California. It was established

September, 1965, by Senate Bill 482, the McAteer Act of

1965. All ESEA, Title I, P.L. 89-10 funds are handled by
this Division, as well as other funds appropriated by state
or federal legislation for compensatory education.

2. Bureau of Community Services and Migrant Edu-

cation -- The Bureau is one of six bureaus within the
Division of Compensatory Education responsible for the
involvement of parents and other community representatives
in ESEA, Title I programs through district advisory com-
mittees and parent advisory groups.

3. ESEA, Title I, P.L. 89-10 -- The initials stand

for the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

Title I is the title of the Act which categorically provides
for the education of educationally disadvantaged children of
low-income families. P.L. 89-10 means a public law enacted
by the 89th Congress of the United States.

4. Low-Income Families -- Families who fall below

the prevailing poverty index or are under public assistance,
such as Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

5. Educationally Disadvantaged Children -- These are

the children of low-income families who, because of the ill
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effects of poverty and other sociological factors, have been
unable to achieve scholastically.

6. ESEA, Title I, District Advisory Committee --

The establishment of district advisory committees by school
districts utilizing ESEA, Title I, P.L. 89-10 funds is a
requirement in California. This is the vehicle through which
school districts can involve parents of participating chil-
dren and other community representatives in the planning,

implementation, and evaluation of ESEA, Title I programs.

Delimitation of the Study

The study will be based on a random sample of dis-
trict advisory committees in California. The sample will
include 186 district advisory committees representing 234
school districts. This sample was selected for use in con-
ducting the Consolidated Program Information Report (CPIR)
for 1969-1970, by the U.S. Office of Education, Program
Planning and Evaluation Unit, Evaluation Operations Section.

During fiscal year 1969-1970, there were 978 school
districts in California eligible for funds under ESEA,

Title I, P.L. 89-10. Of the total eligible, 899 districts
participated in and implemented compensatory education
programs for educationally disadvantaged children from low-
income families.

The study will consider parent and community involve-
ment in ESEA, Title I compensatory education programs through

district advisory committees only. These district advisory
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committees will include only those as required by the Cali-

fornia State Department of Education, Guidelines: Compen-

satory Education, Under the Elementary and Secondary Educa-

tion Act of 1965, Public Law 89-10, Title I, Revised, 1969.

Overview

This study will probe the role of district advisory
committees in the educational decision-making process of
compensatory education programs funded under ESEA, Title I,
P.L. 89-10, in California.

Chapter II includes the review of literature in
decision-making processes involving low-income families and
other representatives of low-income communities.

In Chapter III, the methodology for the study is
presented.

The analysis of the data and the findings of the
study are presented in Chapter 1IV.

Finally, the summary of the study and major conclu-
sions, recommendations, implications, and reflections are

contained in Chapter V.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Involvement in the educational process of low-income
parents and members of the community is a very recent phenom-
enon. The participation of these same persons in the
decision-making process of educational programs evolved
even later. Dramatic substantiation of these facts was
revealed to the author by the extremely limited research
available in this area of participation by low-income par-
ents and community representatives as advisors and policy-
makers in human service fields.

No specific studies and almost no literature were
available relating directly to the use of school district
advisory committees as vehicles for parent and community
involvement in the educational decision-making process.

This lag is certainly indicative of the serious need for
investigation of this area.

Therefore, this chapter was structured to encompass
a review of the literature relating to those past and pres-
ent indicators within, or on the periphery of, the educa-
tional systems which seem indicative of the needs for the
establishment of a genuine partnership between school and

14
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community. Thus, the literature which was reviewed dealt
with: (1) a general historical background of the recog-
nition by the educational system of the need for improved
community-school relations, as well as the development of
programs to achieve this; (2) community involvement: rea-
sons fdr lack of early development, types of previous
attempts, individuals involved in its initial stages, and
rationale for need and development; (3) crucial issues
relating to community involvement, such as decision-making
versus advising, responses to failures of American schools,
and experiments and concepts of decentralization; (4) the
community school as a potential solution, and finally,

(5) an exclusive exploration of the efforts made in Cali-
fornia to involve low-income parents and community represen-
tatives in ESEA, Title I compensatory education programs
through district advisory committees and parent advisory

groups.

Historical Background

The recognition of the value of school-community
cooperation in maximizing the learning opportunities for
students has been advocated by early educational writers.
Dewey (1916) and Hart (1924) underscored the interrelated-
ness of the educational functions of the home, the neigh-
borhood, and the school. Much was said about the importance

of the home in the educational development of the child, but
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very little was done to involve the home in the education
process.

Perhaps the first awakening in this area occurred
- during the late thirties, when discussion began among educa-
tors and representatives from various communities regarding
"community schools." This was perceived by Chester F.
Miller (1939), as he related in his article on the Arthur
Hill High School in Saginaw, Michigan. He communicated about
long-term planning shared by parents, teachers, social agen-
cies, industry, and students in that community, as they
advise the school board on such areas as financing, plant
needs, student education, and welfare. According to the
author, public opinion had been previously disregarded by
the schools, but now the need for cooperation was being
recognized.

The Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) seemed to be
instrumental in furthering school-community relations, accord-
ing to Carleton Saunders (1941). Parents were eager to
offer their suggestions, seeking to assure their children a
better education than they, the parents, had received.

These programs by the PTA also had an effect on teachers, in
terms of making them increasingly professional, considering
the "whole child," rather than just subject matter.

Involvement by the community in education at this
fairly early time was also substantiated by Henry Troy

(1950), who was the director of the National Citizens
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Commission of Public Schools. He indicated that community
committees, based on his Commission observations of 300 of
them, were very successful, particularly when focusing on
tangible school improvements.

Increasing development of advisory groups resulted
in broad powers, as indicated by Leslie Kindred (1949).
This author described committees which had the following
types of functions: increased community use of schools,
recommendations for improving conditions of school buildingé,
a "clearinghouse" for important educational issues, inform-
ing fellow laymen of schools' needs, work in public rela-
tions programs, identifying educational needs and solving
related problems, providing moral support for school offi-
cials undertaking innovative actions, creating confidence
in the schools, and harmonizing the conflicts between schools
and community. These indeed imply forerunners of present
advisory committees.

This growing trend was strongly supported by
Truman Pierce (1950). He perceived the movement as a rever-
sal of professional control of schools. He attributed this
to several factors, primarily related to World War II.
Teachers were removed from schools during this period, and
replaced by untrained personnel. In addition, the author
felt that this period demonstrated the failure of American
schools to educate its people, as evidenced by the number

who failed to pass academic tests. He also expressed
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concern about the insufficient number of new teachers being
trained. Finally, he perceived that teachers failed to
recognize the importance of understanding by the public of
what constitutes good schools, and it is imperative that
education should be under the control of the people rather
than under the power of a limited few.

In addition to the concern of involving the commu-
nity in the educational program for children, there were
some trends for community schools. Clara Wilson (1946)
discussed a program in Lancaster County, Nebraska, which was
designed to convert rural schools into centers of activities
for all age groups in the ccmmunity. This concept still
provides the basis for "community schools" today. In this
community, parents and children planned together for the
improvements of their schools, resulting in a school beau-
tification program planned and executed by the children.

There was growing concern at that time that children
need more awareness of, and interaction with, the community.
Robert Koopman (1948) pointed out that children have little
knowledge about persons in the community. It was considered
important by the author that youngsters in school be aware
of persons residing in the vicinity of the school. An
attempt to achieve this was communicated by Robert Whitt
(1971) about a program of community action undertaken in
the Midwest. It was called the "Blue Star Program." Young-

sters knew they could get help in a home with a blue star in
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the window. These were parents who were cooperating to help
children on their way to or from school, should they run

into a problem such as a molestation attempt, fears concerning
the weather, or in case of a reported tornado.

It is essential for people to perceive their schools
as meeting local needs, and not let them continue to follow
national dictates, according to Harold Bates (1945). Thus,
it is important that parents in the community assume a
leadership role in education, rather than following national
patterns. This seems a major need to make schools relevant.
This was perceived over 25 years ago by C. E. Ragsdale (1944),
who stressed the importance of including social problem
awareness and solving in the school curriculum, as well as
academic materials. School strikes in the sixties indicated
that this need was still not being met.

Perhaps causes lie with the difficulty of gaining
the interest of lay persons in community or school programs,
as indicated by Larsen (1949). 1In "An Ocean Hill-Brownsville
Resident" (1968), it was pointed out that in 1968, during the
New York school strikes, a majority of the community resi-
dents were not involved.

Thus the period of the thirties through the fifties
produced scattered programs of community participation in
education, and some experimentation in community schools,
but very minimal indications of trends toward parental

involvement in educational advisory committees.
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Community Involvement

Rationale for
Community Involvement

Justification for community involvement in education
predominates the literature, particularly during recent
years. Frequently, community control has become a popular
concept. Thus, Charles Hamilton (1968) indicated that the
Black community has moved from doubting the effectiveness of
education in general, to questioning the legitimacy of the
educational institution. Blacks are now seeking community
control, rather than integration. This author believed that
the perceived needs of the Black community deserve more con-
sideration in educational planning than the dictates of
educational experts, who are responsible for the present
system which does not meet the needs of Black students.

This concept was supported in "An Ocean Hill-
Brownsville Resident" (1968), which expressed the need for
community involvement for quality and relevant education,
based on the needs within the community. The writer was a
social scientist, as well as a resident of the Ocean Hill-
Brownsville community, which was one of the demonstration
decentralized schools of New York City. He supported com-
munity control, based on vested authority in community
representatives who are provided with needed resources to

implement their policies. This represents a more limited,
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yet definitive, structure of community control compared to
some perceived by others.

Further substantiation for this concept was developed
by Maurice Berube (1968). The focus was again on the inade-
quate education provided for Blacks, which was perceived by
the author as a national disgrace. Thus, nearly 85 per cent
of the students in Harlem are more than two years behind
national norms in reading; and only 13 students graduated
from the only high school in Harlem in a recent year. Qual-
ity education can be achieved if the schools are made
accountable to the community. In addition, the democratic
processes are also enhanced through citizen participation
in control of schools.

To be truly effective as community participants,
lay persons must be cognizant of current educational develop-
ments, according to Stephen Romine (1950), an associate
professor of education at the University of Colorado. It
is the responsibility of schools to provide this information.

As members of the community become informed partici-
pants in educational planning and policy making, a move
toward equality of minority groups might be generated,
according to Henry Levin (1970). Community control is
related to political and economic powers, and a more equi-
table distribution, including minority groups, might result.

Thus, the presently disenfranchised would become part of
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society, representing a beginning of community cohesion and
improved status for Black citizens.

The only opposition to community involvement and
participation came from John Everett (1968), past president
of the New School for Social Research, former chancellor of
the City University of New York, and present president of
Hollins College in Virginia. He perceived schools as being
used to gain political solutions. He felt that the 1954
Supreme Court decision against "separate, but equal" educa-
tion really provided little for Black students to achieve
equal educational opportunities. They could not catch up,
due to their previously inferior schools. Instead, they were
faced with new situations for which they were not prepared,
and which made them feel inadequate. The author did not
perceive education as a salvation for minority groups; he
suggested it is time to stop being romantic about it.

Thus, the majority of recent literature supports the
importance of community involvement in education, often to
the extent of community control. As schools respond increas-
ingly to community-perceived needs, they tend to become more
relevant, providing improved education, particularly to
minority groups.

Reasons for Lack of Earlier
Community Involvement

It appears that previous decades were characterized

by apathy and lack of organization for community involvement



23

in education. Certain "barriers" to participation of the
poor in organizational life were enumerated by Edward J.
O'Donnell and Catherine S. Chilman (1969). Based on their
study of poor people on public welfare boards and committees,
they found these barriers: (1) The poor have a self-
defeating perception of themselves, (2) Community attitudes
reflect discrimination against those in poverty, (3) Organ-
izations characteristically tend to discourage participation,
and (4) The dominant political machine tends to oppose admit-
ting new members.

Furthermore, persons in lower socio-economic levels
also do not tend to join, or participate in, voluntary organ-
izations, according to Specht (1966). This type of activity
seems to be limited to higher income and educational groups.
The author felt that professionals have been negligent in
their own involvement in civil rights movements, but have led
the organization of the deprived for social change. He
doubted the value of this practice, since those in poverty
often only seek broader and more effective services, rather
than organization and protest.

The alienation of community and school was explored
by Gans (1962). This study related the attitudes of Italian
Americans in New York's West End to education. Here, the
schooling of children is perceived as one of two alterna-
tives: The parochial school is person oriented, while the

public high schools, which most of their children attend,



24

are object oriented. This ambivalence removes education
from the world which is close to them; it becomes something
removed, in the other world. While they are aware of the
need for education in order for their children to become
employable, they nonetheless fear that schools will estrange
their children from them. Since their culture tends to pro-
mote adult-centered families, their lack of interest in
schools can be understood in this society which separates
adults and children. This, perhaps, is a reflection of the
general American society, which perceives schools as child-
centered, and leaves school personnel puzzled as to apparent
public lack of interest in their institutions.

Additional reasons for lack of participation by
parents and community in education were expressed by Henry
Levin (1970): (1) As professionalism of teachers increases,
community involvement declines; (2) Parents are reluctant
to participate because they perceive their own educational
level inferior to that of professionals, particularly in
ghetto communities; and (3) The increased size and imperson-
ality of large city public school systems discourage active
participation.

Thus, there seemed to be a wide variety of reasons
why community and parental participation was minimal, ranging
from lack of interest to feelings of insecurity and inade-

quacy by parents, particularly in minority communities.
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Types of Previous Areas
of Community Involvement

It appears that the primary form of community
involvement in education has been advisory in nature. As
advisory committees developed, they tended to vary consid-
erably in scope and power. Thus, parental participation in
California preschool programs, which mandate parent partici-
pation as a requirement for funding, is quite limited, based

on the California State Department of Education: Curriculum

Guide for Compensatory Preschool Educational Programs (1968).

Participation is viewed as assisting preschool personnel in
such areas as planning study trips, operating a clothing
bank, planning family social events, and locating materials
for children's art projects.

Slightly increased parent participation is found in
Project Head Start (Project Head Start: Parents Are Needed).
First, direct participation is provided as parents assume
the role of aides to teachers, serving as cultural refer-
ences and occupational models for children, as well as
bringing the community to the classroom. Second, supplemen-
tary participation is achieved through meetings, listening
to guest lecturers, home study courses, and family life con-
ferences.

An overall evaluation of parental participation was
achieved by the U. S. Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare Task Force on Parent Participation (1968), which
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studied the programs funded by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. Most of the programs which were
funded by the Department seemed to be lacking in involve-
ment, particularly by poverty parents, in such areas as
advising, planning, or paraprofessional employment. This
study urged increased roles for parents in educational pro-
grams, at least on advisory committees. Even more desirable
would be structuring planning boards which would have broad
policy-making powers.

Prior to the present, parental involvement in edu-
cation seemed to have been peripheral, with parents mainly
assisting or advising on a very limited basis those profes-
sionals who were charged with the education of their chil-
dren.,

Persons From the Community
Involved in Education

Where incidents of community involvement were devel-
oped, generally a combination of parents and community rep-
resentatives was involved, together with students, teachers,
and administrators. Romine (1950) studied community coun-
cils, and stated that a broad representation from the
community should be included in this group; however, indi-
viduals should be selected on the basis of their personal
interests. He suggested more lay persons than professionals,
but not to exceed a ratio of three to two. Inclusion of
students on community councils was also perceived as

desirable.
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Students can become leaders in community involve-
ment, as documented by Gracie (1967). During the walkout
at Northern High School in Detroit, Michigan, the students
initiated the movement; then the community followed.

As parents and community representatives become
involved with schools, it is desirable that a broad repre-
sentation be achieved, with the possible inclusion of stu-

dents.

Crucial Issues in Community Involvement

Decision-Making Versus Advising

Community and parental involvement in children's
education provides a wide range of possible participation,
from limited advisement roles to legitimized decision making.
Berube and Gittel (1969), on one extreme, supported decision-
making power for the community, even beyond election to,
and representation on, the school board.

This stand is supported, though slightly modified,
by Fantini (1970), who perceived a need for broadening con-
trol over the decision-making mechanisms of the present
system. The process should be shared among all interested
parties: parents, community, teachers, administrators, as
well as the board of education. The primary control should
rest with representatives of the community.

Further direction was provided for this view in the

Fiscal Review and Analysis of Selected Categorical Aid
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Education Programs in California (1970). This report covered

seven compensatory and supplementary programs, and resulted
in these recommendations to the California State Office of
Compensatory Education:

1. Activities of advisory bodies be expanded to
include policy-making powers.

2. Boards be changed from advisory to policy-making
bodies; and that advisory committee representation be made
part of local school boards with full voting rights.

3. Committees should include at least 50 per cent
low-income representation.

4, Parent representatives be selected by their
peers through democratic processes.

5. School districts should document the fulfillment
of all of the above.

This currently popular view was further supported
by Robert J. Havighurst (1971), professor of education at
the University of Chicago, who also felt more power options
should be provided by the decision makers for students, par-
ents, teachers, and administrators. He encouraged coopera-
tion among these groups, related to the needs of individual
communities.

There can be found a variety of studies which relate
community participation to social change. Thus, the Presi-
dent's National Advisory Board on Rural Poverty, in its

report The People Left Behind (1967) stated that the basic
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principle underlying social legislation in this country must
be that of helping people and communities help themselves.
In order for programs to be successful, the people who are
concerned must be involved, and this process ultimately
rests at neighborhood levels.

The disenfranchised then can become, and must
become, part of American society, according to Levin (1970).
The starting point for this is through the schools, leading
to community cohesion and improvement of the status of
Blacks and poor citizens. Educational reform is the nucleus
for community power structure. This is further substantiated
by Burns (1968), who perceived movement toward ethnic and
racial solidarity through the focus by minority groups toward
changing the schools.

These changes can only be achieved through some types
of power bases. This was perceived by Samuel Bowles (1968),
whose first concern was that equality of resources may not
achieve equality of educational opportunities. For this,
major societal changes are needed. To accomplish these
requires a redistribution of political power among races and
social classes. Those in poverty and now powerless have to
find the opportunity to increase their participation in edu-
cational decision making to achieve a transfer of power.

This must include accepting responsibility for

success and failure alike, according to Rios (1968), in his
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study of Mexican-American students. He sought this sharing
between Mexican-Americans and Anglos alike.

The development of leadership for involvement may
have resulted from the impact of government community action
programs, as viewed by Moynihan (1969). These came just at
the time Blacks and other minority groups were verging toward
extensive commitments to urban politics. Fantini (1970) saw
this reflected also in East Harlem, as parents became
increasingly involved in education, and the slogan of "Black
power" often was replaced by "quality education" and "give
a damn."

Particularly in Head Start programs, this trend of
parental participation and resulting change has been evi-
denced. This was perceived by Kirchner and Associates (1970)
in their study for the U. S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare on the impact of Head Start centers on community
institutions. Federally mandated parent participation in
these programs has led to change in the decision-making
process.

This has not been consistently smooth and easy.

Thus, Moynihan (1969) stated that since the war on poverty
began in 1964, poverty programs have not lived up to govern-
mental expectations, and community participation has been
minimal.

A possible cause for this might be found in the

threat felt by teachers and administrators from community
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control. They view parent involvement as endangering their
status, and may limit their cooperation and not assist with
attempts to redistribute power. Yet, the author felt that
this broadening of power is essential before any changes can
really occur in the educational system. Possibly, new par-
ticipants from the community can gradually gain majority
control, or at least a compromise can be reached by leaving
control with the professionals, while providing the commu-
nity with an increased decision-making position. However,
further alienation results if people from poverty communi-
ties are placed on committees, but their recommendations are
ignored, according to O'Donnell and Chilman (1969).

It appears that most of the authors saw a need for
community and parents in a role which exceeds that of a
purely advisory function. They should be involved in the
decision-making process to bring about meaningful changes,
with the added benefit that through involvement, these par-
ticipants grow and become more effective themselves.

Failure of American
Public Schools

Much of the foregoing material, relating to the
search for community action and participation, can be based
on the failure of the existing system and its relevance to
low-income, educationally disadvantaged, minority students.
Changes are only sought when the status quo fails to meet

the needs of segments, or the totality, of the population.
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Consequently, it seems essential to search for some of the
failures of the present system to understand this drive for
change.

Peter Schrag (1967), in discussing the Boston
schools, noted that America has a double system of public
education. Middle class children attend well-financed
schools, proceed to colleges or universities, and return
to suburbia. On the other hand, children from depressed
areas attend school in dark and aging buildings, are taught
inadequately, and return to the slums from which they origi-
nated, providing no more hope for the next generation than
they experienced. The author perceived an increasing gap
between the two systems. This duality selects children out
of the social mainstream before they even develop, and it
crushes motivation, ambitions, and confidence for these
students.

This view is substantiated by Henry Levin (1970),
who also commented on the considerable difference between
the education offered to minority-poverty youngsters, and
those of the middle class. Funds flow primarily to White,
middle-class schools, at the sacrifice of Black, poverty
students. Black parents lack the political power to termi-
nate this process; and, of course, the White community would
resist any efforts to reduce their educational advantages.
The Black community has very definite concepts of what the

schools should provide for their children. Their ideals
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and aspirations focus on promoting self-dignity and self-
identity of the students, as well as providing the means for
these youngsters to have an influence in planning their own
lives.

Thus, schools expect minority children to fail; and,
consequently, this whole process discussed above has gone
relatively unnoticed in the past. Based on this expecta-
tion, no one is surprised when this failure occurs. Yet,
the causes lie with the schools, rather than the students.
Society simply fails to provide a realistic value orienta-
tion for schools in relation to the demands of today's world.

However, Fantini (1%70) argued that this problem of
inadequate education for minorities has been known for some
time. Deprivations and injustices to minority people were
brought to national attention through the civil rights move-
ment, leading to compensatory education programs. These,
however, only dealt with the symptoms. Parents reject the
concept that the fault for poor achievement lies within
their children. They know that integration, as a basis for
improved educational opportunities, has never been achieved.
Model subsystems, as in New York, have been developed, but
they are still dependent on the larger structure; and paral-
lel systems, such as Head Start, really do not offer any
major reforms. The author can only conclude that community

control is needed, focusing on educational reform.
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Fantini also pointed out that failure of the educa-
tional process in our society is really rather ubiquitous.
We have witnessed student protests across the country, and
many of these have come from White, middle-class students.
There appears to be agreement among those who observe
the educational scene that the system is lacking, and it is
most inadequate in meeting the needs of deprived minority

students.

Decentralization

One approach to provide increased community control
and participation by parents has been the recent movement
for decentralization of schcol districts, particularly in
urban areas. The need for this change was already perceived
in 1950 by Warren, who was concerned about a growing trend
toward centralization. He noted some benefits from this,
such as potentials for improved salaries for teachers,
increased staff, and more specialized services. However, he
also recognized the concern of many experts about over-
centralization. Gains could be realized through schools
remaining part of the local community through decentrali-
zation, particularly of elementary schools. They would be
in closer touch with the parents, be able to adapt the cur-
riculum to localized needs, and be truly integrated with the
local neighborhood.

Levin (1970) strongly supported this thesis. He

felt that decentralization would have a very direct impact
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in terms of the community being able to select materials,
curriculum, and personnel based on the needs of its children.
An increased opportunity for innovation and experimentation
would be available, as well as the potential of providing
outside consultants to focus on local problems, and a more
realistic way of resolving logistic problems, As attitudes
toward schools would improve, the total community might be
positively affected.

A slightly different view was presented by
Dr. Ernest O. Melby in Hickey, et al. (1969), who also
supported decentralization. However, he perceived benefits
resulting from increased decision-making potential by teach-
ers and principals.

Much of the focus of the literature on decentrali-
zation is on New York City, where this process has been
attempted. 1In the editorial in Nation, June 10, 1968, titled
"Magic Words," the editor perceived the existing system in
that city as unwieldy. In addition, it results in poor edu-
cation for minority children. These problems provided the
basis for strong community support for decentralization and,
at times, community control of schools.

At the same time, this article voiced some cautions
relating to decentralization. It may postpone development
of a cohesive community. In order to achieve success,
massive funding, as well as skilled professionals, are

needed to improve facilities, programs, and services.
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Decentralization also "takes the heat off" politicians,
while providing the community with limited and poorly
defined powers to implement change.

Perhaps the issue in New York was not really decen-
tralization, according to Max Geltman (1968). There seemed
to be a conflict between the board of education, which was
supporting job security for teachers, and the local board,
seeking full power to run the schools. It seemed, unfortu-
nately, that neither students nor their parents were a major
consideration by either side of this dispute.

Yet, perhaps gains were realized out of the conflict.
Minister and Sagarin (1967), in discussing the strike at
P.S. 201, a middle school in Harlem, pointed to some losses,
but primarily gains for the school from this action.
Increased accountability in terms of educational quality will
be demanded from school personnel. Also, the need for Black
principals, supervisors, and other administrative personnel
was recognized.

These positive changes were further substantiated by
"An Ocean Hill-Brownsville Resident" (1968), who perceived a
number of accomplishments in spite of all obstacles. A
multi-racial teaching corps demonstrated that different
ethnic teachers can successfully teach minority youngsters,
as well as demonstrating that educational programs can be

tailored to particular community needs. Incidentally, these
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teacher corps programs continued operations during the
repeated teachers' strikes.

Decentralized schools generally managed to remain
functioning during the teachers' strikes, according to Berube
(1968) , thus challenging successfully the strong teachers'
unions. Achieving decentralization can be accomplished in
different ways, according to Gittel (1966): (1) establishing
educational parks; (2) providing local school boards with
decision-making powers; (3) decentralizing operations, such
as providing the New York public schools with a number of
school boards (15 or 20); and (4) establishing medium-sized
school boards--in other words, less than 15 for New York
City.

Probably one of the most logical approaches to decen-
tralization was developed by Leu and Featherstone (1969).
They took the position that neither a centralized nor a
decentralized control pattern can be totally effective,
though they did not dispute the merits of each system. The
issue is not whether education should be centralized or
decentralized, but rather what powers and functions can best
be centralized and what powers and functions can best be
decentralized. In essence, the authors posited that a mar-
riage of the best elements of decentralization and those of
centralization patterns with the goal of evolving a balanced
control structure should be attempted by personnel seeking

an appropriate system. The balanced control pattern would
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be based on the thesis that certain educational management
support functions should be centralized, and certain educa-
tional and management functions should be decentralized.

The third of three models of decentralization presented
provided for the responsibility and the authority for the
administration and control of education to be decentralized,
and was considered by the authors as the most viable format
to guide change in large cities' educational systems. Leu
and Candoli (1971) developed a model for modern school plan-
ning, utilizing similar concepts to those stated above for
the Chicago City School District. The plan outlined in

this report has practicality and promise for realistic
implementation in large city districts.

Support for reducing large school systems seems con-
siderable in the literature. This again reflects the desir-
ability of providing the community and parents of a neighbor-
hood school or area with the capability of planning for the

very specific needs of their children.

The Community School

Probably the most total integration of school and
community emerges from the concept of the "community school."
Here is found the true merging of institutions serving chil-
dren and parents aiike, meeting the needs of all, and
X esponsive to the expression of the people concerned.

In 1967, a movement in this direction was recommended

b~y Project SEAR (1967), as the study viewed the breakdown in
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school-community relations. This investigation of compensa-
tory education and urban unrest made these recommendations:

.Schools may be a major source of urban tensions and
frustrations and a promising vehicle for improvement of
neighborhood stability.

.The most important contribution that the schools and
the Office of Compensatory Education can make to alleviate
urban tension is to improve the effectiveness of school per-
sonnel working in poverty areas.

.A broader program aimed at improving the communica-
tions between the school and the poverty areas 1is needed.

.The school can play a greater role in working with the
community and civil agencies to improve the life of neigh-
borhood residents.

.Students in compensatory education programs should be
made more aware of the relevance of basic skills acquired
in the classroom and their future employment.

.There should be more activities to improve racial and
ethnic relations included in the program.

.The school should expand its extracurricular program to
meet the social, recreational, and cultural needs of the
community.

.Improved evaluation instruments are needed to measure
student progress in compensatory education programs.

Strong arguments for community schools were presented

by Whitt (1971), who considered it a waste of taxpayers'
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monies, as well as school facilities, to close at three-
thirty in the afternoon. This hurts the poverty communities,
particularly, since middle class areas have other programs
for children in the afternoons. These are not available for
children in ghettos or slums. Four justifications for com-
munity schools were developed by this author: (1) the
economic value to the community of greater utilization of
facilities; (2) the social needs make it imperative, as
children face the problems of poverty, deprivation, and
dead-endness; (3) the democratic right of people to be
involved, and finally, (4) schools will be forced into
increased accountability.

The process of community schools can lead to the
institutions becoming community centers through their active
use by various community groups. In some instances, these
schools had led to community betterment programs. These
functions indicate the growing importance of schools on the
totality of American life.

The breadth of potential can be perceived in a study
of one school district's community program, described in

the publication Involvement: School-Community in San Diego

(1969), which provides education and recreation for the
parents, teenagers, and subteenagers. The program involves
the parents and children in determining some educational
offerings of the local school, thereby promoting community

Ppride and involvement. Classes are held from 3 p.m. to
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9 p.m. It provides services in the following areas: career
counseling for students; uses parents and students part time
as community aides; provides tutors and tutoring; and offers
supplemental courses in reading labs, physical education,
sewing, workshop, fine arts, graphic arts, photography, auto
mechanics, woodworking and crafts, and typing. It provides
a study center in the later afternoon and evening.

Obviously, this type of effort represents a maxi-
mized involvement of community and parents, as well as uti-
lization of facilities in providing services.

In addition to meeting the needs of deprived commu-
nities most directly, community schools in middle-class
areas might serve similar purposes, as stated by Hickey
(1969). The expanded program would provide the possibility
of reaching beyond the offering of academic materials to
meet college and graduation requirements. White, middle-
class persons might be educated in such a way that they
would no longer tolerate the conditions under which other
members of society live. They might become a catalyst for
social change to overcome poverty, racial injustice, and
climinate ghettos.

As schools and communities become increasingly
interwoven, it becomes possible to draw on the skills of
pcople near the schools for services, as pointed out by

Staffing for Better Schools, U. S. Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare (1967). The possibilities for
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staffing include professionals, graduate and undergraduate
students, university professors, and community agencies, such
as the county public health department. This would provide
a vastly richer background for those receiving these educa-
tional services.

A similar concept was advanced by Paul Goodman
(1965), who would move the school into the community. He
proposed a radically decentralized primary school for chil-
dren from ages six to twelve. It would house 30 students
and three adults, one professional and two assistants. It
would be located in a store front or a settlement house.
The city, itself, would be used as an educational background,
offering such things as museums, business, etc. The teachers
would be college graduates, as he believed that advanced
training is not necessary for primary education. These
street schools would allow for close contact with parents,
who could be used as helpers. Neighborhood professionals,
such as the pharmacist, could be used as resource people.
These little schools could be used to provide for the over-
flow, instead of continually building new schools. The
model for this school could be the First Street School in the
lower east side of New York City. This school is one-third
Black, one-third Puerto Rican, and one-third White. The
teacher ratio is one per seven students. The total cost of
running this school is about equal to that of a single school

in the New York City public school system.
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The concept of the community school was perhaps best
summed up by Totten (1970), who believed that community edu-
cation is an all-inclusive phenomenon, functioning in the
community to help people of all ages, races, religions, and
socio-economic backgrounds to fulfill learning needs and
aid in the development and improvement of the entire commu-
nity. The community school is not only the largest educa-
tional institution in the community, but it is the only ele-
ment owned by all the people.

Development of ESEA, Title I District
Advisory Committees in California

Community involvement and parental participation are
still in the stages of development. Experimentation with
community control, advisory committees, decentralization,
and community schools is taking place throughout the nation.
Probably the most definitive and widespread parent and com-
munity involvement, actually mandated, are school district
advisory committees and parent advisory groups in ESEA,
Title I compensatory education programs in California.

Compensatory education was pioneered in California
in 1963 through legislation introduced by Senator McAteer of
San Francisco. The bill was S.B. 115, commonly known as the

McAteer Act of 1963. Twenty-three programs were piloted

under this legislation through four county offices of educa-
tion and 19 school districts. The pilot projects were very

comprehensive and broad in scope, as indicated by Reyes
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(1965). This author described several of the pilot programs,
including one in Fresno Unified School District, where the
use of citizens' advisory committees in compensatory educa-

tion was first successfully attempted. The Progress Report

on Compensatory Educational Programs in California (1965)

stated that extensive use of community resources and involve-
ment of community organizations and agencies is essential
in seeking to meet the needs of disadvantaged children.

The outcome of the pilot projects demonstrated the
nced for parent and community involvement through citizens'
advisory committees or comparable means. It is interesting
to note that the federal regulations relating to ESEA,

Title I, P.L. 89-10, as well as U.S.0.E. guidelines for
compensatory education did not include provisions to support
a mandate for advisory committees in California. As evi-
denced in the California State Department of Education

Guidelines for Compensatory Education Programs and Projects

(1965) , the requirement of district advisory committees did
not occur in federally funded compensatory education pro-
grams in California until fiscal year 1967. Previous guide-
lines did require, however, involvement of community action
agencies and nonpublic schools in ESEA, Title I compensatory
education programs. (See Appendix H.)

The need was recognized for a vehicle of involvement
of community action agencies, nonpublic schools, parents of

participating children, community organizations and agencies.
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Thus, in keeping with the spirit of the McAteer Act of 1965,

S.B. 482, district advisory committees were mandated by the

California State Department of Education Guidelines, Com-

pensatory Education (1966). These required the composition

of the district advisory committee membership to consist of
50 per cent residents of the designated target area. The
remaining 50 per cent would be composed of school district
staff, representatives of community action agencies (C.A.P.),
nonpublic schools, and other agencies and organizations pro-
viding services to the target population. Important func-
tions were outlin~nd for the district advisory committees,
including involvement in the planning, implementation, and
evaluation of the compensatory education programs. (See
Appendix H.)

As stated by Gerald Rider (1965), the California

Compensatory Education Guidelines of April, 1966 provided

for a definite shift of decision-making spheres of influence.
A transfer of decision-making authority took place in plan-
ning an ESEA, Title I educational program from the exclu-
sive domain of the public school system to a wider forum of
decision-making authority. Dr. Rider stated that the
decision-making mode required in these guidelines must
include interorganizational, as well as intraorganizational
decision making. The educational decision-making process

of compensatory education programs would differ from the

traditional model.
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Francis Keppel (1965) urged that:
Together the new education Act (ESEA) with its
emphasis on quality and equality of education and
the earlier Act (Economic Opportunity Act of 1964)
with its emphasis on poverty, call for a whole new
dimension of cooperation between the education com-
munity and the whole community. . . . (p. 26)
Keppel further stated that "Just as educators must look to
the community through the new education Act (ESEA) so must
the community seek wise counsel and partnership with edu-
cation. . . ." (pp. 27,28) if the educational problems of
children and youth created by the cycles of poverty and
isolation from the mainstream of society are to be allevi-

ated.

The First Report of the National Advisory Council on

the Education of Disadvantaged Children (1966) made many

recommendations, among them a shift in the organization
for decision making within local school districts, by urging
that teachers and interested citizens participate in Title I
project planning. One of the many recommendations was that
the Office of Education guidelines should be revised to
encourage this procedure.

In 1967, the California State Department of Educa-

tion Guidelines: Compensatory Education required the same

composition as those contained in the 1966 guidelines, and
also included a well-defined set of functions:

1. Developing programs in cooperation with exist-
ing community action programs in their localities.

2. Mobilizing and coordinating all community
resources in a concerted attack on the problems of
educationally deprived children.
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3. Overall planning, development, implementation,
evaluation and dissemination of information relative
to the objectives of compensatory programs.
4. Acting as a hearing board for any individual
or group who may want to propose additions to or
changes in the school district's proposed compensatory
programs. (p. 11)
These guidelines were formulated with the full recognition
that the district advisory committees or the community action
agency did not have veto power, and that the school district
board of education is the only duly constituted body author-
ized to make policies and final decisions affecting the
children and youth of their school district. (See Appendix
H.)

In 1968, the Handbook for California School District

Advisory Committees was prepared and disseminated by the

Division of Compensatory Education. It was designed to
acquaint school district personnel and other members of
school district advisory committees with the provisions of
ESEA, Title I compensatory education guidelines, and to
provide important information on how to organize the com-
mittees for meaningful parent and community involvement.
Included in the Handbook are sample by-laws, suggestions
for the chairman of the committee, and helpful information
for all members of the committees for effective participa-
tion.

Ira J. Gordon (1968), discussing the National Com-
mittee for the Support of the Public Schools in the Struggle

for Power in the Public Schools, stated that parents,
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teachers, principals, and students all indicate their neceds,
and no one can realistically deny that they all have needs
and responsibilities in American education. He cited four
propositions made by Walter Washington, the mayor of
Washington, D. C., as follows:

1. Educational systems should enable all persons

affected by the educational process to be heard and to have
their ideas considered.

2. The systems should be focused on results as
well as opportunity.

3. The educational system should be coordinated
with other institutions and with the rest of society, which
scientists might describe as an ecological approach.

4. The educational system should be sensitive to
the changing needs of society and have a fast reaction
capability. (Washington, 1968, p. 12)

Mario Fantini (1968) suggested that a total reform
of the educational system is needed which will call for
participation by all concerned in education. ™"Participatory
democracy in education should also give parents and commu-
nity a tangible respect for the intricacy and complexity of
the professional problems in urban education." (p. 14) He
further stated that:

. . . as parents are admitted to participation

in the school's education process, they will become
better equipped "teachers" of that part of the "cur-

riculum" in which they are the prime agents - rearing
[in] the home. (p. 15)
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With the attention to parent/community involvement
in the education process growing, as evidenced above, the

California State Department of Education Guidelines: Com-

pensatory Education (1969) were revised to include a two-

level advisory committee structure. Each school district
applying for ESEA, Title I, P.L. 89-10 funds must establish,
in addition to a district advisory committee, a parent
advisory group at each target school within the district.
(See Appendix H.)

The 1969 revision of the guidelines required a

revision of the Handbook for School District Advisory Com-

mittees, in which E. Morgan Greenwood, California State
Department of Education (1970) urged the use of the newly
required two-level advisory structure as an excellent vehicle
for increased communication between school and community.
Participation in committees includes a large membership
from Spanish-speaking communities. The handbook was trans-
lated by this author (1971) from English to Spanish. A
distribution of approximately 9,000 copies of bcth the
English and Spanish versions was made. Its wide use con-
tinues in California as a guide for its users, school dis-
trict personnel, parents, community representatives, and
agency people, to work together in developing meaningful
compensatory education programs.

Finally, in October, 1970, the acting commissioner

of education, T. H. Bell of the United States Office of
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Education, issued a long-awaited memorandum to the chief
state school officers, which read, in part as follows:

Section 415 of the General Education Provision Act
(Title IV of Public Law 90-247 as amended by Public
Law 91-230) states:

SEC. 415. 1In the case of any applicable program
in which the Commissioner determines that parental
participation at the State or local level would
increase the effectiveness of the program in achiev-
ing its purposes, he shall promulgate regulations with
respect to such program setting forth criteria designed
to encourage such participation. If the program for
which such determination provides for payments to local
educational agencies, applications for such payments
shall--

(1) set forth such policies and procedures as will

ensure that programs and projects assisted under

the application have been planned and developed,

and will be operated, in consultation with, and

with the involvement of, parents of the children

to be served by such programs and projects;

(2) be submitted with assurance that such parents

have had an opportunity to present their views with

respect to the application; and

(3) set forth policies and procedures for adequate

dissemination of program plans and evaluations to

such parents and the public.

(See Appendix I for the complete text of Bell's memoraadum.)
California's pioneering effort in mandating district
advisory committees in ESEA, Title I programs was used as
the primary model on which the above memorandum was based.
The revision of the California compensatory education guide-
lines is still taking place. A greater emphasis of parent
and community involvement in the educational decision-making
process of compensatory education programs continues to be

included.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Definition of the Population

In California, the State Department of Education

Guidelines: Compensatory Education, Under the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Public Law 89-10,

Title I require that school districts using ESEA, Title I
funds must establish and utilize district advisory commit-
tees in planning, implementing, and evaluating compensatory
education programs.

For this study, the population consisted of 430
district advisory committees relevant to ESEA, Title I,
P.L. 89-10, compensatory education programs for disadvan-
taged children from low-income families. This population
included the total number of project applications approved
by the State Department of Education, Division of Compensa-
tory Education during fiscal year 1969-1970, in California.

These district advisory committees served a total
of 896 school districts. School districts with entitlements
of ESEA, Title I funds of $25,000 or less were required by
the guidelines, cited in paragraph one above, to apply for
their funds through county school department cooperative

51
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projects. Where county school departments were unable or
unwilling to be the LEA (Local Educational Agency), school
districts were required to apply for funds through one of
the larger school districts located in close proximity to
those with the small entitlements. Thus, many applications
included several school districts with one district advisory
committee with representation from each district to serve
them. This accounts for the difference between the school
districts participating and the number of district advisory

committees.

The Sample

The sample for this study was randomly selected. It
consisted of 186 district advisory committees which repre-
sented compensatory education programs in 234 school dis-
tricts in California. These districts were located in 43
of California's 58 counties. For a complete list of the
school districts used in the sample, see Appendix J. The

enrollment of the districts in the sample was as follows:

Enrollment in Number of
Sample Districts Districts
Over 125,000 2
Over 35,000 11
Over 9,000 51
Over 3,000 53
Over 300 117

Total 234

Of the 896 school district represented in the 430

local educational agencies, 658 had enrollments of more
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300, as shown in the breakdown below:

Enrollment in Number of
Participating Districts Districts

Over 125,000 2

Over 35,000 14

Over 9,000 109

Over 3,000 143

Over 300 390

658

As stated in Chapter I, Delimitation of the Study,
this sample is that which was used by the United States
Office of Education (USOE), Program Planning and Evaluations
Unit, Evaluation Operations Section in conducting the
FY 1969-1970 Consolidated Program Information Report (CPIR),
excluding six local educational agencies that applied for
funds under the same Act for neglected and delinquent chil-
dren. These agencies were usually county school offices of
education with schools for neglected and delinquent children.
The district advisory committee requirement was waived in
these cases because the children in these schools do not
live with their parents. The local educational agency would
have been unable to meet the Guideline requirements for the
composition of the district advisory committee.

The sample for this study was the California sample
in the CPIR study, with the exceptions indicated earlier.
The CPIR sample was drawn on the following basis:

The population of the inquiry for the FY-1970 CPIR

was the 11,765 operating local public school systems in

the United States (the 50 states and the District of
Columbia) that had enrollment of 300 or more pupils. A
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listing of these systems will appear in the forthcoming
publication Education Directory, Public School Systems,
1969-70, Part 2.

Administrative requirements necessitated a sample
from each of the states. The determination of the sample
size for each state was based on the premise that if the
incidence of observation for a given characteristic was
at least 90 percent, then the size of the sample would
be such that the estimate of the total enrollment for
that characteristic in the state would have a relative
error of 7.5 percent at the 95 confidence level.

In addition, the sample was to include with cer-
tainty those systems (830) that were included in the
sample for FY-1969 CPIR survey and those systems that
were participating in the following programs:

1. ESEA Title I, Migrant Districts

2. ESEA Title I, those districts that were included
in the sample survey of Neglected and Delinquent Chil-
dren

3. ESEA Title V, Grants to Strengthen State Depart-
ments

4. ESEA Title VII, Bilingual Education Programs

5. ESEA Title VIII, Drop-Out Prevention Programs

6. Economic Opporturnity Act of 1964, Follow Through

7. Civil Rights Act of 1964, Equal Educational
Opportunities, Title IV

The sample design provided for a one state strati-
fied random sample. The 11,765 school systems were
stratified by State and by enrollment size within the
States. The size of the sample for each State was deter-
mined according to the precision requirements as stated
above. All systems in a State that had an enrollment
equal to or greater than the number obtained by dividing
the total enrollment in the State (less those systems
that had enrollment under 300) by 1.5 times the number
in the sample were included in the sample with certainty
and identified as stratum I. Where more than 2 strata
was required, the stratum boundaries were set up in such
a manner that the enrollment in stratum II would equal
the enrollment in stratum III. In strata II and III,
those systems that fell in any of the above programs
were selected with certainty and identified as IIA and
IITIA. The systems that fell in the sample in strata IIB
and IIIB were selected in a systematic manner after a
random start from the remaining systems in the stratum.

The number of school systems included in the State
population and sample, 11 of 11 districts in stratum I
(43,500 enrollment and above), 38 of 98 districts in
stratum II (10,000 to 43,499 enrollment), and 72 of 625
districts in stratum III (300 to 9,999). (Donoghue,
1971)
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Sources of the Data

The school districts in the sample were requested by
written communication, by the director of the Division of
Compensatory Education, to submit the names and addresses of
their district advisory committee members. This first
request was made on April 9, 1970 (Appendix A), and a follow-
up letter (Appendix B) was sent from the director's office
on May 5, 1970, urging the district's prompt response.

Dr. Leo R. Lopez, director of the Division, assigned
the Bureau of Community Services and Migrant Education, of
which this writer is the Chief, to conduct the study. Most
of the districts responded promptly after the first letter,
and the others to the second request for names and addresses
of committee members, resulting in 3,690 names. The primary
source of the data gathered was the names submitted by the
districts. Additionally, the 50 consultants in the division
at the time participated in the study.

Questionnaires described in the section to follow,
prefaced by a letter, were mailed during May 8, 1970, to
advisory committee members, including 304 ESEA, Title I pro-
gram coordinators and school administrators. Most of the
questionnaires mailed were in English (N=3,403, Appendix C),
but 287 persons with Spanish surnames were sent question-
naires in both Spanish (Appendix D) and English. The
respondents were asked not to write their names on the

questionnaires. They were also advised that their responses
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were confidential and were provided a self-addressed and
stamped envelope for returning the completed questionnaires.
On June 8, 1970, follow-up postcards (Appendix E)
in English and in Spanish, according to surnames, were mailed
to all members in the sample. The postcards requested them
to return their questionnaires if they had not already done
so, and thanked those who had already returned them for
their fine cooperation.
A total of 1,620 questionnaires was returned, 1,573
of which were in English and 47 were in Spanish. Twenty-
five of the 50 consultants responded to a modified version

of the questionnaire (Appendix F).

Description of the Instruments

The advisory committee questionnaire used in this
study was developed in part by the author. Several items,
however, were adopted from an advisory committee question-
naire developed by the Colorado State Department of Educa-
tion in 1969. Upon completion of the questionnaire, the
author translated it from English (Appendix C) to Spanish
(Appendix D) for use by district advisory committee members
with Spanish surnames who so desired.

The questionnaire consisted of 74 items, with the
last three to be answered only by school administrators and
ESEA, Title I program coordinators. All but three of the
items called merely for a check mark by the respondent to

one of the various alternate responses provided. The three
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items which could not be answered by the use of a check
mark were open-end questions which called for a written
statement. The questionnaire was designed to elicit the
following:

1. Personal information about the respondent.

2. Data regarding the objectives of the district
advisory committee.

3. The role and activities of district advisory
committees.

4. Personal perspectives on a variety of issues
related to the committees.

The specific questions directed at administrators
were intended to evoke administrator elaboration on the
kinds of problems faced by committees, as well as the
creative committee practices contributing to more community
involvement in the educational decision-making process of
compensatory education programs.

For the consultants participating, a modified ver-
sion of the questionnaire, consisting of 16 questions, was
designed. The basic purpose of this questionnaire was to
elicit the insights of experienced field consultants rele-
vant to what they conceived to be the objectives, roles,
activities, problems, and achievements of advisory committees,
and the relationship of these committees to the local edu-

cational enterprise.
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Statistical Treatment of the Data

As has been indicated in Chapter I, several hypoth-
eses were tested, among which are the following:

1. District advisory committee members 30 years of
age or younger are more skeptical of the value of district
advisory committees in compensatory education. This age
group 1is more skeptical of what the committee can do and of
the motives of the district board of education in having
such committees.

2. Frequency of district advisory committee atten-
dance is associated with payment of members' expenses in
attending such meetings, knowledge of whether the district
board of education has accepted or rejected committee recom-
mendations, effective communication between the board and
the district advisory committee, how a member feels about
the committee's functions and importance, and with recog-
nition of the committee by the district board of education.

3. The feeling of the district advisory committee
members that they have made important recommendations is
associated with their knowledge of how many of their recom-
mendations were accepted by the school district.

4. Knowledge of what the school district has done
with the committee's recommendations is associated with:

a. adequacy of communication between school dis-

trict and the committee,

b. 1increased attendance at committee meetings, and



59

c. a better feeling about the value of the com-

mittee.

5. District advisory committee members who have
children in the compensatory education program, respondents
to the Spanish version of the questionnaire, and minority
(ethnic or racial) members feel strongly about the value of
the district advisory committees to their own communities.

6. Respondents utilizing the Spanish questionnaire
and respondents from minority ethnic or racial groups feel
more strongly about the value of having minority and low-
income persons on district advisory committees than non-
Spanish respondents and non-minority group members.

7. Administrators feel that they have more influ-
ence than others in committee deliberations.

The null hypothesis of no difference among the var-
ious groups in their responses was tested by using the chi-
square (X2). Furthermore, in order to determine the degree
of association between particular variables and certain
characteristics of the respondents, the coefficient of con-
tingency (C) was utilized.

The statistical treatment of the data, therefore,
consisted of the tabulation of the data from the question-
naire (Table 1), the drawing of a contingency table (Table
2), and 131 separate chi-square analyses and contingency
coefficients (Appendix G) which were computed through the

Computer Center at Sacramento State College.
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The .05 level of confidence was set as the requisite
level for rejecting the null hypothesis of zero difference
or association.

The Design

The design of this study is the causal comparative,

as defined by Van Dalen and Meyer in their book Understanding

Educational Research, pages 220-226. More specifically, the

study is not experimental in design, simply because no inde-
pendent variables were controlled or manipulated. Being a
causal comparative study, the findings related to the
hypotheses and/or questions probed permit the researcher,

in an ex post facto manner, to suggest and interpret possible

"causal factors," or independent variables. In this sense,
the study serves as a generative catalyst for further
research in the area of active community involvement in edu-
cational decision making. Each finding, rather than being
conclusive in nature, is merely a deeper insight in the
cause-and-effect phenomenon, and serves as a heuristic cata-
lyst for further research.

Furthermore, the author in this study sought to
discover not only "what" a phenomenon is like, but also
"how" and "why" it might occur. Therefore, the causal com-
parative design was used, enabling the comparison of like-
ness and differences among phenomena to find out what
factors or circumstances seem to accompany or contribute to

the occurrence of certain events, conditions, or practices.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Presentation of the Data

The purpose of this study was to explore the role
of school district advisory committees in the educational
decision-making process of ESEA, Title I, P.L. 89-10 com-
pensatory education programs for educationally disadvantaged
children in California. 1In order to do so, specific ques-
tions and hypotheses were posed, and relevant data were
sought.

Table 1 shows the exact frequencies of responses
to each item in the questionnaire. Based on the data pre-
sented in this table, specific data pertaining to each
question posed will be presented under The Findings.

Table l.--Responses to the English and Spanish district

advisory committee questionnaires by 1,620 advisory
committee members responding.*

Item Responses
1. Sex

Male 614

Female 986

61
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Table 1.--Continued.
Item Responses
2. Age
Under 20 5
21 - 30 163
31 - 40 522
41 - 50 589
51 and over 243
3. How long have you lived in
this school district?
Less than 1 year 717
1l to 4 years 244
Over 4 years 1,167
4. Education - Your highest
grade completed
No school at all 9
K - 6 43
7 -9 154
10 - 12 519
A.A. 128
B.A. 267
M.A. 355
Doctorate 36
5. What kind of work do you do?
Business 37
Farmer 39
Professional 614
Retired 22
Housewife 365
Political office holder 6
Office worker 79
Skilled laborer 50
CAP representative 38
6. Are you a member of a
minority group?
Yes 569
No 891
7. Language spoken fluently
English 1,131
Spanish 353
Portuguese 3
Chinese 1
Other 10
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Table 1l.--Continued.

Item Responses
8. Are you a parent of a partici-
pating child(ren) in a
compensatory education program?
Yes 527
No 956
9. Are you a paid employee of
the school district?
Yes 712
No 791
10. How did you get to be a member of
the district advisory committee?
Recommended by project director
or school administrator 842
Recommended by a community
group Or agency 174
Volunteered my services 232
Recommended by nonpublic school 37
Other 163
11. About how many district advisory
committee meetings have you par-
ticipated in during the past year?
None 74
One 152
Two or three 407
Four or five 338
More than five 554
12. Do you think your district
advisory committee has met
Often enough 1,063
Too often 26
Not too often 147
Not as often as it should 250
13. On how many educational and non-
educational advisory committees
are you now serving?
Only one 722
Two 446
Three or more 318
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Table 1l.--Continued.

Item Responses
14. How many educational or
noneducational advisory com-
mittees have you served on in
the last five years?
Only one 553
Two 377
Three or four 341
More than five 214
15-18. Aside from your regular com-
mittee meetings, which of the
following activities have you
participated in?
Field trips (such as visits
to schools and centers) 837
Participate in countywide
advisory committee meetings 409
Board of education meetings 771
Reporting to groups and
individuals 855
19. How much freedom do you feel the
members of your committee have to
disagree with the ideas of the
administrators?
A great deal 831
Some 459
A little 138
None at all 68
20. What difference have the recom-
mendations of your district advisory
committee made on the compensatory
education program in your district?
A great deal 374
Some 706
A little 257
None at all 113
21. 1Is your district advisory com-
mittee recognized by the governing
board of your district?
Yes 1,315
No 99
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Table 1l.--Continued.

Item Responses
22. Does your district advisory committee
have clearly understood purposes?
Very clear 650
Somewhat clear 694
Not clear 153

23. How has your district advisory com-
mittee arrived at these purposes?

Committee established its own 206
Administration gave a statement

of these purposes 400
A mixture of the two 602
Don't know 230

24. How well, do you think, does the
committee do in living up to its
understood purposes?

Very well 425
Fairly well 768
Not so well 202
Poorly 74

How much does your committee do any
of the following?

25. Review Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), Title I
guidelines and regulations?

A great deal 561
Some 563
A little 207
None at all 121
26. Advise on kinds of programs needed?
A great deal 565
Some 623
A little 207
None at all 84

27. Work on publicity in support
of the program?

A great deal 250
Some 519
A little 386

None at all 284
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Table 1.--Continued.

Item Responses
28. Make suggestions on program operation?
A great deal 486
Some 643
A little 244
None at all 94

29. Help in the evaluation of the program?

A great deal 415
Some 576
A little 259
None at all 192

Who in the school district and/or the
community gave the information about
compensatory education to the district
advisory committee on which they could
make recommendations? (Check one or
more of the following)

30. Project director 983
31. Superintendent 277
32. School principal 440
33. Nurse 56
34. Board of education members 114
35. Community representative 262

36. How helpful has the information given
to you by the school district been to
your district advisory committee in
its recommendations?

Very helpful 644
Somewhat helpful 598
Not helpful 68
I don't know 175

37. How often have you, as district
advisory committee members, told
your wishes and concerns to the
board of education and administrators?

Often 412
Sometimes 601
Seldom 235

Not at all 240
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Table 1l.--Continued.

Item Responses
38. Do you know how many important
recommendations your district
advisory committee has made to
the board of education?
Many 170
Some 519
Few 240
None 106
I don't know 499
39. How many have been accepted?
All 98
Many 189
Some 437
None 103
I don't know 560
The district advisory committee
was not told how many 64
40. How much has your district advisory
committee been involved in evaluating
the compensatory education program?
A great deal 361
Some 599
A little 317
None at all 200
41. How useful do you think your district
advisory committee has been to the
compensatory education program?
Very useful 525
Somewhat useful 701
Not useful 133
I don't know 145
42, How well does your district advisory
committee represent minority group
parents in your district?
Very well 915
Somewhat 360
Poorly 140
I don't know 87
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Table 1.--Continued.

Item Responses
43. How well does your district advisory
committee represent different income
levels of parents in your district?
Very well 706
Somewhat 486
Poorly 161
I don't know 157
44, Compared with other members of your
district advisory committee, how much
influence do you think you have on
committee decisions?
Much more influence 120
Somewhat more influence 357
About the same influence 827
Somewhat less influence 88
Much less influence 80
45, On district advisory committees,
sometimes there is a member who
gives the whole committee valuable
leadership or direction. Who of
the following most nearly does this?
Superintendent 111
Project director 772
Community representative 196
Parent 134
State department personnel 15
Other 111
46. How would you say the work of the
members of your district advisory
committee is?
Excellent 130
Quite good 577
Average 460
Fair 148
Quite limited 155
47. Does your district pay expenses for
the members of the district advisory
committee?
Yes 424
No 927
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Table 1l.--Continued.

Item Responses
If yes, do they pay for any of
the following?
48. Baby sitting
Yes 139
No 455
49, Mileage
Yes 256
No 369
50. Attending training workshops/
conferences
Yes 407
No 266
51. Are you paid back for time lost while
attending meetings and/or conferences?
Yes 135
No 525
52. 1If there is such a fund, do
you feel it is
Too much 20
Enough 322
Not enough 263
In general, would you say that your par-
ticipation in the work of your advisory
committee has been a valuable experience
for yourself, for the committee, for the
development of educational policy?
53. Valuable for me personally
A great deal 910
Somewhat 396
A little 115
Not at all 52
54. Valuable for the committee
A great deal 502
Somewhat 645
A little 211
Not at all 52
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Table 1.--Continued.

Item Responses
55. Valuable for the schools
A great deal 655
Somewhat 523
A little 187
Not at all 67
56. Valuable for the community
A great deal 632
Somewhat 523
A little 217
Not at all 68
Please check how much you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements:
57. Considering all problems, advisory
committees are far over-rated with
respect to what they can contribute.
Strongly agree 153
Agree 175
Agree somewhat 454
Disagree 231
Strongly disagree 447
58. Although it would "look nice" to have
more poor people on advisory commit-
tees, this does not help us very much.
Strongly agree 173
Agree 141
Agree somewhat 333
Disagree 211
Strongly disagree 601
59. District advisory committees may not
look like they are very important, but
they are really important in our
community.
Strongly agree 605
Agree 413
Agree somewhat 308
Disagree 91
Strongly disagree 73
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Table l.--Continued.

Item Responses
60. District advisory committees are
really "paper committees" which
have little or no influence on
compensatory education programs.
Strongly agree 150
Agree 102
Agree somewhat 327
Disagree 306
Strongly disagree 599
61. School districts usually tell
district advisory committees
what the compensatory education
program will be instead of asking
for their advice.
Strongly agree 241
Agree 171
Agree somewhat 391
Disagree 274
Strongly disagree 364
Administrators Only
What are the problems encountered by the
school district in community involvement
through district advisory committees in
educational decision making?
62. Lack of interest 150
63. Do not have time 119
64. Language difficulty 56
65. Militancy 18
66. Pressure groups 32
67. Afraid to come to school setting 85
68. Difficulty in maintaining continuity
with people moving away 112
69. Misunderstanding of function 76
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Table l1l.--Continued.

Item Responses

70. Please give your suggestions of how
we can make your district advisory
committee more helpful to the com-
pensatory education program. (This
question was answered by all respon-
dents. See pp. 79-81 for responses.)

71. What promising practices are discovered
by school districts in community
involvement through district advisory
committees? (For summary of responses
see pp. 82-84.)

72. On the basis of your experiences with
organized district advisory committees,
what practices or ideas have proved to
be most helpful to you? (For summary
of responses see pp. 84-85.)

*Responses to each question do not always total
1,620, since blank responses were encountered in most
questions. The Spanish version of the questionnaire
appears in Appendix D.

The Findings

In this section, data pertaining to each question
which the author probed through this study are presented.
Additionally, the responses to certain questions in the ques-
tionnaire given by 25 consultants in the Division of Com-
pensatory Education have been included because of their
relevance to the questions probed by the study.

1. What is the profile of the advisory committee

member?
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Of the 1,620 advisory committee members respond-
ing to the questionnaire, there were 986 females and 614
males. They ranged in age from under 20 to over 51, with
the overwhelming majority being over 30. The majority of
the respondents lived in the school district for more than
four years. Their education ranged from no school at all
to the Doctorate degree. However, the majority of the
respondents had completed schooling above the 10th grade,
while those holding the Doctorate were the administrators
of the school districts. Occupationally, the work of com-
mittee members can be categorized as follows, beginning
with the highest frequency: professional, housewife, office
worker, skilled laborer, farmer, CAP representative, busi-
nessman, retired, political office holder. Ethnically,
there were about one and one-half times more nonminority
mcmbers than minority members on the committees. The
overwhelming majority were fluent in English, with a minority
in Spanish only and others in other languages. The ratio
of parents of participating children in the program to
nonparents was again one and one-half times more nonparents
than parents. Slightly over 50 per cent of the respondents
were not paid employees of the school district. The major-
ity of the committee members were recommended to the district
advisory committee by the project director or the school
administrator. Others became members by volunteering their
services, or having been recommended by a community group

or agency. A large number of the respondents indicated
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they are serving or have served on two or more educational
and noneducational advisory committees.

2. In communities where ESEA, Title I programs are

in operation, are the district advisory committees duly

recognized by governing boards?

The overwhelming majority of the responses (N=1,315)
indicated affirmatively, with only 99 members indicating
that their committees were not duly recognized by the school
district.

3. What is the role of the school district advisory

committee in the educational decision-making process?

Even though it is evident that there is a consid-
erable variety in the roles of advisory committees, the
majority of the respondents agreed that they perform the
following functions, from a great deal to some extent:

review Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I

guidelines and regulations, advise on kinds of programs
needed, work on publicity in support of the program, make
suggestions on program operation, and help in the evalua-
tion of the programs. A sizeable number of the members
indicated that aside from their regular committee meetings,
they usually participate in meetings at which they report

to groups and individuals, field trips such as visits to
schools and centers, board of education meetings, and county-
wide advisory committee meetings.

4. Who is responsible for clearly defining the

roles of advisory committees in terms of planning,
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implementing, and evaluating ESEA, Title I compensatory edu-

cation programs? How well are these roles understood by

committee members?

The majority of the respondents characterized the
purposes of their committees as "somewhat clear." A second
large group felt that their purposes were "very clear," and
a small minority felt that the purposes of their committees
were "not clear." A sizeable number of the respondents
indicated that their advisory committees arrived at their
purposes through a mixture of committee-established goals
and administrator-set objectives. The second largest group
of respondents felt their purposes emanated directly from
statements given to them by the administration, and still a
third relatively small group felt their own committees were
responsible alone for establishing their own goals inde-
pendently. But whether the goals were clear or not, when
the respondents were asked how well they thought their com-
mittees were living up to their understood purposes, the
majority responded, "fairly well," with the second largest
group responding "very well," while a small minority responded
"not so well" or "poorly."

5. Who in the school district and/or the community

provides the information regarding compensatory education

to the district advisory committee on which they could make

recommendations? How helpful is this information to the

committee?
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The most frequent sources for information about the
compensatory education program to the committees seem to be
in the following order: 1) the project director, 2) the
school principal, 3) the superintendent, 4) community rep-
resentatives, 5) board of education members, and 6) the
school nurse. As to the helpfulness of the information
supplied to the committee members regarding the program,
the majority of the respondents felt the information was
"very helpful" to "somewhat helpful," with only a very small
minority characterizing the information as being "not help-
ful."”

6. How well are minority groups and persons from

differcent income levels represented on advisory committees?

The majority of the respondents felt that minority
groups and different income level persons were represented
as either "very well" or "somewhat well" on the advisory
committees. A small minority either did not know or des-
cribed the representation as being "poor."

7. Who usually among the members of the advisory

committee renders valuable leadership functions to the com-

mittee?

The project director appeared to be the person most
likely to render valuable leadership or direction to the
committee. Other sources of leadership which were cited
infrequently were community representatives, parents, super-
intendents, and State Department of Education personnel. A

majority of the members responding characterized the work of
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the members of their advisory committee as being "quite good"
to "average."

8. What is the relationship of the school district

to the district advisory committee?

The respondents were divided as to whether their
school district usually tells district advisory committees
what the compensatory education program will be or whether
it is earnestly seeking their advice concerning the program.
It is evident that there are different practices in the
various districts represented in the sample. A sizeable
number of respondents felt they have a great deal of freedom
to disagree with the ideas of the administrators. Only a
small minority felt they have little freedom as committee
members to do so. The majority felt they have often or at
least sometimes told their wishes and concerns to the board
of education and to the administrators. The majority of the
districts do not pay the expenses of members of the district
advisory committee. However, those districts which pay
expenses of their committee members, tend to pay for their
attendance at training workshops and conferences and pay for
mileage.

9. How do the governing board and the administra-

tion communicate acceptance and/or rejection of recommenda-

tions made by the district advisory committee?

Almost one-third of the respondents indicated they
did not know how many important recommendations their dis-

trict advisory committee had made to the board of education.
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The majority of the remaining two-thirds did know that their
committee made some important recommendations to the board
of education. As to their knowledge of how many of their
recommendations had been accepted by the board of education,
slightly over one-third of the respondents did not know at
all about the fate of their recommendations to the board.
However, a large number of the remainder of the respondents
felt they knew that some of the recommendations had been
accepted by the board.

10. To what extent are district advisory commit-

tees involved in evaluating the compensatory education

program? How valuable are they in improving this program?

District differences in involving their advisory
committees in evaluating the compensatory education program
were evident in the responses to the questionnaire. Some
persons (N=361) felt they were involved a great deal in
evaluating the program, whereas 599 were involved to some
degree, 317 others were little involved in the evaluation
process, and still 200 others felt they were not involved
at all in evaluating the program. But when the group was
asked how useful they thought their district advisory com-
mittees had been to the compensatory education program, a
sizeable majority felt they were somewhat useful or very
useful to the program, and only a relatively small minority
felt their committees were not useful. Another small group

did not know how useful they were to the program.
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11. What are the problems encountered by school

districts in eliciting community involvement through advisory

committees in the educational decision-making process?

The following were given in the order of frequency
as the major problems encountered by school districts in
eliciting community involvement, from the point of view of
the administrators and the program directors: 1) lack of
interested people; 2) many persons, especially poor persons
in the community, do not have the time to devote to the
committee; 3) difficulty in maintaining continuity on the
committee in view of the constant movement of people into
and from the community; 4) misunderstanding of the functions
of the committee; 5) language difficulty; 6) the conflicting
pressure groups which want to advance their own points of
view; and 7) militancy.

12. How can the advisory committee become more

helpful to the compensatory education program?

a. The committees should have more workshops and
arrange for compensatory education representatives to
address the community or parent-teachers association,
because many people do not know what compensatory educa-
tion involves. (97)

b. The committee should work to see that more
parents become involved. (<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>