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ABSTRACT

AGENCY ADMINISTRATOR PERCEPTIONS OF
COMMUNITY SCHOOL DIRECTOR
LEADERSHIP EFFECTIVENESS

By
Donald Tobias

Major Findings

Question I. What is leadership effectiveness of the Com-
munity School Director as perceived by:

Community School Directors

Board of Education Chairmen

Public Agency Administrators

Private Agency Administrators
Public-Private Agency Administrators

I"'lUOW?

A11 groups rated Directors high with only a few items not displayed
in the excellent range and those displayed at the high point of the
good range.

Question II. Is there a significant difference among the
five groups' perceptions?

Two items were found to have statistical difference among groups at
the .05 level, they were item 10, Verbal Fluency, and item 23,
Appearance.
Question III. In what aspects of leadership are Community
School Directors most and least effective
as perceived by all groups?

While there are differences among groups on two items, all means are

high. Items Attitude Toward His Job, Technical Competence,
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Achievement Drive, Innovativeness, and Appearance received the
highest scores. Items Flexibility, Openness, Success in Communicat-
ing Expectation, Evaluating Ability, and Managerial Ability.

Question IV. Which items do each group rate as being most
important to the Community School Director's
leadership effectiveness?

Four items received high rankings from three or more role groups.
They were Attitude Toward His Job, Technical Competence, Managerial
Skill, and Leadership Skill.

Question V. What differences exist between the perceptions
held by Community School Directors of items most
important to Leadership Effectiveness in this
study compared to Becker's study?

There was a great deal of similarity in the items ranked most
important by Community School Directors in both studies and in par-
ticular the top five items.

Question VI. Is there a significant difference in the items
on which Community School Directors rate them-
selves high as compared to those rated high in
the Becker study?

Of the 23 items Becker found significantly higher ratings on 10
items, seven at the .001 level of confidence. This study, on the
other hand, shows only one item with a greater mean--Technical

Competence and that at the .05 level of confidence.

Conclusion
The data generated by this study and the research questions
answered indicate a positive response by all groups who rated the
effectiveness of the Community School Director. In the simplistic

sense that professionalism, respect, knowledge, etc. add to the
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opportunities for people to work together, this study suggests that
inter-agency cooperation is most possible. In particular, when
there is such a high level of congruence on items important to
effective leadership.

Generally the Community School Director is judged effective
because of personal characteristics, i.e. attitude, drive, appearance,
technical communicating, managering, and leading. I find this
dichotomy appropriate for revolutionaries, but questionable for man-
agers in complex organizations. The Community Education literature
is replete with examples of individual overcoming institutional
norms for the benefit of the disinfranchised and that may be the
role model that has developed. A singular rather than pluristic

mode for problem solving, decision-making, etc.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

The community education concept continues to enjoy rapid
expansion as school systems both inside and out of the continental
United States adapt this philosophy. Presently, some 1200 school
systems claim involvement in this educational philosophy with that
number expected to double by the end of 1980.] Rapid expansion has
increased the need for training educators in Community Education.
This training has taken several forms, including year-long intern-
ships with the National Center for Community Education, University
Fellowship, and short-term training programs through the National
Center for Community Education and universities participating in the
Regional Center Network for Community Education.2

As training programs emerged, their content and objectives
developed around needs anticipated by leaders in Community Education.
Little was done to substantiate these needs with hard data until
recently. The Becker study (1972) questioned community school
directors, central office administrators, building administrators,

and teachers about factors that are important to successful

IMott Foundation, "Five Year Plan," 1972.

2Larry Decker, "Foundations of Community Education" (Midland:
Pendel1l Publishing, 1972), pp. 56-57.

1



leadership by the community directors. The factors under question
were: attitude toward job, leadership skill, technical competence,
innovativeness, and managerial ski]1.3
In addition, the Weaver Study (1972), conducted for the Mott
Foundation, involved interviewing 245 community educators in 20
Regional Centers to determine the goals of Community Education.
Those findings were reported as being primary goals if more than
50 percent of respondents concurred. Weaver found that of the 40
primary goals, seven related directly to programming, while the
remainder dealt with process. Weaver explained the concern for
process as a by-product of the new emerging model for community
education. Weaver went on to indicate future implications:
The implications of the 'emerging' model of community

education are clear. The community education program of

the future will be developed cooperatively between the

community and the school with a guarantee of accountability

to the community. Community education will involve

processes aimed at utilizing the available educative

resources to assure an 'organized' community. In such a

setting, the resource of the school will be utilized along

with those of all othir agencies and institutions serving

an educative purpose.
Weaver's recommendations were for further research in improved
training strategies geared to improving leadership and management

skills.?

34i111am Becker, "A Study of the Leadership Effectiveness
of the Community School Director, Ph.d. dissertation, University of
Michigan, 1972, p. 82.

4Donald Weaver, "Strategies for Training Community Education
Leaders--A Working Paper," National Center for Community Education,
pp. 27-28. (Mimeographed.)

SIbid., pp. 22-25.



Many of the studies recently completed give strong and
thought-provoking recommendations for future training programs for
community school directors, but few have measured the current effec-
tiveness of such components as leadership as they are perceived by

community school directors and co-workers.

Statement of the Problem

This study seeks to determine and compare the leadership
effectiveness of the community school director as it is perceived
by himself and by representatives of selected agencies within the
community in which he is employed, - Previous data gathered in the
Becker study makes it unnecessary to study the perceptions of the
effectiveness of the director within the school structure. Using the
same selections process and the same questionnaire allows for com-
parisons with the Becker study on self-perceived leadership effec-

tiveness of Community School Directors.

Importance of the Study

Since the publication of the Minzey and LeTarte book From

Program to Process, an increased emphasis has been given to involve-

ment with the community. Previously some community school directors
considered themselves successful if they were effective within the
school structure and gave only secondary consideration to responsi-
bilities outside that structure. At the same time, these directors
were expected to maintain an operational organization rather than

6

simply to provide services within the organization.” Becker's

6Chester I. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive (Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1968), p. 215.




suggestions for measurement of this activity both within and outside
the school structure seem as important now, or even more so, than
when he wrote them. The Becker study completed the internal measure-
ment of community school directors' effectiveness but did not eval-
uate the director in the eyes of the professional community outside
the school structure.7
James Thompson challenges educational administrators gener-
ally to look outside the organization for indicators of community
understanding and approval. Thompson states:
My personal belief is that we tend to stress internal
relations and structures to the point where we fail to
see the significance of external relations or thg inter-
action between internal and external activities.

This concern parallels that of James B. Conant when he said:

The nature of the community largely determines what

goes on in school. Therefore, to attempt to divorce the
schools from the community is to engage in unrealistic
thinking, which might lead to politics that could reek
havoc with the school and the lives of children. The
community and the school are inseparable...

Many writers have raised the concern over school-community
relations, or the lack thereof, but have suggested only rededication
of traditional roles in achieving these goals.

Minzey and LeTarte suggested a new role for schools and con-

sequently for new personnel when they defined community education as:

7

8James Thompson, Administrative Theory in Education, ed.
Andrew W. Halpin (New York: Collier-McMillan Company, 1958), p. 37.

Dr. William Becker, op. cit., pp. 8-9.

9James B. Conant, "Community and Schools are Inseparable,"
The School and Community Reader (New York: The McMillan Company,
1963), p. 53.




. a philosophical concept which serves the entire

community by providing for all the educational needs of its

community members. It uses the local school to serve as

the catalyst for bringing community resources to bear on

community problems in an effort to develop a positive sense

of community, improve community living, and develop the

community process toward the end of self-actualization.
This definition went beyond new emphasis for teachers and principals
and necessitated recognizing the need for a community school
director--someone to administer new programs and develop outreach
activities. Resource and needs identification necessitate inter-
action with a variety of agency personnel to be effective. This
group of professional administrators has not been examined relative
to their perception of the effectiveness of the community school
directors.

Becker suggested that a valid indicator of successful school
administrators can be obtained by rating individual and peer percep-
tions of effectiveness. Becker used Mitzel's three criteria for
administrator effectiveness:

1. product criteria--attainment of pre-determined or
long term goals

2. presage criteria--such factors as intelligence,
degrees held, training, etc.,
which presumably affect perfor-
mance

3. process criteria--variables over which an adminis-
trator has some control, such as
behavior and attitudes in effect
during a given act of 1eadership.]]

]OJack Minzey and Clyde LeTarte, Community Education: From
Program to Process (Midland, Michigan: Pendell PubTishing, 1972},
p. i

9.

]1Haro1d E. Mitzel, "Teacher Effectiveness," Encyclopedia

of Education Research, 1960, p. 1481, as cited by William Becker.




The author concurs with Becker in the rejection of the first
of these categories, due to limitations precluding longitudinal
study in this area. Further, the researcher would agree that pre-
sage and process criteria could supply sufficient data in the study
of perceived leadership effectiveness of the community school

d1'r'ector'.]2

Questions to be Studied

This study answered six questions relating to perceived

leadership effectiveness.

I. What is the leadership effectiveness of the community
school director as perceived by these members of the
school district?

Community School Directors
Board of Education Chairman
Public Agency Administrators

Private Agency Administrators
Public-Private Agency Administrators

Mmoo

II. Is there significant difference among the five group's
perceptions?

ITII. 1In what aspects of leadership are Community School
Directors most and least effective as perceived by all
groups?

IV. Which items do each group rate as being most important
to the Community School Director's leadership effective-

ness?

]ZBecker, op. cit., p. 9.



V. What differences exist between the perceptions held by
Community School Directors of items most important to
Leadership Effectiveness in this study compared to the
Becker study?

VI. 1Is there a significant difference in the items on which
Community School Directors rate themselves high as com-

pared to those rated high in the Becker study?]3

Design of the Study

The study was designed to test the congruence of perceptions
of community school directors and agency administrators regarding
community school directors' effectiveness. Further, community
school directors' self perceptions will be compared to those found

in the Becker study.

Population

The population of this study consisted of community school

directors and agency administrators representing 20 communities.

Sample

Included in the study sample were 20 sets of community school
directors and three agency administrators from selected Michigan
School Districts.

The population for this study was drawn in the same manner
as that of the Becker study to preserve the integrity of replicated

results. The major difference between this population and Becker's

3bid., pp. 65-66.



is that this sample is limited to the State of Michigan and Becker's
were national. The sample of Community School Directors meets the
same criteria used in the Becker study with the addition of the cri-
terion of residence in Michigan and the agency administrators sampled
were from community school districts represented in the population.
Consequently, the population was composed of participants who
attended one of the "Institutes for Community School Directors" of
the National Center for Community F.ducation.]4 Further, this popu-

lation was selected from those who responded to the Survey Report

of Mott Leadership Prggram;.ls

This population shared a commonality in preparation since
these "Institutes for Community School Directors” in Flint are the
largest suppliers of trained practitioners as well as the general
model for other training programs at Mott Regional Centers. There-
fore, the result of this study may be applicable to the general
field.

Procedure

Data for this study were gathered by mail after an initial
letter of explanation and request for participation was sent. This
letter contained a questionnaire for community representatives. The
director was instructed to have a community council member distribute
copies of the questionnaire to appropriate agencies. These question-

naires were then mailed directly back to the author by respondents.

Ypid., p. 1.

]5William D. Coats, Survey Report of Mott Leadership Program
(Kalamazoo, Michigan: Education Feedback Center, Western Michigan
University, 1970).




The instrument used for this study was basically the Admin-
istrator Image Questionnailr'e16 developed by the Educator Feedback
Center, Western Michigan University. This instrument was designed
to measure perceptions of leadership effectiveness in the Becker
study and was duplicated to preserve the integrity of comparisons
between that study and this study. Some adjustments were necessary
to phrase questions appropriately for agency administrators. These
adjustments were made with the approval of the Educator Feedback
Center as well as of Dr. William Becker.

Analysis of data was conducted appropriately to those areas
being examined. Data were organized to provide profiles of the com-
munity school directors' effectiveness as seen by each group and by
the director himself. Additionally, data on the perception of the
effectiveness of other administrators was compared with data gathered
on community school directors.

The Michigan State University Bureau of Educational Research
supplied assistance in the analysis of data. Data gathered were
subjected to an analysis of variance model for indication of variance
in perceptions. Finally, related data from other studies were

investigated as indicators, predicting possible interrelationships.

Definition of Terms

Community School Directors.--For the purpose of this study,

the term community school directors identifies administrators respon-

sible for community education operation and administration either in

1650e Appendix A.
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a single school or in a school system. The term Community School
Coordinator may be used interchangeably when it identifies an admin-

istrator with system wide responsibility.

Public Agencies.--For the purpose of this study, public

agencies are defined as those that receive public funds, whose exis-
tence is a result of public policy, that provide services available
to the coomunity, and that have either a cooperative or a program-

ming relationship with the local Community Education Program. These
agencies may include political agencies such as City Hall, Township

Board of Governors, County Offices, and Police Departments.

Private Agencies.--For the purpose of this study, private

agencies will be defined as those that receive private funds (dona-
tions, grants, receipts from fund raising activities, etc.), that
provide services available to a selective community that develop
their own policy and that have either a cooperative or a programming
relationship with the local Community Education Program, i.e., YMCA,

YWCA, neighborhood corporations.

Public-Private Agencies.--For the purpose of this study,

public-private agencies are defined as those that receive both pri-
vate and public funding, are governed by public bodies, provide
services available to a variety of communities, and have either a
cooperative or a programming relationship with the local Community

Education Program, i.e., libraries, volunteer fire departments.
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Board of Education.--For the purpose of this study, Board of

Education is defined as that body elected by the people of a school
district as their legal representatives in those matters concerning
the operation of that school district. Further, this study will

deal only with that person formally recognized as the chief spokes-

man for the board, be he president, chairperson, etc.

Limitations of the Study

This study was limited to community school directors who
have attended the National Center for Community Education, Flint,
"Community School Directors' Institute" and who were included in

Dr. William Coats, Survey Report of Mott Leadership Programs, 1970.

That study was concerned with the following areas:
I. Involvement in Community Education

A. Involvement in Community Education program(s) which
attempt to determine community needs and then to
develop and extend educational programs and facil-
ities related to these needs to all citizens of the
community.

B. Involvement in Community Education program(s) meet-
ing the criteria in (A) above but which also have:

1. A formal director
2. Some form of citizens advisory council
3. Extended day school programs

II. Change in Status Leadership Position

III. Change in Work Toward Advanced Degrees

IV. Value of Various Components of the Mott Fellowship
Experience

V. Current Ideas or Practices Influenced by Mott Fellowship
Experience
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VI. Relationship of Mott Intern Program to the National
Community School Education Association

VII. Impact of the Mott_Intern Program on Regional Community
Education Centers1?

Data from the Coats' study were used only as they were related to
the questions of this study.

A further limitation of this study was the limiting of the
sample to the State of Michigan. Michigan has served as an early
indication of many trends and philosophies within Community Educa-
tion. Examples of this are the adoption of the Michigan Plan for
reimbursement of Community School Directors' salaries, adoption of
the Flint, Michigan Model for structuring and classifying Community
Education Programs, as well as adoption of classification, salary,
and job description based on Michigan models. Flint, Michigan, has
generated many of the innovations in Community Education through the
efforts of C.S. Mott, Frank Manley, and the Mott Foundation, who
developed and assisted in financing a philosophy that grew larger
than a city's boundaries. (Flint now houses the National Center
for Community Education and Michigan is the home of four Regional
Centers for Community Education and seven universities offering
degrees and/or coursework in Community Education.) This author also
recognized those limitations that exist with the use of mailed
questionnaire, as well as information retrieval and accuracy of

responses.

]7Coats, op. cit.
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Summary
This study is organized into five chapters. The first

chapter deals with background information as well as limitations,
definitions, procedures, and questions to be answered. The second
chapter is the review of related literature. It covers historical
review of community education, the role of the community school
director, and the diffusion of this administration role. Material
relating to agency cooperation and leadership styles are also
included. The third chapter deals with the presentation of the data
and its analysis. This includes a general reporting of the data, in
graph and written form, as well as specific questions and comparison
relating to the focus of the study. Finally, chapter four contains
a review of the problem, findings, and conclusions relevant to that
problem. In addition, recommendations and implications for further

study are presented.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

Of particular interest in this study is the evolution of the
community education concept and its effectsAon the community school
director. While the community school concept has existed for some
time, the position of Community School Director is relatively new.
Yet there have been significant changes in role expectation, train-
ing and recruitment.

Consequently, the review of literature will examine the
evolution of the community education concept and the development of
the Community School Director's position and further the area of

perception and perceptual psychology.

Early Efforts in Community Education

Early community schools were based to a great extent on the
writings and thoughts of men such as John Dewey and his contempor-

aries. Dewey states in Experience and Education that "the principles

of interaction and of continuity"] are prerequisites to education
which should be life-experience oriented. Dewey schools were estab-

Tished in pursuit of this philosophy. These are noted as early

]John Dewey, Experience and Education (New York: Collier
Books, 1963), p. 51.

14
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examples of community schools since they were organized for 1ife-
experience in the communities in which they existed.

The difference in staff for these schools, however, was not
in the addition of personnel who would have responsibilities beyond
the classroom or traditional administrative role. The Community
Education concept was based on enlarging the scope of the curriculum
for those enrolled in school so that the relevance of their school
day exercises was increased. Therefore, the staff of the school
would need to be more aware of the possibilities for 1ife-experience
available in the community as well as gaining an awareness of the
needs of their pupils.

This direction was a change from the traditional textbook
method in building experience for all as had been formerly followed.
(Education history records, of course, that few educators strove to
make even this departure a reality.)

The difference between this community school and more recent
developments is fairly apparent when looked at in light of the above
reference to Dewey. (Dewey is referred to not as the only spokesman
for the progressive education movement, but as an example because he
is probably the most notably recognized.) Early community school
development related primarily to curriculum changes within the school
structure. The child involved in the school program was to have a
more realistic experience with learning. His activities would not
be second hand from a textbook, but first hand dealing with actuali-

ties surrounding him.
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An example of how this curriculum would be used by a teacher
would begin by identifying a learning opportunity in the community.
The neighborhood park would provide students with a variety of
opportunities to use classroom skills in a practical manner, i.e.,
planning, maintenance, as well as interaction with community members.

The early community school was a departure from historical
methods more in relation to curriculum teaching methods and learning
place. The same constituency was served and the same goals were
held for these students. Significantly, this activity signaled the
recognition that education could be improved if community resources
were used.

There have been and continue to be many examples of school
programs which stress community involvement, social action, and
change. The American Association of School Administrators has urged
schools toward "continuing rebuilding and improving of group life"

2 Various

through greater cooperation with local people and agencies.
parts of the United States have witnessed community school develop-
ment. In Michigan, the Kellogg Foundation and the Michigan Depart-
ment of Public Instruction cooperated in a community school project
beginning in 1945. The purpose of this venture can be summed up by
this statement from the project's Advisory Committee Minutes of

December 14, 1948: "The general aim has been to see if the school

2Schoo'ls in Small Communities, American Association of School
Administrators (Washington, D.C., 1939), pp. 43-44.
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could serve as the focal point in a program of community self-
improvement in all areas of ]iving."3
A more in-depth look at this project would provide an example
of some of the early efforts in the establishment of community
schools. It will also provide some proof of the lack of such pro-
fessional help as a Community School Director to aid in the develop-
ment of the effort. In the community school service program the
development of each of the communities originally involved--Stephen-
son, Mesick, Elkton, Rockford, and Concord--indicates that school
personnel involved were not assigned specifically to the development
of the community school. Rather than a regular assignment, school
staff people served in a consultative capacity. "Key Peop]e"4 in
each of the communities were sought to form committees which would
determine local goals. These key people represented the major organ-
izations and groups in the community. In Stephenson, Michigan, for
example, a committee was selected at a mass meeting. This committee
of 15 invited all the social, civic, economic and religious organ-
izations of the community to establish a permanent organization
which served as a counci]. The council then nominated and elected
officers, established standing committees, and set about learning

their community and establishing goals and plans for working on

community prob]ems.5

3Maurice F. Seay and Ferris N. Crawford, The Community School

and Community Self-Improvement, Report of Superintendent of Public
Instruction (Lansing, Michigan, 1954).

4

Ibid., pp. 33-35.

SIbid., p. 43.
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In tracing the progress made by these communities it may be
noted that full-time personnel were hired to run specific activities
or programs. For example, in Concord, a full-time director was
hired for the recreation program desired.6 But at no time was there
full-time personnel hired for work in coordinating or leading the
community school development. Leadership skills of these people
were developed or enhanced by workshops planned primarily through
the State Public Instruction Department's Community Service Program's

Advisory Committee.7

Leadership programs were offered for all levels
and types of participants in the community school effort, from
student through superintendent in the educational structure and
Tocal representation from businessmen through housewives.

Elsie R. Clapp initiated the development of community
schools in Kentucky. The efforts of the community school there were
similar to those noted above. It was based on Ms. Clapp's feeling
that, "A community school is a used place, a place used freely and

8 But stin

informally for all the needs of living and learning."
there was no professional school staff member responsible for com-
munity school development.

The efforts toward the development of community schools

could be spotted in many communities in the United States during the

6Ibid., p. 49.

"1bid., pp. 75-98.

8Elsie R. Clapp, Community Schools in Action (New York:
Viking Press, 1939), p. 89.
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1930's. Why this effort though? What brought about these attempts
at new approaches to the community?

The problems facing the era are a good indication. The
nation was in the grips of a severe economic situation which was
testing the survival of the people. The traditional systems and
institutions had failed and new angles and approaches to the survival
of the people and communities were needed.

One approach was an attempt to bring the forces of the entire
community to bear on its own problems. Simply put, this involved
utilization of all available resources through mobilization of all
the people. The public school was selected as the vehicle because
it was a common denominator. It was an institution actually sup-

ported by all the population through taxation and theoretically

working for the good of all the people. And it was within reach of
all of the communities' populations.

What could motivate the people to their own cause? As noted
above, the state of the national economy affected everyone and this
could serve as a point of departure. To even approach the objective
of people gathering, planning and participating for their own good
was a tough problem. And the problem became tougher as the real
issue became clearer, the real issue being the development of the
individual.

Here, then, was the baseline for all the community school
structure to be built on. The understanding, growth, and development
of self was the prime objective, each individual pursuing a course

to help him realize his fullest potential.
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The next step would be effective construction and use of the
individual in groups which would discern the problems facing the
community. The groups would prioritize the problems and propose
means for successful solutions of them. Warren Bennis notes that
“planned change entails mutual goal setting.“9 People must come
together if they are to effectively plan for change.

Naturally, the community is an ongoing concern which cannot
be treated as a clinical experiment. A1l of the various aspects of
the community aren't as easily handled as the statements above would
purport. The individuals of the community are all at different
levels of self-development and self-fulfillment. The institutions,
organizations, and corporate concerns of the community, too, are at
various stages of development and fulfillment. For these reasons,
the community school aim of solutions to community problems through
community self-development is a lofty and perplexing one. Many
fronts for attack and viable defenses must be established. The
process of community education must be planned, scheduled, operated,
evaluated, and reoriented to suit the community, its people, and
problems. Attitude change, behavioral change, and social reconstruc-
tion are three phases outlined by one researcher in community educa-

10

tion. In the final analysis, "community development is an

9Warren Bennis, Kenneth Benne, and Robert Chin, The Planning
of Change (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1962), p. 154.

10A]]en A. Ahola, "A Study of the Relationships Between the
Community School Concept and Selected Public Attitudes" (Ph.d.
dissertation, University of Michigan, 1969).
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N

educational process," ' and the school can be the base for this

process.

The Community School Director

None of the examples of early community schools included a
professional position on the school staff specifically designed to
carry out various community related projects. This was not the
case, however, in Flint, Michigan. Originally the community school
director was responsible for the supervision of Community Education
programs at the school building. The term community school director
derives from community education which does not appear in the liter-

ature until 195].]2

Not until the early 1960's when a relatively
large number of school districts and communities began to adopt
Community Education did the term Director of Community Education
come into widespread acceptance. This person had a primary responsi-
bility to implement Community Education in the school system and
community, and usually had supervisory responsibilities for volunteer
and evening staff. The early directors of community schools had
minimal job qualifications and professional requirements. Frank
Manley described the typical early director in an interview with
Richard Pendell:
A11 our directors were handpicked. We didn't go
through the personnel department or give tests to appli-

cants. We picked out people who had a feeling for our
program, people that were really human and felt that they

Myi119am Riddle and Loureide Riddle, The Community Develop-
ment Process (New York: Holte, Rinehart, and Winston, 1962).

12i114am Becker, "A Study of the Leadership Effectiveness
of the Community School Director" (Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Michigan, 1972).
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wanted to do something for their fellow men, people who
were dedicated and had the right kind of attitude, people
willing to work...We were looking for real people who had
a real purpose in life, people who wanted to help people
help themselves (p. 27). 13

Educational policy and the public system in Flint developed
quite similarly to the rest of the United States through the 1920's.
The curriculum called primarily for the basics, that is, reading,
writing, and arithmetic. The only organization that had much con-
cern for education in Flint other than the Board of Education was
the P.T.A. Interviews with people who had knowledge of the Flint
schools at this period note that the Board of Education was extremely
conservative in make-up and this showed through in their operational
philosophy and policies.

In 1929, Frank J. Manley came to Flint as Director of Physi-
cal Education for the Flint Public Schools. From the time of his
arrival he talked with various school officials about using school
buildings and grounds for recreational programs over and above those
offered as part of the school curriculum. His idea was to offer
youngsters an opportunity to be involved in recreational pursuits
which would in time help to drop delinquency rates. However, the
Board of Education was unwilling to expend their own funds or
buildings for such a project. They did consent to supervised use of
school grounds as long as they had no fiscal responsibility. So,

in 1929 he organized, through and with the help of P.T.A and Child

Study groups, playgrounds at various school locations around the

13Frank J. Manley, "Chronological Development of the Mott
Foundation Program," Flint Board of Education, October 8, 1956.
(Private papers.)
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city. With volunteers from these organizations the activities were
operated and culminated that year in the first half-day, city-wide,
"Play Day." This activity included participants from all the city
in selected competitive events. This was the start of what has come
to be the model community school system in the United States.

Frank Manley went beyond presenting his plan to school
related groups and personnel. He pursued civic, fraternal, and
service clubs and organizations. One such presentation in June of
1935 at the Flint Rotary Club, resulted in his idea being heard by
Charles Stewart Mott. Mr. Mott had formed a foundation some years
earlier and had contributed to many charities and organizations with
the same general aims as those expressed by Mr. Manley. Mr. Mott
had several attributes which were to eventually mean a great deal to
the community school effort. First of these was his position of
prestige among Flint leaders; second, the financial power of the
Mott Foundation; and third, the notion of civic responsibility.

Mr. Mott's reception of Mr. Manley's idea for more recrea-
tional opportunities resulted eventually in an agreement with the
Board of Education to allow use of school buildings after regular
school hours. In 1935, the Mott Foundation made a grant of $6,000.00
for the opening of five schools which would use $1,000.00 each for
salaries and operations and $1,000.00 to be used for various recrea-
tion programs. This was the first grant made available to Manley
for recreation programming. With the availability of space and funds
Manley hired the first staff for the program. As it turned out,

these people were the forerunners of today's Community School Director.
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Placement of "Building Directors" in schools was done on a
regional basis. The city was divided so that there were community
school activities available to everybody in the city at a school
site reasonably close to their home. The hours of 6peration ran
from seven to nine p.m. Activities included softball, basketball,
volleyball, and other active programs. Eventually classes relating
more to daily life were included. Such topics as basic cooking,
homemaking, and home improvement workshops were offered. Instructors
for these activities were drawn from the community.

While recreation programs flourished, delinquency continued
to be a community problem and steadily increased. Recreation wasn't
the answer to this problem. The activities did not involve the
parents--thus a major constituent wasn't being reached. This was a
new concern. None of the activities were designed to effect any
particular change in participant's behavior.

The discovery of the problems at home and the realization
that delinquency was not being solved, required new thinking. Instead
of just offering programs of a recreational nature, the new emphasis
was on developing programs and activities which would relate

specifically to the needs of all people.

The community school's approach to delinquency changed.
Recreation was still a very important part of the program, but it
was not assumed to be the solution. The demand for developing pro-
grams was to come from the expressed needs of the community. There

appears to have been differences between earlier community schools
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and Flint's efforts. Four major departures from earlier community
schools seem apparent in the development of Flint's community school
effort:

1. The initial effort came from a desire to reduce
juvenile delinquency.

2. The Flint community schools assume a responsibility
for conmunity residents other than those enrolled
in the K-12 program.

3. The public school facilities were given a much
broader use.

4. The public school served as a base of leadership
for social action.

The "Building Directors" used in the program were selected
primarily for their interest and potential for being able to know and
to work with the community. No job description existed for these
employees. Rather they were expected to follow the directions of
Manley. From the time he first approached Flint school officials to
open the schools afternoons and evenings, he worked for more effort
and commitment. Al1 contacts with early "Building Directors" indi-
cate that the strength of Manley carried the program forward. Action
was his concern. He wanted the men to get out and know the people
in their communities and devise programs and activities to facilitate
them. Evaluation was subjective at best and often done by an intui-
tive process. The entire thrust of the program was to work with
people and have no regard for what is or was or what the rules say
should or shouldn't be done. Personal contact was the key to the
"Building Directors'" success, not only in their operations in the

community, but in the leadership they provided.
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This practice of using part-time people as "Building Direc-
tors" continued until 1951. At this point a full-time Community
School Director was appointed. William Menardo was at first called
a Community School Services Director, but this was later shortened
to Community School Director. From this time on the position of
Community School Director grew as a full fledged member of the school
staff. The inclusion of this position in the regular school staff
was the first solid professional commitment to the community school
made by a school system because the concept was acknowledged to
require a specialist in order to succeed.

Two other major accomplishments besides recognition of the
"Community School Director" were made with the appointment at Freeman
Community School. Now community school activities were no longer on
a regional basis. The community to be served was described by the
attendance boundaries of that particular school. The efforts of the
Community School Director could now be more specific. The second
accomplishment was closely aligned to the recognition of this need
to be full-time in the school. Now the Community School Director
was a part of a professional staff. He was in a position to work
with the K-12 school personnel; he had access to all school facil-
ities and equipment, and he had a base from which he could work and
with which he could be identified.

From 1952 to 1958 additional full-time Community School
Directors were added to the Flint schools. In each case they were
men with at least a B.A. and teaching certificate who had one-half

time teaching responsibility. While these Community School Directors
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were added, however, part-time personnel continued to be used. More
and more teachers were among those in the part-time ranks than in
earlier years. Wages for these people ranged from $1.00 to $2.50
per hour. Many part-time people worked with Community School Direc-
tors in the supervision of various activities and were hired as
Community School Directors later.

Gradually, as the role changed and the Community Education
concept became accepted, the director assumed more responsibilities
and needed a variety of skills. Job descriptions for the Director
of Community Education were written in 1969 by Gerald Keidel.

A Community School Coordinator (Director of Community
Education) is expected to develop (when necessary) and
coordinate (when possible) programs which will ultimately
lead to the betterment of individuals and the strengthening
L ST rate1 e b1 Shone o5 e

In smaller districts the placement of a Community School
Director in each building isn't feasible. Economic factors or the
size of the population may dictate the assignment of one or a few
Community School Directors to handle the entire district-wide job.
In many smaller districts the pattern has been to appoint one Com-
munity School Director who is assigned directly to the superintendent
or other central office personnel. The Director is then responsible
for district-wide community education operations.

Naturally, like any other newly appointed staff person the

Community School Director is expected to prove himself. If the

]4Mott Leadership Program Staff, Notebooks for Community

Education Practitioners (Flint, Michigan: National Center for Com-
munity Education), 1972, p. 48.
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appointment is the district's first move toward community education,
there is a dual evaluation. First, the individual is on trial in
terms of his personal abilities. This is a normal probation when
any new person is added to a staff. The second aspect of evaluation
is the crucial one. An evaluation of a new professional role is
being carried on as well. The ramifications and effects of this new
position are being closely judged.

What are the expectations for a Community School Director?
Each district, of course, has peculiarities they must plan for, but
Boise, Idaho and Salem, Oregon, provide examples that typify most
configurations.

In Boise there is a system-wide Community School Director
who serves in a line relationship to the Superintendent of Schools.
The general responsibilities of this position are direction and oper-
ational aspects of the community education program. Contact and
programmatic liaison with all aspects of the community are the major
emphasis of this position. In order to effectively carry this out,
however, it is implied that the position is one of leadership and
all operations must be carried out with the awareness and close
operation of other school staff.

The Boise Community Schools maintain positions entitled
Community School Coordinators which are staff positions at local
school buildings. The role of the Coordinator is more closely

aligned to community director, but his role in close liaison and

]5Community School Director Job Description (Boise Community
Schools, Boise, Idaho, 1971).
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operation with personnel at the building level is clearly defined.
The Community School Coordinator is a half-time teacher in addition
to his community r'esponsibih"(:y.]6

The Salem, Oregon Community Schools maintain a position
similar to that of Boise, only with a title of Community Schools
Supervisor.17 Again, the general responsibilities of the position
relate to community involvement. High priority is given to the
relationship of the Community Schools Supervisor and his staff to
the existing school.

The Brigham Young University Center for Community Education
outlines three general functions for the Community Education Coordin-
ator at the central office level and five functions for the Community
School Director at the building staff level.

The functions of the Coordinator inc1ude:]8

1. To supervise the work and programs of the Community
School Directors at the school level and to stimulate the broadest
possible neighborhood leadership involvement and the participation
of community public and private human service agencies in each
community school program.

2. To work with the school administration in properly
relating the Community School Director to the principal of his

161hi4.

]7Community Schools Supervisor Job Description (Salem Com-
munity Schools, Salem, Oregon, 1971).

]8Communit Education Concept (Center for Community Educa-
tion, Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah, 1971).
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respective school and all other problems relating to integrating
the Community Education Program into the public school system.

3. To serve as a liaison and catalyst for the public school
system in making the Community Education Program representative of
and responsive to the needs of local government, major economic
groups, and the public and private human services agencies, and in
particular to maintain close contact with representatives of the
various neighborhood self-development groups both on a neighborhood
and school system-wide basis.

The functions of the Community School Director 1'nc‘|ude:]9

1. To develop and supervise a broad range of educational,
community development, and recreational programs for pre-school to
senior citizen age groups to be conducted on school premises or in
the school neighborhood after normal school hours and on Saturdays,
and during the summer vacation periods.

2. To periodically survey, on a house-to-house basis, the
needs and desires of the residents in the area served by the school,
and to adapt and develop programs offered on the basis of changing
needs and demands.

3. To develop systematic methods of liaison and joint
p]anning.and effort with the public and private human services
agencies, including programs with the police, sheriff's department,
and courts.

4, To develop maximum usage and utilization of offerings

and to provide individualized attention and support as needed.

191pi4.
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5. To stimulate neighborhood self-help and in particular to
maintain close contact with representatives of the various neighbor-
hood self-development groups both on a neighborhood and school system-
wide basis.

The functions of the Community School Director inc]ude:20

1. To develop and supervise a broad range of educational,
community development, and recreational programs for pre-school to
senior citizen age groups to be conducted on school premises or in
the school neighborhood after normal school hours and on Saturdays,
and during the summer vacation periods.

2. To periodically survey on a house-to-house basis the
needs and desires of the residents in the area served by the school,
and to adapt and develop programs offered on the basis of changing
needs and demands.

3. To develop systematic methods of liaison and joint plan-
ning and effort with the public and private human services agencies,
including programs with the police, sheriff's department, and courts.

4. To develop maximum usage and utilization of offerings
and to provide individualized attention and support as needed.

5. To stimulate neighborhood self-help and self-development
movements to deal with problems of change and obsolescence, and to
promote more effective use of available community resources by

neighborhood groups themselves sponsoring positive change.

201pid.
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The Worcester Massachusetts Community School Director is to
“"take the people from where they are, discover where they want to go,

and then help them to arrive at their destination."ZI

In Springfield,
Ohio, the role of the Community School Director is to develop a
community school setting "to be used freely and informally by

students and adu]ts.“22

The functions outlined here emphasize the major concern for
Community Educators--effective leadership as it relates to the com-
munity and the established educational structure.

Over the years there have been many examples of excellent
cooperation involving the schools and community in joint ventures.
In the area of adult education, for example, the achievements of
the Appalachian Adult Basic Education Demonstration Program have
been notable. Adult participants in the projects indicate a posi-
tive change in their lives because of their participation.23 School
administrators in the area serving the same people indicate that
there is more support for the schools by virtue of the people's

invo'lvement.24

2]Commum"cy Elementary School Director Job Description
(Public Schools, Worcester, Massachusetts, 1968).

22Coordinator of Community Schools Job Description (Spring-
field County Schools, Springfield, Ohio, 1969).

23Achievements of the Kentucky Adult Basic Education Program
(Appalachian Adult Basic Education Demonstration Center, Morehead
State University, Morehead, Kentucky, 1969), p. 113.

241hid., pp. 168-180.
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In many communities recreation leaders have taken the ini-
tiative in developing cooperation and community involvement. An
example of a community which strove to overcome obstacles to total
community effort is Alma, Michigan. In Alma, as in many communities,
a parks and recreation department existed as part of the city govern-
ment. When the school district adopted the philosophy of working
toward becoming a conmunity education system, a Coordinator of Com-
munity Education was appointed. The Director of Parks and Recreation
and Coordinator of Community Education worked cooperatively in plan-
ning and operating activities. However, when this arrangement had
been in operation about a year the Coordinator of Community Educa-
tion took another position. The Board of Education and the City
Council, having seen the benefits of their cooperation, decided to
name one person as a city-wide, system-wide Coordinator of Community
Education. In this way they would be able to affix responsibility
on one individual and limit any duplication of effort. The move met
with much success. The cooperative efforts of the two institutions
and resultant growth in participation and involvement at some reduc-
tion in cost has done much to spur the acceptance of community
education in Alma.

In early community school efforts staff members already on
the job carried the burden. Home economics, teachers, agriculture
teachers, and coaches were usual choices for assignments involving
the community. (Early community school directors were often physical
or recreation personnel.) Oftentimes the choice of these people for

this task was based on a need in that area. Home related programs,



34

agricultural projects or recreational activities were and still are
a basis for initiating or carrying out community school programs.
Unfortunately, once the activity or program in which these people
had an expertise was finished they were expected to remain responsi-
ble for continued involvement. In most cases, a professional with
training or background in community education leadership wasn't
retained and any success the initial efforts may have attained was
Tost.

Community schools formed in the '30's often centered around
a very real economic or subsistence issue. It was a simple matter
to appoint a professional staff member who had expertise to solve a
problem which was so apparent. Today the problems are just as real
but they are seldom apparent to a p