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CHAPTER I 

The Problem

Purpose o f  the Study

I t  has been w rit te n  th a t community education is  a social 

im perative because o f i ts  p o te n tia l to enable mankind to become the  

master o f its  own destiny (Kerensky & Mel by, 1971). This poten­

t i a l  can be best re a lize d  i f  the perceived ro le  fo r  the community 

school is  in accord w ith such an im perative. To a large e x te n t, the  

ro le  o f the community school is  determined by a d is t r ic t 's  board o f 

education and the superintendent. The key person in developing 

the process o f community education is  the community education d ir e c ­

to r . The purpose o f th is  study, th e re fo re , is  to determine the 

degree to which school boards, superintendents, and community educa­

tio n  d irec to rs  have m utually accepted the community education philosophy 

concerning the ro le  o f the school. This study w ill  also determine i f  

such mutual acceptance is  necessary fo r  the school to meet the p ro ­

fessional standards fo r  the goals o f community education and to achieve 

such goals.

Description of the Study

This study o f mutual acceptance o f community education 's  p re ­

fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school consisted o f two p arts . The f i r s t  p a rt  

d e a lt w ith  the perceptions o f the ro le  o f the school held by th ree  

d if fe r e n t  groups o f people. These ro le  perceptions d e a lt s p e c if­

ic a l ly  w ith  the types o f a c t iv i t ie s  the school should become in ­

volved in ,  other than provid ing educational programs fo r  youth.

Each o f the people involved in the study were given a quest- 

1
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2

ionna ire  consis ting  o f f iv e  d if fe r e n t  categories o f ro le  statem ents.

For each o f the ro le  statem ents, the respondents were asked to ra te  

the statement in terms o f the exten t to which they agreed or d isa ­

greed w ith  the statem ent.

Because o f the influence th a t one main school decision maker 

has on another, mutual acceptance among the three d if fe r e n t  types 

o f respondents, as a group, was stud ied . The three d i f fe r e n t  types 

o f respondents were also paired fo r  each possible combination. That 

i s ,  mutual acceptance was determined among the community education 

d irec to rs  and superintendents o f each d is t r ic t ,  the community educa­

tion  d irec to rs  and school boards o f each d is t r ic t  and the superin­

tendents and school boards o f each d is t r ic t .

From the responses to the ro le  statem ents, mutual acceptance 

was determined fo r  each o f the above combinations and fo r  the three  

types o f decision makers as a group. I t  was, thus, determined whether 

mutual acceptance was present or absent in re la t io n  to the d i f fe r e n t  

categories o f ro le  statements.

The three d if fe r e n t  types o f  decision makers were represen tative  

o f 21 community school d is t r ic ts .  The community education d ir e c t ­

ors from a ll  o f the d is t r ic ts  were responsible to the superin ten­

dent in the school h ierarchy ra th e r than to a bu ild ing  p rin c ip a l , 

as is  the case in  most community schools. The community education  

budget was also subject to board approval in  a l l  the d is t r ic ts .  The 

community education d irec to rs  and the superintendents from a l l  the 

d is t r ic ts  were also characterized  as having been working toge ther,
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in  the same c ap ac ity , fo r  a t le a s t two years p r io r  to the time 

the study was conducted.

The second p a rt o f the study centered on an eva luation  o f the  

exten t to  which each o f the d is t r ic ts  met the professional standards 

fo r  goals o f community education and displayed the methods fo r  

achieving such goals. In order to eva luate  each d is t r ic t ,  a question' 

n a ire  was sent to each o f the community education d ire c to rs  from the  

21 d is t r ic ts  involved in the study. This questionnaire  was used 

as the primary data source in eva luating  the d is t r ic ts  in terms o f 

the purpose described above.

C orre la tions  were thus determined between the degree o f mutual 

acceptance and the eva luation  scores in order to determine whether 

mutual acceptance o f community education 's  p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the  

school was re la te d  to  the a b i l i t y  to meet the professional c r it e r ia  

fo r  community education.

R ationale fo r  the Study

The purpose o f th is  in ve s tig a tio n  was to determine the degree 

to which school boards, superintendents, and community education  

d ire c to rs  have m utually accepted the community education philosophy, 

as i t  re la te s  to the ro le  o f the school. At the same tim e, the study 

attempted to determine i f  i t  was necessary to  have th is  mutual 

acceptance i f  the school was to meet the professional standards fo r  

goals o f community education and d isp lay  the methods fo r  achieving  

such goals. Four questions were thus id e n t if ie d  and studied in  order 

to  meet the s ta ted  ob jectives  o f the study. Each o f  these questions
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4

is  s ta ted  here, w ith a ra tio n a le  fo r  why i t  was considered necessary 

to  answer such a question.

The questions th a t th is  in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  answer were:

1. Is  i t  necessary to have main school decision makers m utually  

accept community education 's  pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school i f  the  

schools are to : meet the professional c r it e r ia  fo r  community educa­

tio n  goals, and d isp lay  the methods fo r  achieving such goals?

Community education today is  characterized  as being repre ­

sented by too many school adm in is tra tors  and school personnel who 

do not understand its  tru e  purpose. Minzey and Olsen (1969) sta ted  

th a t:

School personnel d i f f e r  w ith  regard to how much involvement 
they fe e l the school should undertake in community problems and 
a c t iv i t ie s .  They also d i f f e r  w ith  regard to how courageously 
they extend themselves, eyen i f  they see the advantages o f 
such involvement. Consequently the extension o f school a c t iv ­
i t ie s  and involvement varies  from community to  community. Yet 
i t  seems th a t only when the school extends i t s e l f  f u l ly  in to  
areas o f community problems and becomes in tegrated  w ith other 
social agencies in a cooperative e f fo r t  to  resolve these prob­
lems, can community education be most com pletely accomplished.
(p . 32)

This extension o f the ro le  o f the school in to  areas o f commun­

i t y  problems is ,  th e re fo re , more fu l ly  re a liz e d  when community school 

leadersh ip  exerts  i t s e l f  under mutual acceptance o f a ro le  fo r  the 

school which allows fo r  such an extension and in te g ra t io n . This 

study has, th e re fo re , attempted to determine the importance o f: 

mutual acceptance to the meeting o f professional standards fo r  commun­

i t y  education goals, and the d isp lay ing  o f methods fo r  achieving such 

goals.
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2 . Is  i t  necessary to  have superintendents and community 

education d irec to rs  m utually accept community education 's  pre fe rred  

ro le  fo r  the school i f  schools are to : meet the professional c r i ­

t e r ia  fo r  community education goals, and d isp lay  the methods fo r  

achieving such goals?

The working re la tio n s h ip  between the community education d ir e c t ­

or and the superintendent is one th a t deserves a g reat deal o f 

a tte n tio n . In re la tio n  to the implementation o f the community edu­

cation process, both have c r i t ic a l  ro les to play.

W hitt (1971) wrote th a t "the key to  any community school pro­

gram is  the Community School D ire c to r. This in d iv id u a l is  the coor­

d in a to r and leader fo r  a ll  aspects o f the community education pro­

gram" (p. 4 1 ) . Minzey and LeTarte (1972) have argued th a t the 

key person in the development o f community education w i l l  be th a t  

o f community education d ire c to r . The community education d ire c to r  

may be c a lled  community school d ire c to r , developer, ombudsman or 

something e ls e , but he/she is  the one who is p r im a rily  responsible  

fo r  the development and implementation o f community education.

The ro le  and function th a t the superintendent assumes in a 

community education d is t r ic t  is  qu ite  d if fe r e n t  from what has been 

evident in the past. Many adm in is tra tors  are not prepared or w i l l ­

ing to change th e ir  ro le  in regard to community education. Many 

w rite rs  in  the community education f ie ld  (Minzey & Olsen, 1969;

Mel by, 1972; Moore, 1972; and Kerensky & Mel by, 1971) have suggest­

ed th a t the superintendent be ready to  share re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  and
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a u th o rity  in the process o f gaining tru e  community involvement.

Moore (1972) stated th a t "only a few adm in is tra tors  have learned

to work in such a s itu a t io n  and there  are no complete preparation

programs invo lv ing  th is  philosophical and operational approach to

adm in is tra tion" (p. 170).

Keidel (1969) sta ted  th a t in re la tio n  to  the above ro le  change

o f the superintendent, th a t:

His main re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  l i e  in the area o f o v era ll d ire c t io n ,  
tone and tempo o f the d is t r ic t ;  his c h ie f concern is  fo r  the  
atta inm ent o f formal goals and o b je c tiv es . Therefore, his prime 
function in the community school program is  to  help e s tab lish  
perspective and p r io r i t ie s ,  not manage the program i t s e l f .  In 
s h o rt, he must not be preoccupied w ith  the K-12 program but 
instead must grasp the to ta l community education concept and 
be able to perceive the school's ro le  w ith in  the broad s tru c tu re . 
T h is , o f course, w i ll  re s u lt in his involvement and lead him 
to provide the necessary budgetary means to s ta f f  and operate  
the o v e ra ll program, (p . 83)

With the importance o f the community education d ire c to r  in mind, 

and the impact o f the superintendent on community education programs, 

i t  may be im perative th a t both o f these persons m utually accept 

community education 's  pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school i f  the school 

is  to meet the professional standards fo r  goals o f community educa­

tio n  and d isp lay  the methods fo r  achieving such goals. Hence, th is  

study has attempted to determine the importance o f such mutual 

acceptance.

3. Is  i t  necessary to have school boards and community educa­

tio n  d irec to rs  m utually accept community education 's  pre fe rred  

ro le  fo r  the school i f  schools are to : meet the professional c r i ­

te r ia  fo r  community education goals, and d isp lay  the methods fo r  

achieving such goals?
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The importance o f the community education d ire c to r  to the de­

velopment and implementation o f community education programs has 

already been i l lu s t r a te d .  One must n o t, however, underestimate the 

importance o f the board o f education to the successful implementation 

o f a community education program. This importance becomes evident 

in any e ffo r ts  to expand the ro le  and function o f  the community

school. Community education requires th a t the board support w ith

money, and be involved in ,  the various programs tak ing  place. This 

involvement by the board o f education w i l l  g e nera lly  requ ire  a 

change in a ttitu d e s  p e rta in in g  to the ro le  o f  the school. Minzey 

and Olsen (1969) s ta ted  th a t:

A change in the ro le  o f the school w i ll  requ ire  a change in  
the perceived functions o f the various le v e ls  o f control and 
ad m in is tra tio n . The board o f education w i l l  need to be a 
broader decision-m aking a u th o rity  than i t  has been in the past.
The impact o f decisions from the board w i l l  a f fe c t  a w ider
audience, and the board w i l l  be c a lled  upon to provide fo r  a
range o f a c t iv i t ie s  o f a much wider scope. A change in board 
a ttitu d e  toward use o f f a c i l i t i e s ,  involvement w ith  community, 
and fin a n c ia l o b lig a tio n  w i l l  be necessary, (p. 34)

Keidel (1969) ind icated  th a t the board is  in one o f the best po­

s it io n s  to in i t i a t e  an open a tt itu d e  toward the use o f school f a c i l ­

i t i e s ,  and to promote interagency cooperation.

Because o f the school board's impact on the above m atters and 

the fa c t th a t the community education budget is  subject to  board 

approval, i t  also seems im perative th a t both the community educ­

tion  d ire c to r  and the school board m utually accept community edu­

catio n 's  pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school i f  the school is  to  meet the 

professional standards fo r  goals o f community education and d is ­
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play the methods fo r  achieving such goals. This study has, th e re ­

fo re , attempted to determine the importance o f such mutual acceptance.

4. Is i t  necessary to have superintendents and school boards 

m utually accept community education 's  pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school 

i f  schools are to meet the professional c r it e r ia  fo r  community 

education goals and d isp lay  the methods fo r  achieving such goals?

Because o f the depth o f education, the board can not make a ll  

decisions on i ts  own. The board must re ly  on the professional s ta f f  

to supply recommendations pe rta in in g  to such things as community 

education programs. The main s ta f f  member supplying such recommen­

dations is  the superintendent.

Community education, as an innovative  program, does not pre­

suppose th a t school adm in is tra tors  and p o licy  makers w i ll  auto­

m a tic a lly  accept and support the community education philosophy. 

C a r r il lo  and Heaton (1972) have emphasized the importance o f having 

such people understand and support the concept o f community education. 

Keidel (1969) sta ted  th a t:

As in  the case o f a l l  o ther in d iv id u a ls  connected w ith a 
community school, the 'open' a tt itu d e  toward the use o f f a c i l ­
i t ie s  and o ther assets must be an in te g ra l p a rt o f the super­
intendents philosophy. I t  is  extrem ely d i f f i c u l t  fo r  in te r ­
agency cooperation to be a r e a l i t y  i f  i t  is not s u f f ic ie n t ly  
stressed and exercised a t the highest le v e l.  The superin­
tendent, and, in tu rn , the board o f education, are in the best 
p os ition  to do both o f these, (p. 83)

There is ,  th e re fo re , a very im portant working re la tio n s h ip  

between the board o f education and the superintendent. Each in ­

fluences the other and both have a g reat deal o f impact on the
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nature o f  a community education program. The decisions they make 

w i l l ,  to a large  e x te n t, r e f le c t  what they b e lieve  to  be the  

appropriate  ro le  fo r  the school. These decisions w i l l ,  in  tu rn ,  

a ffe c t  the community education program.

Because o f the importance o f both board and superintendent, 

i t  seems to be necessary th a t both m utually accept community educa­

t io n 's  pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school i f  the school is  to meet the  

professional standards fo r  goals o f community education and d isp lay  

the methods fo r  achieving such goals. This study has, th e re fo re ,  

attempted to determine the importance o f such mutual acceptance. 

Hypotheses to be Inves tigated

With the preceding ra tio n a le  in mind, the in v e s tig a to r  fo r ­

mulated four te s tab le  hypotheses. These four hypotheses are:

1. There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f  main 

school decision makers' mutual acceptance o f Community Education's  

p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree to which the school 

meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education goals and 

methods o f achievement.

2. There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f 

superintendents' and community education d ire c to rs ' mutual accept­

ance o f Community Education's pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and 

the degree to which the school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  

community education goals and methods o f achievement.

3. There is  a p o s itive  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f  

school boards' and community education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance
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o f Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school and the 

degree to which the school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  

community education goals and methods o f achievement.

4 . There is a p o s itive  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f 

superintendents' and school boards' mutual acceptance o f Community 

Education's pre fe rred  ;'ole fo r  the school, and the degree to  which 

the school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education 

goals and methods o f achievement.

D e fin it io n  o f Terms

The in v e s tig a to r  has used c e rta in  terms throughout th is  paper.

The fo llow ing  d e fin it io n s  represent the message which the inves­

t ig a to r  intended to convey by the use o f such terms.

Role is  the character or function th a t a person or i n s t i ­

tu tio n  assumes.

2. Community Education is  "a process th a t concerns i t s e l f  w ith  

everything th a t a ffe c ts  the w e ll-b e in g  o f a l l  c it iz e n s  w ith in  a 

given community. This d e f in it io n  extends the ro le  o f community 

education from one o f the tra d it io n a l concepts o f teaching ch ildren  

to  one o f id e n tify in g  the needs, problems, and wants o f the community 

and then a ss is tin g  in  the developing o f f a c i l i t i e s ,  programs, s ta f f ,  

and leadership toward improving the e n tire  community" (Minzey & O lsen, 

1969, pp. 3 1 -32 ).

3. Mutual acceptance is acceptance by each person w ith  respect 

to  another or others o f a group.

4. Professional standards are the expected behaviors and ou t­
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comes o f a professional group or endeavor.

5. Mutual acceptance o f  Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  

fo r  the school is  measured by the Community School Role Congruence 

Questionnaire (CSRCQ); an instrum ent designed s p e c if ic a l ly  fo r  th is  

study. These ro le  statements are r e f le c t iv e  o f what the contemporary 

community education l i te r a tu r e  ind ica tes  should be the p re fe rred  

ro le  fo r  the school, i f  the community education process is  to take  

place . (See Appendix A .)

6 * Community school d is t r ic ts  are those 21 d is t r ic ts  in South­

west Michigan which have met the fo llow ing  set o f c r i t e r ia :  (See

Appendix B fo r  a l is t in g  o f the school d is t r ic ts  in vo lv e d .)

(a ) The school d is t r ic t  employs a t  le a s t one f u l l  time d ire c to r  

o f community education programs.

(b ) The d is t r ic t  is  l is te d  as a community education d is t r ic t  

by the Community School Development Center a t Western Michigan 

U n iv ers ity .

(c ) The school d is t r ic t  has had the community education  

d ire c to r  and the superintendent working fo r  the d is t r ic t ,  in  the same 

cap a c ity , fo r  a minimum o f two years p r io r  to the time the study

was conducted.

7. Southwest Michigan is  the area o f Michigan served by the 

Community School Development Center a t Western Michigan U n iv e rs ity . 

(See Appendix C .)

8 . Meeting the professional standards o f community education 

w ill  be determined in an eva luation  o f the 21 d is t r ic ts  involved in
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the study. The eva luation  was conducted by use o f the Community 

School D is t r ic t  Exemplariness Questionnaire (CSDEQ) and data from 

the Breakdown o f Community School Report (1 973 -74). (See Appendices 

D and E .)

9. Community education d ire c to r  is  the person id e n tif ie d  by 

the Community School Development Center a t Western Michigan U n iv ers ity  

as the person responsible fo r  the o v era ll operation o f the community 

education program.

10. Main school decision makers are considered to be the school 

board members, superintendents, and community education d ire c to rs  

in the id e n tif ie d  d is t r ic ts .

Scope and L im ita tions  o f the Study

I t  must be noted th a t the 21 community school d is t r ic ts  th a t  

were involved in th is  study were not considered to be represen tative  

o f community school d is t r ic ts  in general. The student population  

in the d is t r ic ts  ranged from approxim ately 1,300 to 34,000. The 

d is t r ic ts  were also selected from ju s t  one region o f the s ta te  o f 

Mi chi gan.

I t  is  re a liz e d  th a t there are other fac to rs  which can d e te r­

mine whether or not a d is t r ic t  is  able to meet the professional 

standards o f community education. Some o f  these factors  are:

1. Having the necessary funds in  order to  implement desired  

programs.

2 . Having a community education d ire c to r  who is  adequately  

tra in ed  to implement the desired programs o f the d is t r ic t  ( i . e . ,  

having the necessary conceptual, technica l and human s k i l ls  th a t the
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job re q u ire s ).

3. The existence o f a w illingness  on the p a rt o f other community 

agencies to cooperate w ith the school.

4. Having the community support the programs suggested in  the  

community education l i te r a tu r e .

Although there may be other fac to rs  which could have a ffe c ted  

the outcomes o f the study, the d is t r ic ts  do represent the e n tire  

population o f d is t r ic ts ,  in the region selected fo r  the study, which 

met the s e le ctio n  c r it e r ia .  I f  one or a l l  o f the hypotheses tested  

in  th is  study are accepted, then fu r th e r  study invo lv ing  d if fe r e n t  

d is t r ic ts  and procedures should be considered.

Organization o f the D isserta tion

Chapter I o f the d iss e rta tio n  was devoted to  the purpose o f  

the study, a descrip tion  o f the study, a ra tio n a le  and hypotheses 

to be in ve s tig a ted , d e fin it io n  o f term s, scope and lim ita tio n s  o f 

the study and a descrip tion  o f the o rgan ization  fo r  the remainder 

o f the d is s e r ta tio n .

Chapter I I  o f the d iss e rta tio n  is  devoted to  a review o f se­

lected l i te r a tu r e  p e rtin en t to the study. The d i f fe r e n t  areas which 

were reviewed fo r  th is  study include an overview o f the h is to ry  and 

development o f community education, the t ra d it io n a l ro le  o f the  

school in community education, and the contemporary ro le  o f the school 

in community education. The adoption o f educational innovations, 

the fac to rs  re la te d  to success o f community education programs, 

school a dm in is tra to r acceptance o f the community education phi 1o-
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sophy, and ro le  o f superintendents, school boards and comnunity 

education d irec to rs  in implementing community education programs 

are also thoroughly covered. F in a lly ,  the c h a ra c te r is tic s  o f 

community education in Michigan and the importance o f congruence 

o f ro le  expectations are also mentioned.

Chapter I I I  o f the d is s e rta tio n  is  devoted to  the design o f the 

study, This included the selection  procedure, the method o f data  

c o lle c t io n , the development o f the instruments used, the hypotheses 

in ve s tig a ted , and the methods used to  analyze the data.

Chapter IV o f the d is s e rta tio n  contains the findings from the  

two data c o lle c tio n  methods, an analysis  o f those findings and the  

evaluation o f the hypotheses.

Chapter V of the d is s e rta tio n  presents a summary o f the re su lts  

o f the study, conclusions based on such re s u lts , and recommendations 

fo r  fu r th e r  study.

The appendices contain a d d itio n a l ta b le s , the raw data and 

copies o f the data c o lle c t io n  instrum ents.
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CHAPTER I I  

Review o f the L ite ra tu re

Introduction

In the process o f reviewing the re la ted  l i te r a tu r e  fo r  th is  study, 

the fo llow ing  nine areas were covered: the h is to ry  o f community educa­

t io n , community education in M ichigan, the changing ro le  fo r  the commun­

i t y  school, fa c to rs  re la te d  to  the success o f community education pro­

grams, the ro le  o f the superintendent in community education, the ro le  

o f the school board in community education, the ro le  o f  the community 

education d ire c to r  in community education, the importance o f agreement 

concerning the ro le  o f the community school, and the adoption o f edu­

cational innovations as i t  re la te s  to the community education movement. 

History  o f Community Education

During the past three to four decades, there has been a move­

ment in the f ie ld  o f education th a t has attempted to bring the bene­

f i t s  o f learn ing  and education to  a la rg e r portion o f the American 

pu b lic . This trend is  g en era lly  re ferred  to as community education.

The idea o f community education, however, is  not a new one fo r  there  

have been some forms o f the concept evident throughout much o f the  

h isto ry  o f man. Hunt (1968) mentioned th a t community schools may 

have been f i r s t  implemented in the days o f the Greek philosophers.

Totten and Manley (1969) described th is  s itu a t io n , wherein the e a r ly  

Greeks and Romans displayed evidence o f the concept. These two 

authors described the fo llow ing  a ttitu d e  o f the philosophers o f the tim e:

Some o f  the ancient philosophers viewed education as a process 
o f bu ild ing  up a sense o f  community re s p o n s ib ility . They agreed

15
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th a t the t r u ly  educated man was one who was s o c ia lly  moral and 
determined to make his soc ie ty  b e tte r  fo r  having liv e d  in i t .
They were aware o f the potency o f education as a force in 
shaping socie ty  and advocated an educational system th a t would 
be c lo s e ly  in touch w ith  the wants and needs o f soc ie ty . They 
believed that, people could be taught to  re ly  upon th e ir  own 
in te llig e n c e  and a b i l i t ie s  to  overcome th e ir  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  (p . 15)

The concept o f community education as we know i t  today, however,

is  based on a developmental process th a t is  qu ite  unique to American

education., Seay (1974) s tated th a t:

The curren t American concept o f community education has deve l­
oped out o f three centuries  o f  experience w ith  schools and 
w ith nonschool agencies th a t have performed various educational 
functions fo r  the people o f  communities. O r ig in a lly ,  o f course, 
the American school grew out o f the desire  o f small communities 
to augment the teachings o f the home and church by provid ing  
somewhat more formal opportun ities  ( in  classrooms) fo r  agents o f  
the community (teachers) to s tim u la te  and guide the lea rn ing  o f  
young c it iz e n s , (p . 19)

Because the schools were given the re s p o n s ib ility  to perform  

the above d u tie s , community education has a h is to ry  o f being empha­

sized most s trongly  in the schools. The f i r s t  community schools or 

community centers , as they were sometimes c a lle d , date back to the 

days o f the e a r ly  s e t t le rs  o f th is  country. Berridge (1969) c la r i ­

fie d  the development o f community education by s ta tin g  th a t only  

when the term is  used broadly can one say th a t community education 

began in the Colonial period . This broad use o f the term merely  

re fe rs  to the p u b lic 's  use o f school f a c i l i t i e s  fo r  general commun­

i t y  purposes.

Solberg (1970) has also been one to s ta te  th a t since the p u b lic 's  

use o f school f a c i l i t i e s  fo r  general community purposes can be dated 

back to the e a r ly  1600 's in th is  country, th a t the community school,
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th e re fo re , has a tra d it io n  o f dating back to  th a t e ra . Cubberly 

(1927) stated th a t "the f i r s t  recorded use o f school f a c i l i t i e s  fo r  

a d u lt evening school was reported in Providence, Rhode Is la n d , in

1810" (p. 1) .

There was evidence during the la te  1800's , th e re fo re , th a t the  

school was s t a t in g  to  make i ts  f a c i l i t i e s  a v a ila b le  to  more and 

more people and fo r  d i f fe r e n t  reasons than strengthening the moral 

f ib r e  o f ch ild re n . I t  was during th is  time th a t pub lic  funds fo r  

the support o f evening ad u lt programs were f i r s t  appropriated . The 

Chicago Board o f Education f i r s t  in i t ia t e d  such a program, and fo llo w ­

ing th is  breakthrough, more permissive laws were passed by several 

s ta te  le g is la tu re s  fo r  the purpose o f provid ing public  support fo r  

evening programs (Mann, 1956).

Decker wrote the fo llow ing  concerning two major movements which 

la id  a firm  foundation fo r  the developing community school concept:

At about th is  same period o f tim e, two other movements, the 
S ettlem ent House Movement and the Playground Movement had th e ir  
beginnings in the urban areas o f the country. Each contained 
elements th a t are now part o f Community Education. The S e t t le -  

' ment Houses provided a kind o f community center fo r  the under­
p r iv ile g e d  and poverty s tricken  and o ffered  them social and 
educational serv ices. The Playground Movement attempted to 
bring about social adjustments through the organ ization  of 
socia l a c t iv i t ie s .  (Decker, 1972, p. 37)

Hunt (1968) wrote on the increased use o f school f a c i l i t i e s

during the e arly  1900's:

In 1905 Chicago constructed a 'fie ld h o u s e ' to u t i l i z e  indoor 
play equipment. C ity  fa thers  soon re a liz e d  they had financed  
two s tructures  fo r  play and education and th a t one was f u l l  
w hile  the other was empty. This uneconomical fa c t  led to  the  
' .  . . u t i l iz a t io n  o f the school house as a 's o c ia l center' 
f i r s t  in Rochester, New York in 1 907-09 '. Community centers in
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Chicago and New York in the years 1916-1918 used the school 
p lan ts . Between 1913 and 1917 there  were 2 ,622 centers in  
the c it y  schools, (p . 4)

One can re a d ily  see th a t the types c f  a c t iv i t ie s  th a t were 

going on during th is  time were c ru c ia l step;- in bu ild ing  the commun­

i t y  education philosophy.

Hunt (1968) and Seay (1974) both emphasized th a t the community 

school movement was to be given added support during the depression 

years o f the 1930's when the Sloan Foundation financed p ro jec ts  to 

remedy some o f the depressed liv in g  conditions in the ru ra l areas 

o f Vermont, Kentucky and F lo rid a .

Seay (1974) gave a very thorough account o f the many types o f 

experiments and p ro jects  th a t were tak ing  place in many d if fe r e n t  

parts o f the country during the 1930's . Many o f the p ro jects  were 

attem pting to  accomplish the types o f things fo r  people th a t char­

a c te r iz e  community education, even though they d id n 't  c a ll i t  th a t.

The community school during th is  period began to take a form 

th a t would be more re a d ily  recognized by community educators today. 

Campbell (1963) wrote:

1. Community schools in the e a r ly  days were organized around 
le g it im a te  communities, le g it im a te  communities being defined
by socio log is ts  as communities where there  is  a doctor, d e n tis t ,  
hardware store and other in s t itu t io n s  th a t cause people to  
come to the common center fo r  s p e c ia l is t ic  serv ices.

2 . Most community schools were located in  ru ra l areas.

3. A commanding purpose o f the community school in the past 
was to  shore up the community. This was done in many ways.
Leaders from the school assisted w ith  plans to  a t t r a c t  new 
in d u s tries  to the community. In some instances the super­
intendent and his s ta f f  estab lished  or helped to  e s tab lish  a 
s o ils  te s tin g  lab o ra to ry , a cannery, a fre e z e r  p la n t, an
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a r t i f i c i a l  breeders a ssoc ia tion , a m ilk  te s tin g  lab o ra to ry , 
a farm accounting system, a serv ice  bureau fo r  business firms  
and a health center. Many people from the school, pup ils  as 
w e ll ,  helped to b e au tify  the community.

Frequently, the f i r s t  step in community development was to  
organize a community c ouncil, established p r im a r ily  to give  
voice to  a l l  agencies. I t  has been reported th a t a high school 
p rin c ip a l made 290 personal v is its  c a llin g  on every fam ily  
represented in his school, asking what in th e ir  opinion the 
school might do to serve the community more adequately.

4. Learning in these e a r ly  community schools was id e n tif ie d  
w ith community l iv in g . Students learned about s ta te , n a tio n a l,  
and in te rn a tio n a l problems and th e ir  solu tions by drawing up 
analogies from l i f e  in the community. I t  was assumed th a t the 
human re la tio n s  context in the community was the same as th a t  
in o ther s e ttin g s .

The f i r s t  d e f in it io n  given fo r  a community school th a t the

author came across was one given by E ls ie  R. Clapp in Community

Schools in Action (1939):

What does a community school do? F ir s t  o f a l l ,  i t  meets as 
best i t  can, and w ith  everyone's he lp , the urgent needs o f  
people, fo r  i t  holds th a t everything th a t a ffe c ts  the w elfa re  
o f the ch ildren  and th e ir  fa m ilie s  is  i t s  concern. Where 
does school end and l i f e  outside begin? There is no d is t in c t io n  
between them. A community school is  a used p lace , a place  
fre e ly  and in fo rm a lly  fo r  a l l  the needs o f l iv in g  and learn in g . 
I t  is ,  in e f fe c t ,  the place where l iv in g  and learn ing  converge, 
(p . 89)

This was a time when the community school began to be recognized as 

a major force in g e ttin g  people to  help themselves.

The depression o f the 1930's made i t  necessary, or convenient, 

fo r  people to  turn to the schools fo r  assistance in m atters other 

than teaching th e ir  c h ild re n . People became in te res te d  in the true  

p o te n tia l o f the school in helping w ith the lea rn ing  needs o f adults  

and also w ith  re cre a tio n . School f a c i l i t i e s  were beginning to  be 

used more fu l ly  throughout the country and the community school
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movement began to show i t s  tru e  p o te n tia l (B errid g e , 1969; Seay, 

1974).

The nature o f the school during th is  time was discussed by

Thrasher (1974) when he re fle c te d  back on the period by s ta tin g :

Economic conditions in the e a r ly  1930's generated a c t iv i t ie s  
th a t can c le a r ly  be id e n t if ie d  as a p a rt o f the function o f 
the true Community School. Adults and secondary youth were 
involved in many educational and re cre a tio n a l pursu its  th a t  
revolved around planning and lin k in g  w ith  the school to provide  
avenues to meet th e ir  needs. Examples o f such a c t iv i t ie s  th a t 
were carried  out were: in s tru c tio n  in  home canning o f meats 
and vegetables, the organ ization  o f town teams in organized 
sports fo r men and women, and the q u ilt in g  bees staged a t the 
school on weekends, (p . 11)

There d e f in ite ly  was coming in to  being during the 1 930 's and 

e a rly  1940 's a new philosophic trend known as the community school. 

Olsen (1954) d istinguished between the three  major philosophic  

trends in American school education during the f i r s t  h a lf  o f the 

tw en tieth  century in the fo llow ing  manner:

1. T ra d itio n a l School: i t  was dominant u n til  about 1910.
I t  was book-centered and re la te d  w ith the community by 
studying community m a teria ls  in the classroom.

2. Progressive School: i t  was dominant from about 1920 to 
1930. I t  was ch ild -ce n te red  ra th e r  than book-centered and 
re la te d  school and community by studying community m ateria ls  
and by using the community resource people, taking f ie ld  
t r ip s ,  taking surveys, and tak ing  ch ild ren  camping.

3. Community School: gained prominence about 1940. Rather 
than ju s t being c h ild -ce n te red , i t  was m ainly l ife -c e n te re d .
I t  re la ted  school and community by studying community m ater­
ia ls ,  by using the community in the way o f resource people, 
work experience e t c . ,  by serving the community in the form
o f improvement pro jects  and making the school a community cen­
t e r ,  and involved the community w ith  lay  p a r tic ip a tio n  and 
community coord ination , (p . 12)

Many o f the authors re fe rre d  to thus fa r  have ind icated  th a t
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the community school movement had what can best be described as a 

haphazard and unorganized beginning. There were what could be 

re fe rre d  to  as community schools in many d i f fe r e n t  parts  o f the 

country, and there were agencies and foundations supporting pro­

je c ts  which had the best in te re s ts  o f community education in mind.

But the community school concept was not in any way reaching the 

number o f schools and school d is t r ic ts  th a t i t  should have. Thrasher 

(1974) wrote th a t "there is  no doubt th a t Community School/Commun­

i ty  Education has exis ted  in some degree in many places. I t  is  only  

in more recent times th a t there has emerged a more organized and 

system atic approach to planning and implementing the Community School 

concept" (p. 11).

This absence o f an organized and system atic approach, however, 

may not have helped the growing pains o f the community school/ 

community education movement; fo r  up u n til recent times the need 

fo r  organized community school/community education programs has not 

been as g reat as i t  is  now. VanVoorhees (1972) wrote:

There are many reasons why the philosophies o f community schools 
and community education haven't been developed and tested .
When the concept(s) was f i r s t  appearing, in exp loratory  form, 
in p r in t  during the 2 0 's and 3 0 's, the idea l opportunity  p re ­
sented i t s e l f .  The depression s truck— but Community Education 
w asn't ready and so the government stepped in and, under a 
m ultitude o f t i t l e s ,  w ith in  the New Deal, ( e .g . ,  CCC, WPA and 
Social S ecu rity ) met many o f the n a tio n a l, loca l and ind iv idua l 
needs o f people through programs s im ila r  to those th a t might 
take place in community schools or develop from the Community 
Education process.

With the dec la ration  o f war in 1941, our nation was in s ta n tly  
united  in a common cause. The problem (the  enemy) was e a s ily  
id e n t i f ie d —jobs were p le n t i fu l ,  our needs and goals were 
common. Community Education and community schools o f sorts
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were tak ing  p lace , though under t i t l e s  and o rg a n iz a tio n s  such 
as USO, Adult Education, Canteens and bond d r iv e s . Community 
involvement was in tense , national pride  was high , a d u lts  were 
involved 1n the armed forces or m i li t a r y  production and youths 
were involved in c o lle c tin g  war m a te r ia ls . We were a l l  involved  
in something akin to  Community Education but no one knew what 
to  c a ll i t .  (pp. 18-19)

This is  not to say th a t the community school movement d ied  

during th is  p eriod , fo r  there were many ways in which the school 

took p a rt in helping people during the depression and in v o lv in g  

people during World War I I  (B erridge , 1969; Seay, 1974). I t  was 

during the 1930 's , fo r  example, th a t Frank Manley was i n i t i a t i n g  the  

community school concept in F l in t ,  Michigan. This program , w ith  

fin a n c ia l support from the Mott Foundation, was the seed f o r  growth 

and p o p u la rity  o f the community school movement as i t  is  known today. 

The F l in t  program w i ll  be discussed in  a la t e r  section o f  t h i s  chap­

te r  in more d e ta i l .

I t  was not u n til  1966 th a t community educators from around the 

country f e l t  i t  was im perative th a t they form a na tiona l o rg a n iz a tio n  

through which the community school concept could grow. T h is  o r­

g a n izatio n , now known as the National Community Education A s so cia tio n  

(NCEA), is  the basis fo r  the organized community education movement 

in the country today.

Weaver (1974) wrote about the need fo r  tra in ed  lea d e rs  in  the 

f ie ld  o f community education in order to meet the demands fro m  

around the country fo r  such people. Because o f the type o f  demo­

graphic and socio log ical changes which have taken place in  th is  coun­

t r y  during the past few years, the community education movement has
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experienced such a ra te  o f growth th a t i t  1s d i f f i c u l t  to  fin d  

tra in ed  adm in is tra tors  fo r  programs. During the f is c a l year 1971-72, 

there were 528 school d is t r ic ts  in  th is  country id e n t if ie d  as having 

community education programs. This number is  expected to increase  

to  2 ,600 by 1977-78 (M ott Foundation, 1972). With federal funding  

o f community education and continued support o f the Mott Foundation, 

the growth o f community education w i ll  continue.

Despite the growth o f community education, there e x is ts  through­

out the f ie ld  a problem o f d e f in it io n  o f the concept. One o f the  

main problems is  in the d is t in c t io n  between community education and 

community schools. Minzey (1972) d istinguished between the two 

by s ta tin g  th a t "community education is  the educational concept: 

community school is  the veh ic le  by which many services o f community 

education are de liv ere d " (p . 152). Minzey and LeTarte (1972) also  

wrote th a t:

U n fo rtu n a te ly , the strengths and weaknesses o f  Community Edu­
cation  have o ften  been examined w ithout th is  basic step (d e f i ­
n it io n  o f the te rm ). As a re s u lt ,  Community Education has s u f­
fered  more from misconceptions and misunderstandings than fo r  
any other reason. Many a c t iv i t ie s  have been fa ls e ly  labe led  
as Community Education, and many Community Education persons 
have promoted as Community Education things which f a l l  short 
o f the complete d e f in it io n . Consequently, Community Educators 
have fre q u e n tly  had to  defend th e ir  existence in the l ig h t  o f 
fa ls e  conceptions and misunderstandings about the true  meaning 
o f Community Education and i ts  p o te n tia l,  (p . 3)

In another a r t ic le ,  Minzey (1974) s tated th a t too many times

Community Education programs are merely programs in ad u lt education

or re cre a tio n ; and, th e re fo re , can and should not be re fe rre d  to  as

true  community education programs. In the same a r t ic le ,  Minzey went
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on to  describe the curren t status o f community education by 

w rit in g :

To best describe the current status o f Community Education, 
one must take in to  account the dramatic change in the concept 
over the past few years. Community Education has moved from 
programs which were added on to the reg u la r school schedule to  
a philosophical concept th a t has changed the ro le  o f the 
public  schools. Schools which were p r im a rily  responsible fo r  
the lim ite d  education o f the ch ildren  o f our communities between 
the ages o f f iv e  and sixteen have now perceived an add itio n a l 
re s p o n s ib ility  o f provid ing fo r  the educational needs o f a l l  
members o f the community. In a d d itio n , these community education 
oriented  schools have addressed themselves to the problems of 
community service and community development. This does not 
mean th a t schools are to  be 'a l l  things to  a l l  people.' However, 
i t  does imply th a t community schools should provide a c a ta ly t ic  
and coordinating ro le  fo r  the community, acknowledging a respon­
s ib i l i t y  to  see th a t community needs are id e n tif ie d  and d e a lt  
w ith more e f fe c t iv e ly ,  (p. 7)

The emphasis in the community education movement, th e re fo re , 

is  not one o f merely having schools open to the public  fo r  educa­

tio n a l and recreatio n al purposes, but ra th e r expands the ro le  o f  the 

school in to  areas th a t more re a d ily  ty p if ie s  the current community 

education concept.

Seay (1974) wrote th a t the community education concept is  

d i f f i c u l t  to define because any d e f in it io n  tends to r e s t r ic t  the 

concept. Seay (1974) s ta te d , however, th a t the community school 

concept has t ru ly  evolved in to  a community education concept and, 

th e re fo re , provided th is  d e f in it io n :  "Community Education is  the

process th a t achieves a balance and a use o f a l l  in s t itu t io n a l  

forces in the education of the p e o p le --a ll o f the p e o p le --o f the  

community" (p . 11).

The d e fin it io n  o f community education has gone through a type

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



25

o f metamorphosis th a t often  accompanies innovative  ideas. The

change has extended the ro le  and the p o te n tia l o f the schools.

Community education is  no longer re s tr ic te d  to the community school

even though i t  is  the most common agent. For purposes o f th is  study,

the author views community education in the fo llow ing  way:

Community education is  a process th a t concerns i t s e l f  w ith  
everything th a t a ffe c ts  the w ell-b e in g  o f a l l  c it iz e n s  w ith in  
a given community. This d e fin it io n  extends the ro le  o f commun­
i t y  education from one o f the t ra d it io n a l concepts o f teaching  
ch ild ren  to one o f id e n tify in g  the needs, problems, and wants 
o f the community and then a ss is tin g  in the developing o f  
f a c i l i t i e s ,  programs, s t a f f ,  and leadership toward improving 
the e n tire  community. (Minzey & O lsen, 1969, pp. 31-32)

The above d e fin it io n  very accurately  and p re c is e ly  characterizes  

community education as described in the current l i te r a tu r e .  There 

a re , however, many school d is t r ic ts  which have considered themselves 

to  be community education d is t r ic ts  when in fa c t  they are no more 

than t r a d it io n a l school d is t r ic ts  which are now provid ing a d u lt 

education and re creation  a c t iv i t ie s .  The reasons fo r  th is  are many, 

but one o f the main ones is  th a t in those d is t r ic ts ,  there does not 

e x is t a true  understanding o f what community education is  and what 

i t  can do. At the same tim e, there are many d is t r ic ts  which are 

d e f in i te ly  engaged in the true  community education process and have 

experienced success by doing so.

Regardless o f the many changes th a t the community education 

concept has undergone, there  are some ideas about community education 

which have been present throughout i ts  e vo lu tio n . Seay (1974) has 

id e n t if ie d  the fo llow ing  s ix  " s ig n ific a n t threads from the commun­

i t y  education movement":

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



26

1. The community school recognized in  actual programming the 
basic fa c t  th a t education is  a continuous process.

2 . Educational ob jectives  were sta ted  in terms o f desired  
changes in  behavior.

3. Educational a c t iv i t ie s ,  supported by appropriate  in s tru c t­
ional m a te r ia ls , were based upon the problems, needs, and 
in te re s ts  o f those fo r  whom they were planned.

4 . The school served the community and the community served 
thd school.

5. A local community provided a focal po in t fo r  understanding 
oth e r, la rg e r  communities o f people.

6 . The community school challenged school and community leaders, 
(p . 28)

There has also been recent evidence (Weaver & Seay, 1.974) th a t  

community education is  tending to move toward a community based oper­

a tion  ra th e r than a school based one. There are a few communities 

experim enting w ith such programs throughout the country. Weaver con­

cluded from a nationwide study, which he conducted in 1972, th a t "the 

community education program o f the fu tu re  w i l l  be developed coop­

e r a t iv e ly  among the community, the school, and other agencies w ith  

le g it im a te  educational aims" (Weaver & Seay, 1974, p. 134).

Community education programs, th e re fo re , do not have to be 

coordinated by an in d iv id u a l located in a school b u ild in g , but 

do requ ire  someone w ith  the conceptual and technica l s k i l ls  needed 

to gain the cooperation th a t Weaver a lluded to  (Weaver & S eay , 1974). 

Community Education in  Michigan

Michigan has long been considered the forerunner in the commun­

i t y  education movement as we know i t  today. I t  was in Michigan 

where the f i r s t  attempts were made to implement community schools on
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a large  scale  in  order to  serve more people. There were, however, 

some very successful experiments being conducted in o ther parts  of 

the country a t the same time th a t community education began to 

develop in Michigan; because o f a v a r ie ty  o f fa c to rs , however, i t  

was in Michigan where the community school concept displayed prom­

inen t success. Because o f th is ,  and because th is  study deals w ith  

community education programs in M ichigan, the development o f commun­

i ty  education in  Michigan is  worthy o f more discussion.

One o f the pro jects  in i t ia te d  in Michigan which experienced 

re la t iv e  success was an experiment conducted w ith  a grant from the 

W.K. Kellogg Foundation and in cooperation w ith  the Michigan S tate  

Board o f Education. This program was intended to determine the  

po te n tia l o f the community school concept. The p ro jec t was funded 

in Ju ly , 1945 in f iv e  separate communities throughout Michigan 

(Seay & Crawford, 1954). These f iv e  communities were, th e re fo re , 

lab o ra to rie s  fo r  studying the e ffe c ts  o f community education and 

determining the best means fo r  implementing community school programs. 

Seay and Crawford (1954) wrote:

As the program was being c arried  out many o f the expected 
re su lts  o f the experiment were re a liz e d . At the same tim e, 
new insigh ts  concerning the procedures whereby communities 
develop educational programs to solve problems were gained.
(p. 15)

Provisions fo r  continued leadership was not ev id e n t, however, fo r  

some o f the programs involved in the experiment have since been 

discontinued.

Another Michigan program which was mentioned b r ie f ly  in a
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previous sec tion , was the F l in t ,  Michigan community school program. 

This program was in i t ia t e d  by the la te  Frank J. Manley who in  1927 

was employed in  the F l in t  public school system as a physical edu­

cation in s tru c to r . Mr. Manley saw ch ild ren  p laying in the s tree ts  

w hile  a t the same tim e the school playgrounds were locked (M inardo, 

1972). In 1935, Charles Stewart Mott provided the finances needed 

to  open the school playgrounds fo r  use by ch ildren  in supervised 

re cre atio n al a c t iv i t ie s .  Funds from the Mott Foundation and the F l in t  

Board o f Education have continued to make F l in t  the primary model fo r  

community education programs in the country.

In 1970-71, 1 ,300 d if fe r e n t  classes were o ffered  in  the F l in t  

schools to  an enro llm ent o f 90,000 people. Adult education classes 

constitu ted  an enro llm ent o f 10,000 people, and people were g e tting  

the opportunity  to rece ive  high school diplomas who otherwise would 

not have been (Cam pbell, 1972).

The community school program in F l in t  has experienced many o f 

the same growing pains th a t the community education philosophy in  

general has experienced. Thrasher (1974) described th is  change by 

w rit in g :

The Mott Foundation Program came in to  being in the Community 
School area because school f a c i l i t i e s  were not being made 
a v a ila b le  fo r  use in the community other than during the reg­
u la r  school day. The concept has evolved in to  a broader perspect­
ive  from th a t beginning. 'Community Education' as described in 
the most recent pub lica tio n  o f the Foundation, is  involved  
w ith re c re a tio n , w e lfa re , employment, c u ltu ra l a r ts ,  c h ild  care , 
health  counseling, le is u re , lega l a id , senior c it iz e n s , and job  
tra in in g , (p . 11)

Campbell (1972) w rote: " I t  is  tru e  th a t F l in t  did not begin
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th is  operation w ith  a fu l l - f le d g e d  concept o f community education. 

Rather, the leaders d r if te d  in to  i t "  (p. 195). This descrip tion  

o f the F l in t  program is  intended to portray  the a b i l i t y  o f the edu­

cational leaders in F l in t  to recognize the p o te n tia l o f community 

education and not r e s t r ic t  themselves to the old community school 

concept. The F l in t  program has been an e x c e lle n t example o f a school 

d is t r ic t  which has d istinguished between the provision o f programs 

fo r  adults and the community education process. In w rit in g  an a r t ic le  

fo r  the Community Education Journal, the P resident o f the F l in t  

Board o f Education wrote:

The approach to Community Education is  evo lu tio n ary . One
has only to look a t the development o f Community Education
in F l in t  over a period o f some 37 years to  see th is  v e r i f ie d .  
F l in t  did not, in 1935, have the scope o f programs, services  
and f a c i l i t i e s  i t  now has. As an example, i t  was a fu l l  15 
years a f te r  Charles Stewart Mott made his f i r s t  grant to the  
school board th a t the board began a large  scale b u ild ing  pro­
je c t  th a t incorporated the needed space fo r  Community Educa­
tio n  as i t  had been envis io ned --a  program approach. Now, 28 
new schools la t e r ,  a process approach is  emerging, born out 
o f a 1972 look a t urban F l in t .  (H a rr is , 1974, pp. 17-18)

F l in t  had many tra d itio n s  to break in  order to  move to th is  

process approach, since i t  was steeped in the tra d it io n  o f p rov id ­

ing programs only. The author does not be lieve  th a t a school d is ­

t r i c t  must necessarily  go through the stage o f provid ing programs 

before i t  begins process. In fa c t ,  many community education programs

are i n i t i a l l y  formed w ith the process o f community education b u i l t  in .

Michigan was one o f s ix  s ta te s , as o f 1971, in which there  was 

s ta te  funding o f community education programs (Pappadakis, 1971).

This funding has helped many new programs get going and has helped
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to  improve e x is tin g  programs in community school d is t r ic ts .

The success th a t the F l in t  community education program has 

enjoyed has been witnessed by thousands o f v is ito rs  to  F l in t  each 

year fo r  the past several years. The pop u la rity  and the exposure 

o f the F l in t  program has made i t  possible to prove the p o te n tia l o f  

community education so th a t ju s t  re ce n tly  the community education  

philosophy has been incorporated in to  our federal education program 

(R ie g le , 1974).

Michigan has also been the tra in in g  ground, so to  speak, fo r  

educators in te res te d  in  becoming leaders in  the community education  

f ie ld .  In 1964 the seven s ta te  u n iv e rs it ie s  in M ichigan, through 

funding from the Mott Foundation, began tra in in g  programs in the  

f ie ld  o f community education. By making i t  possible to learn  about 

community education, as p racticed  in  F l in t ,  more than f iv e  hundred 

in terns  have been e nro lled  in  f u l l  time masters or doctoral programs 

a t the seven s ta te  u n iv e rs it ie s . In a d d itio n , 1,105 students have 

been enro lled  in part time in te rn  programs d ir e c t ly  re la te d  to  

community education (Campbell, 1972).

Many o f the students tra in e d  in  Michigan have taken positions  

as community school d ire c to rs , superintendents, p r in c ip a ls , or s ta te  

department personnel. This has d e f in i te ly  strengthened community 

education programs and e ffo r ts  in Michigan as w ell as in other parts  

o f the country.

Michigan also contains more regional centers (4 ) and cooperating  

centers (1 ) than any o ther s ta te , which makes i t  possible to  service
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more o f those school d is t r ic ts  which have o r are planning community 

education programs. These centers a s s is t community education d is ­

t r ic ts  by means o f consultant work, in -s e rv ic e  programs and news 

le t te r s  concerning current developments w ith in  th e ir  area.

The school d is t r ic ts  included in th is  study are serviced by 

the regional center located a t Western Michigan U n iv ers ity . This  

center assumes the re s p o n s ib ility  o f a ss is tin g  in the job upgrad­

ing and improving community education programs w ith in  i t s  region .

In 1974 the Michigan Community School Education Association  

(MCSEA) submitted a position  paper co the S ta te  Department o f Edu­

catio n . I t  was hoped th a t the paper would be accepted as re presen t­

a tiv e  o f the position  Michigan would take concerning the community 

education concept. In th is  pos ition  paper (MCSEA, 1974) there was 

a ra th e r c le a r statement concerning the pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the commun­

i t y  school in Michigan. The statement read as fo llow s:

The community school plays a c ru c ia l ro le  in implementing 
community education. The ro le  is  l im ite d  because schools are 
only one o f many substantia l 'ed u ca tive ' in fluences o f the  
community and the schools do not and cannot control these 
o ther educative in fluences . However, the community school can 
seek arrangements th a t maximize the p o te n tia l fo r  in d iv id u a ls  
in the community. The community school plays a c a ta ly t ic  ro le  
in  working w ith c it iz e n s  and community agencies to improve 
o pportun ities  fo r  a l l  age le v e ls . (MCSEA, 1974, pp. 4 -5 )

The paper summarized i ts  position  on the ro le  o f the community school:

In summary, community schools are a p a r t ia l  expression o f the 
ov era ll philosophical concept c a lled  Community Education. Commun­
i t y  schools act in a c a ta ly t ic ,  f a c i l i t a t iv e  and sometimes in a 
coord inative  manner w ith c it iz e n s , agencies, e tc . to re la te  
community conditions to community resources, avoiding d u p lica tio n  
o f e f f o r t ,  improving e x is tin g  serv ice  and a ss is tin g  in c rea tin g  
new programs when needed. (MCSEA, 1974, p. 7)
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The Changing Role fo r  the Community School

The public  school system in th is  country has re ce n tly  come 

under heavy a ttack  from educators and non-educators a lik e .  The 

school has been c r it ic iz e d  fo r  fa i l in g  to meet the educational and 

liv in g  needs o f youth in today's w orld , and is  now being given the  

charge fo r  a c c o u n ta b ility . Although there are many things th a t the 

schools cannot and should not be held accountable fo r ,  the schools 

in  th is  country d e f in i te ly  have not been as productive as they might 

have been. The schools have been slow to change in order to  meet 

the needs o f a changing technological society.

Since the schools have not been w ill in g  or able  to meet the  

demands o f so c ie ty , o th er, more opportun is tic  people have in s t i ­

tu ted  agencies which are attem pting to meet such demands. Boles 

(1973) wrote:

On every hand are evidences o f s p in -o ff from 'the  schools' in  
the form o f agencies developed to  help people learn--spun o f f  
because (1 ) the purpose o f the schools has become ir re le v a n t  
to large  numbers o f lea rn e rs , (2 ) the need fo r  learn ing  extends 
beyond the age leve ls  which the schools were designed to  serve, 
and (3 ) there is  money in i t .  (p . 24)

The schools in th is  country are changing, however slow i t  may 

be, and have changed throughout h is to ry . The functions and purposes 

o f schools a re , th e re fo re , qu ite  d if fe r e n t  than they were 100 years ago.

For purposes o f th is  study, the tra n s it io n  in the ro le  o f the  

public  school during the period immediately preceeding the turn  o f 

the century w ill  be discussed. For the m a jo rity  o f people attending  

school p r io r  to th a t tim e, the schools functioned in  a ra th e r lim ite d  

ro le . The schools assumed the main function and re s p o n s ib ility  o f
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provid ing the basic s k i l ls  necessary fo r  a c h ild  to  secure some

type o f employment.

Thayer and L e v it (1966) ra th e r c le a r ly  described the nature o f

the school during co lo n ia l times by w rit in g :

Again we should bear in mind th a t although the re lig io u s  motive 
loomed large  in le g is la t io n , other in te res ts  were also opera­
t iv e .  The New Englander was determined th a t ch ildren  acquire  
the means fo r  s e lf-su p p o rt. Consequently, a l l  compulsory 
educational le g is la t io n  provided th a t parents or guardians 
who fa i le d  to teach th e ir  ch ild ren  the elements o f some law­
fu l c a l l in g , lab o r, or employment should be deprived o f th e ir  
guardianship and the ch ildren  apprenticed to  someone more 
responsible, (p. 102)

Parents, th e re fo re , looked to the schools to  a ss is t them and 

share in th is  re s p o n s ib ility . Today, the schools s t i l l  must assume 

th is  ro le , but during the turn o f the century the w ritin g s  and p h ilo ­

sophy o f John Dewey began to  shed a new l ig h t  on the in te r r e la te d ­

ness o f school and community. Dewey (1916) wrote:

The development w ith in  the young o f a ttitu d e s  and d isp o s i­
tions  necessary to the continuous and progressive l i f e  o f a 
socie ty  cannot take place by d ire c t conveyance o f b e lie fs ,  
emotions, and knowledge. I t  takes place through the in te r ­
mediary o f the environment. The environment consists o f  the  
sum to ta l o f conditions which are concerned in the execu­
tio n  o f the a c t iv i ty  c h a ra c te r is tic  o f the l iv in g  being. The 
social environment consists o f a l l  the a c t iv i t ie s  o f fe llo w  
beings th a t are bound up in carry ing  on the a c t iv i t ie s  o f any 
one o f i ts  members. I t  is  t r u ly  educative in  i t s  e f fe c t ,  in  
i t s  e f fo r t s ,  in the degree in which an in d iv id u a l shares 
or p a rtic ip a te s  in some co n jo in t a c t iv i ty ,  the ind iv idua l 
appropriates the purposes which actuates i t ,  becomes fa m ilia r  
w ith i ts  methods and subject m atters, acquires needed s k i l l ,  
and is  saturated w ith  i ts  emotional s p ir i t ,  (p. 26)

The r e a liz a t io n  by educators th a t the process and the impor­

tance o f lea rn ing  are so c lose ly  in te rtw ined  w ith  a person's exper­

iences, resu lted  in the progressive school era (O lsen, 1954). This
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was a time when the foundation o f the community education ph iloso ­

phy was formed. This was a time when one o f the most im portant 

threads o f community education became evident (Seay, 1974).

Another d is t in c t io n  between the tra d it io n a l school and the 

community school was discussed by Minzey and Olsen (1969) in the 

fo llo w in g :

I t  is  l ik e ly  th a t the development o f community education in  
schools begins w ith  a concern fo r  the ch ildren  and an exten­
sion o f school services and a c t iv i t ie s .  The tra d it io n a l school 
m aintains a primary concern fo r  the 'th re e  r ' s ' and in fa c t  
often  p u b lic ly  disclaim s re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  fo r  other fac to rs  
in  the c h ild 's  environment. In the tra d it io n a l frame o f r e fe r ­
ence, moral values are described as the re s p o n s ib ility  o f the 
church, health problems as w ith in  the domain o f the parents, 
and recreation  and employment as being w ith in  the province o f 
o ther public agencies, (p. 32)

There a re, indeed, many educators who continue to advocate the 

is o la tio n  o f the school by leaving the concerns o f h e a lth , re cre ­

a t io n , home problems, community problems, e tc . to other agencies.

Just as the school cannot operate independently from these agencies, 

these agencies must be aware o f what is  happening in the school.

The ro le  o f the school, th e re fo re , has begun to be characterized  

as one which assumes the re s p o n s ib ility  o f making sure th a t a l l  agen­

c ie s , which a ffe c t  a c h ild 's  l i f e  and lea rn in g , are recognized. 

(Sumption & Engstrom, 1966)

The ro le  o f the school in community education extends the ro le  

o f the more t ra d it io n a l school. Even though th is  expanded ro le  in ­

cluded a l l  o f the re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  which the school has t r a d i t io n ­

a l ly  been burdened w ith , the school has increased the amount o f time 

th a t i t  works w ith people. Rather than being open to public  concerns
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fo r  s ix  to  e ig h t hours a day, f iv e  days a week and nine months a 

year; the school 1n community education is  now meeting public  needs 

12-14 hours a day, 7 days a week, and twelve months a year. This 

makes i t  possible fo r  the school to  provide services and assistance  

to people o f the community on a much la rg e r scale (Minzey & Olsen, 

1969).

Community educators, th e re fo re , advocate the expanded ro le  o f  

the school from one lim ited  to teaching the 3 R's to one which is  

concerned w ith everything th a t a ffe c ts  the w ell-be ing  o f people.

The ro le  fo r  the school in community education has not always 

been so a l l - in c lu s iv e .  The e a r ly  concept o f the community school 

was more concerned w ith provid ing d if fe r e n t  types o f programs to  

a la rg e r number o f people and thus u t i l i z in g  the f a c i l i t i e s  o f the  

school more com pletely. The tra n s it io n  o f the community school 

idea in the F l in t  school system has a lready been discussed, and 

shows th a t the schools in F l in t  are now schools which are involved  

in the community education process. F l in t  no longer is  merely a 

d is t r ic t  provid ing programs and f a c i l i t i e s  to large numbers o f 

people (Campbell, 1972; H a rr is , 1974; Thrasher, 1974).

I t  appears th a t the schools o f today have thus accepted or are 

being asked to  accept a set o f re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  th a t are so burden­

some th a t no one in s t itu t io n  could handle them. The schools d e f i ­

n i te ly  cannot be a l l  things to  a l l  people, and they d e f in i te ly  are 

re s tr ic te d  by the nature o f the community in which they serve. But 

w ith these things in mind, i t  is  a lso tru e  th a t Dewey was correc t  

in b e liev ing  th a t the schools do not use up the p o te n tia l th a t they
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have (Welch, 1971).

Berridge (1969) wrote th a t  "as socie ty  has changed, the school 

has been assigned g re a te r re s p o n s ib ility  in the development o f the 

ro les  o f youth and o f c it iz e n s  in the community" (p. 2 4 ). Many 

schools have not been w i ll in g  or able to  accept th is  added respon­

s ib i l i t y .

The changing ro le  fo r  the public school in American so c ie ty ,

as i t  perta ins  to the community education concept, was described by

Berridge (1969):

The ro le  o f the school in  society has c lo se ly  p a ra lle le d  the 
social and economic phases o f the h is to ry  o f the United S tates. 
Over the years the philosophy o f community education has also 
changed. During the period of in d u s tr ia l iz a t io n , schools were 
involved in con ten t-o rien ted  community programs. During the 
t h i r t i e s ,  the emphasis s h ifte d  to  programs characterized  as 
oriented  toward socia l w elfare  to  meet the needs o f the social 
c r is is .  The concept o f community education has changed again 
since the la te  f i f t i e s  to  meet the social and educational prob­
lems which have a risen  since the end o f World War I I .  (p. 25)

The change in the ro le  fo r  the school has also a ffe c ted  the 

a tt itu d e  toward curriculum  development. E verett (1938) wrote th is  

descrip tion  o f the a c tiv e  vs. passive ro le  o f the school in educa­

tin g  the c h ild . He described the dichotomy as:

A ll l i f e  is  educative vs. education is  gained only in formal 
in s t itu t io n s  o f le a rn in g . Education requires p a r tic ip a tio n  
vs. education is  adequately gained through studying about l i f e .  
Public school systems should be p r im a rily  concerned w ith  the 
improvement o f community l iv in g  and the improvement o f the 
social order vs. school systems should be p r im a rily  concerned 
w ith passing the c u ltu ra l he ritag e . The curriculum  should 
rece ive  i ts  socia l o r ie n ta tio n  from major problems and areas 
o f community l iv in g  vs. the curriculum  should be orien ted  in 
re la tio n  to the s p ec ia lize d  aims o f  the academic sub jec t. 
(E v e re tt, 1938, p. 10)

This s o rt o f curriculum  development is  o f major importance to  the
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operation o f a community school, fo r  w ithout i t ,  the process o f  

community education is  not complete.

The community school, th e re fo re , does d i f f e r  in many ways from 

the so c a lle d  tra d it io n a l school. When asking the question: How 

does a community school d i f f e r  from a tra d it io n a l type school?,

Herman (1972) wrote th a t the community school is :

(1 ) An educational c e n te r--a  place where ch ildren  and adults  
have opportun ities  fo r  study, learn ing  and c u ltu ra l enrichment, 
where learn ing  can take place 18 hours a day or more. A place  
where educational or vocational s k i l ls  may be upgraded.

(2 ) A neighborhood community c e n te r--a  place where c it iz e n s  
o f a l l  ages may take p a rt in such things as sports , physical 
f itn e s s  programs, inform al re c re a tio n , a rts  and c r a f ts ,  musical 
tu to r in g  and le is u re -tim e  a c t iv i t ie s .

(3 ) A center fo r  community serv ices-~a  place where in d iv id u a ls  
and fa m ilie s  may obtain health  s erv ices, counseling s erv ices , 
lega l a id , employment services and homemaking help .

(4 ) A center fo r  neighborhood and community l i f e - - t h e  school 
as a place th a t can a ss is t c it iz e n s  in the study and so lu tion  
o f s ig n if ic a n t neighborhood problems, (p. 49)

There has been special emphasis on the ro le  o f the school to

include solving the problems o f the inner c ity  and the lower c lass ,

deprived c h ild . The p o te n tia l o f the community school, through an

implementation o f the community education concept, can d e f in i te ly

make th is  new ro le  fo r  the school an e ffe c t iv e  one (Kerensky & Melby,

1971; Levine, 1967; Saltzman, 1961).

Kerensky & Melby (1971) re fe rre d  to the ro le  o f the school in a

community which is  r e a l ly  concerned w ith  the education o f the c h ild :

In the new education centered community, the community school 
w ill  be the primary agency o f overs ight and in te g ra tio n  in 
education. I t  w i l l  not take over the functions o f the home,
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but when the home f a i ls  i t  w i ll  seek to  strengthen the home, 
so i t  can do b e tte r . The school w i l l  work in  close cooperation  
w ith  a l l  agencies th a t can help . When a c h ild  does not get 
an adequate b reakfast in the morning, the school w i ll  provide  
i t .  (p . 102)

The ro le  fo r  the school th a t the above authors suggest can 

best be analyzed when la id  out by components. Kerensky and Melby 

(1971) ind icated  th a t there were a minimum o f tw elve such components 

in  an e ffe c t iv e  community school program. These twelve components

(1 ) Maximized Use o f E xis ting  Human and Physical Resources.

(2 ) Establishment o f Cooperative Procedures w ith Governmental 
Service Agencies.

(3 ) Establishment o f Cooperative Procedures w ith Volunteer 
and C iv ic  Service O rganizations.

(4 ) The Development o f Cooperative Procedures w ith Other 
Educational In s t itu t io n s .

(5 ) The Establishment o f Cooperative Procedures w ith Business 
and Industry.

(6 ) The Establishment o f Procedures fo r  S e lf-g en e ra tin g  A c t iv i ­
t ie s .

(7 ) The In i t ia t io n  and Coordination o f Special Community Events.

(8 ) The Establishment o f Problem Solving Procedures through 
the Creation o f a C itizens  Advisory Council.

(9 ) The Employment o f a Community School D ire c to r or Coordi­
nator who Serves to T ie  a l l  o f the above together and also
Serves in the Capacity o f an Ombudsman fo r  his E n tire  Community.

(10 ) The Establishment o f a Clim ate fo r  Innovation and Change.

(11) Provisions fo r  H e u ris tic s .

(12) Provisions fo r  S erend ip ity . (Kerensky & Melby, 1971, pp.
167-168)

Since community education does concern i t s e l f  w ith  such a
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large number o f th in g s , the author believes th a t the ro le  fo r  the 

community school is  based on the s ix  components fo r  community educa­

tion  described by Minzey (1974 ). The components described by 

Minzey are basic when discussing any community school program and

are the ones on which th is  study is  based. The s ix  components are:

1. An Educational Program fo r  School Age Children

2. Use o f Community F a c il i t ie s

3. Additiona l Programs fo r  School Age Children and Youth

4. Programs fo r  Adults

5. D e livery  and Coordination o f Community Services

6 . Community Involvement (M inzey, 1974, pp. 7; 58)

Accomplishing the many types o f tasks th a t Kerensky, Melby and

Minzey suggest w ill  requ ire  many more services and personnel than 

the public  school alone could provide. I t  has been suggested th a t  

the only way in which community education can accomplish a l l  o f what 

i t  proposes to accomplish is to  e stab lish  what could be re fe rre d  to  

as an educative community. This educative community would, th e re ­

fo re , u t i l i z e  the school as the m ob iliz ing  force in  g e ttin g  a l l  o f 

the service agencies working together in a cooperative e f fo r t  to  

improve the l i f e  o f the community (Campbell, 1963; G oslin , 1965;

Minzey & Olsen, 1969; Heaver & Seay, 1974).

One o f the basic add itions  to  the ro le  o f the public  school

is  the added emphasis on li fe lo n g  lea rn in g . The public  schools 

can no longer expect to  use public  f a c i l i t i e s  fo r  serv ic ing  only  

those people o f the community in the age range o f  5 -1 8 . The community

school, th e re fo re , has something fo r  everyone, regardless o f age (Boles &
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Seay, 1974; M aire , 1973; Whigham, 1973).

I t  has a lready been mentioned th a t community education has 

suffered from misconceptions concerning i ts  d e f in it io n . There are  

also many misconceptions concerning the ro le  o f the community school 

in community education. One o f the main misconceptions hindering  

the development o f the community education process has to do w ith  

how educators w ith in  community schools view the community school pro­

gram. There has been a tendency to  develop community school pro­

grams in an e f fo r t  to serve the adu lts  o f the community w ith  a high 

school completion class or w ith  a d u lt enrichment a c t iv i t ie s .  This 

is  too o ften  the extent o f the involvement o f a school in the coim in- 

i t y  education process. The community education program, th e re fo re , is  

viewed by adm in is tra tors  and community members a lik e  as an add-on 

program which has no re la tio n s h ip  to other a c t iv i t ie s  taking place in 

the school or community. These misconceptions tend to prevent the 

community education program from re a liz in g  i ts  true  p o te n tia l (Kerensky, 

1972; Minzey, 1972).

The community school must, th e re fo re , make an attem pt to d is ­

tingu ish  between community school programs and the community education 

process. Minzey (1972) examined both the program and process ingre ­

dients o f community education when he s ta ted :

The program aspect deals w ith the more overt a c t iv i t ie s  o f a 
community. P reviously l is te d  misnomers are usually  a c t iv i t ie s  
which belong in the program p art o f community education. Commun­
i t i e s  have p a r t ic u la r  needs and the programs are designed to 
a s s is t in meeting those needs. Therefore, i f  there is  a need 
fo r  re c re a tio n , vocational r e tra in in g , or high school com pletion, 
the community education program provides the means o f meeting i t .
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The second aspect o f community education is  process. This is  
the attem pt to organize and a c t iv a te  each community so th a t i t  
more nearly  reaches i t s  p o te n tia l fo r  democratic involvement 
and development, (p. 152)

Factors Related to the Success o f Community Education Programs

There are a number o f fac to rs  which the l i te r a tu r e  ind ica tes

are re la te d  to the successful implementation and development o f

community education programs. There is ,  however, a severe lack o f

em pirical data re la te d  to such fa c to rs .

The fac to rs  which are re la te d  to the development o f community

education programs, ( i . e .  the implementation o f both program and

process) are fo r  the most p a r t , re la te d  to the leadership in

a school d is t r ic t .  The community education concept requires th a t a

change take place in the way in which c en tra l o ff ic e  adm in is tra tors

and school boards view education in  general and where p r io r i t ie s  are

to be placed.

The necessary support th a t a community education program r e ­

quires w i l l  also n ecessita te  c erta in  circumstances which may or may 

not be present in a t r a d it io n a l school s e ttin g . Minzey and Olsen 

(1969) and Melby (1972) suggested th a t the successful development o f 

community education programs w i l l  requ ire  a change in ro les and func­

tions o f main school decision makers, s p e c if ic a l ly  the superintendent, 

school board, and p r in c ip a l.

Decker and Pass (1 9 7 4 ), re fe rr in g  to the successful operation  

o f a community human resource c en ter, s ta ted :

A keystone to  a school system developing a Community Human 
Resource Center is  the acceptance o f broadened re s p o n s ib ility
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by boards o f education and educational adm in is tra to rs . They 
must accept the improvement o f society as a prime function o f 
public  education. School policy-m aking bodies and adm in is tra ­
tors  must provide the leadership needed in working in the  
design and implementation o f programs and d e liv e ry  systems 
to most e f fe c t iv e ly  meet the to ta l educational needs o f the 
community, (p. 21)

T iro z z i and Chasin (1972) a ttr ib u te d  the success o f the community 

education program in New Haven, Connecticut to  the commitment o f the 

board o f education. Seay (1953) also ind icated  th a t the force which 

puts the community education process in motion is  the understand­

ing o f educational leaders and laymen of the power o f education in  

promoting social progress. Seay (1953) sta ted  th a t "the use o f the 

educative process in re la t in g  problems and resources makes possib le  

the achievement o f the goals o f the community school" (p. 13).

Along with th is  change in  the way educators view the function  

and power o f education, there  should also be a change in the organ­

iz a t io n  o f school s ta ff in g . Minzey and Olsen (1969) wrote:

The change in  o rgan ization  may not be as great in terms o f  
change as i t  is  in terms o f add itional s ta f f  to a ss is t w ith  
the new re s p o n s ib ilit ie s . For example, a superintendent who 
has widespread community re s p o n s ib ility  w i ll  requ ire  pro fession­
al assistance to help him adm inister the add itiona l responsi­
b i l i t i e s .  This means th a t a t the system-wide le v e l,  additions  
to  the ad m in is tra tive  s ta f f  w ill  be necessary to carry on the  
coordination o f community a c t iv i t ie s .  S im ila r ly , a t the b u ild ­
ing le v e l,  ad d itio n a l s ta f f  w ill  be mandatory since the p r in c i ­
pal w i l l  need to  expand the school's services in order to cov­
e r the new r e s p o n s ib ilit ie s , (p . 35)

Bushey (1972 ), in a study o f selected community school programs 

in  the s ta te  o f Ind iana, found th a t i t  was necessary to have the 

commitment o f those people who con tro lled  the a llo c a tio n  o f money 

throughout the school d is t r ic t .  At the same tim e, there should have
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been a common understanding o f the community education philosophy 

i f  the community education program was to have any chance o f o r ie n t ­

ing i t s e l f  to process.

Perhaps the most im portant fa c to r  in the development o f a 

successful community education program is  the a b i l i t y  o f the commun­

i ty  education d ire c to r  to  implement the community education p h ilo ­

sophy, assuming in the f i r s t  place th a t the d ire c to r  understands what 

the philosophy is .

Campbell (1972) ind icated  the importance o f the community edu­

cation  d ire c to r  to a successful community education program when he 

wrote:

Before Frank Manley created the position  o f community educa­
tio n  coordinator (community school d ir e c to r ) ,  programs had 
tended to  s ta r t  out grandiosely and gradually  fade into  
o b liv io n . I t  is  easy to  see why such d e te r io ra tio n  occurred. 
Selected s ta f f  members tr ie d  to  adm inister community programs 
on an overload basis . These people o ften  lacked the energy 
to execute a daytime program and an evening program in a d d itio n .
(p . 196)

I t  is  im perative, th e re fo re , th a t a d is t r ic t  wishing to develop 

a v ia b le  and productive community education program, h ire  a tra in ed  

community education d ire c to r . The d ire c to r  w i l l  make the d iffe re n ce  

between success and fa i lu r e .

Klim inski (1974) conducted a study in Michigan in an e f fo r t  

to id e n tify  the types o f s k i l ls  th a t d istinguished successful commun­

i t y  education d irec to rs  from those who were not. His sample consis­

ted o f 80 d is t r ic ts  from the s ta te  o f M ichigan, 40 o f whom had been 

id e n tif ie d  as having successful d irec to rs  or as having successful 

community education programs.
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Klim inski found th a t d ire c to rs  who had been chosen as success­

fu l (determined by the Michigan regional center d ire c to rs ) exhib­

ite d  s ig n if ic a n t ly  h igher lev e ls  o f te c h n ic a l, conceptual and human 

s k i l ls  when rated by themselves and th e ir  superordinates than did  

o ther d ire c to rs . I t  was also found th a t successful d irec to rs  had a 

s ig n if ic a n t ly  la rg e r  number o f semester hours o f course work in 

community education, had worked w ith  community education programs 

a s ig n if ic a n t ly  longer period o f time and had more in te n s if ie d  t r a in ­

ing in community education than did other d ire c to rs .

Community education has appealed to  hundreds o f school d is t r ic ts  

throughout the country, many o f which are school d is t r ic ts  w ith  

successful community education programs. There are many more commun­

i t y  education programs, however, which do not get past the programming 

stage. In order to get past th is  stage and become involved in pro­

cess o f the community, the community education program must have the  

support and the understanding discussed thus fa r .

Minzey and LeTarte (1972) described the s itu a tio n  which too many 

school d is t r ic ts  and community education d irec to rs  have experienced  

when they wrote:

The program aspect w i ll  grow ra p id ly . The number o f classes  
and a c t iv i t ie s  w i l l  increase and more and more demands w i l l  
be made upon the time o f the d ire c to r . He w i ll  soon fin d  th a t  
surveying the community, organizing programs, a d v e rtis in g ,  
s ta f f in g , re g is te r in g , superv is ing , financing and adm in is ter­
ing programs w i ll  take a l l  o f his time and th a t regardless o f 
his energy and commitment, he w i ll  be unable to expand his  
a c t iv i t ie s .  I t  is  a t th is  p o in t th a t the commitment o f the  
decision-makers in the school d is t r ic t  is  most im portant. For 
only by adding s ta f f  w i ll  any expansion be possib le , (p. 60)

The type o f support th a t Minzey described is  o ften  not present
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when the d ire c to r  needs i t .  The importance o f the decision-makers  

in  the d is t r ic t ,  th e re fo re , w i l l  determine which d ire c tio n  the 

community education program w i l l  take . The ro le  and importance o f  

such decision-makers to  the community education program w i l l  be d is ­

cussed fu r th e r , s p e c if ic a lly  the superintendent and the school board. 

The importance o f the community education d ire c to r 's  ro le  to the 

success o f a community school program w i ll  a lso be discussed in more 

d e t a i l .

Role o f the Superintendent in Community Education

The superintendent o f schools in  a community education d is t r ic t

is  in  a position  th a t is  c ru c ia l to the successful development o f a

community education program. Because the superintendent is  o f f ic i a l l y

designated as the educational leader fo r  the school d is t r ic t ,  the tone

which he sets in re la t io n  to community education programs is  one which

can make or break a community education program.

Keidel (1969) emphasized the importance o f the superintendent

by the fo llow ing:

As in the case o f a l l  o ther in d iv id u a ls  connected w ith  a 
community school, the 'open' a tt itu d e  toward the use o f  f a c i l ­
i t ie s  and other assets must be an in te g ra l p a rt o f the super­
in tenden t's  philosophy. I t  is  extrem ely d i f f i c u l t  fo r  in te r ­
agency cooperation to be a r e a l i t y  i f  i t  is  not s u f f ic ie n t ly  
stressed and exercised a t the highest le v e l.  The superintendent, 
and, in tu rn , the board o f education, are in the best position  
to do both o f these. The superintendent must keep th is  in mind 
as he attempts to deal w ith  the many pressures fo is te d  upon 
him by the exigencies o f h is jo b . (p . 83)

Katner (1974) wrote th a t the superintendent is  and w i l l  be

responsible fo r  the "m odification and/or a lte ra t io n  o f e x is tin g
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struc tu res  to  meet the ever changing educational :eeds o f the commun­

i t y  and the ever changing age groupings th a t represent those needs"

(p. 5 0 ).

The ro le  and function  o f the superintendent in a d is t r ic t  w ith

community education programs must include more o f an emphasis on

knowing the community. The superintendent can, th e re fo re , no longer 

is o la te  h im se lf from what the community is  fe e lin g  and th ink ing  

(Campbell, 1969, Mel by, 1972).

Oakey (1972) wrote:

E ve n tu a lly , I  see the superintendent o f schools being a commun­
i t y  serv ice  coordinator w ith two or more p rin c ip a ls  in  each 
community school. One w i l l  serve the in s tru c tio n a l needs o f the  
re gu la r school en ro llees  w hile  the o ther w i l l  coordinate and 
dissem inate a l l  the other services needed by the residents o f  
the area served by the school, (p. 29)

The superintendent w i l l  need assistance in order to a rriv e  a t

th is  p o in t. C a rro ll (1972) gathered data concerning the needs o f 

superintendents in order to determine guidelines fo r  service by 

regional community education development centers. The re su lts  o f  

the study ind ica ted  th a t there was more o f a need fo r  in -s erv ice  

a c t iv i t ie s  which would acquaint more people in the d is t r ic t  with  

the community education philosophy.

In most community education d is t r ic ts  there is  one d ire c to r  o f  

community education who conducts programs in several school b u ild ­

ings throughout the d is t r ic t .  This person must work w ith and receive  

the support o f the superintendent when in i t ia t in g  new programs.

Martin and Seay (1974) l is te d  several sample job descrip tions fo r  the
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community education d ire c to r , and in  each o f them is  sta ted  

th a t the superintendent e ith e r  delegates duties  to the d ire c to r  

and/or the d ire c to r  must receive superintendent approval on purchas­

ing equipment or financing  programs.

I t  is ,  th e re fo re , th is  working re la tio n s h ip  between the super­

intendent and the community education d ire c to r  th a t is  v it a l  to a 

successful community education program. The community education 

d ire c to r  must be sure th a t the superintendent understands and sup­

ports his program. This type o f understanding and support is  v it a l  

i f  superintendent support is expected when approaching the board 

fo r  approval o f a community education budget.

Role o f the School Board in  Community Education

Again, there have been no research studies conducted in the 

f ie ld  o f community education p erta in in g  to  the real importance o f 

the board o f education so fa r  as successful community education 

programs are concerned. The lack o f research in th is  area is sur­

p ris in g  in l ig h t  o f the obvious importance o f the board, e sp e c ia lly  

in  po licy  making m atters.

Hurwitz (1973) discussed the s itu a t io n  many boards o f educa­

tio n  fin d  themselves in  when considering the support o f a community 

education program. Hurwitz does an e x c e lle n t job o f summarizing 

the s itu a tio n  th a t many community education d irec to rs  have faced 

when approaching the board fo r  a ffirm a tio n  o f th e ir  commitment to  the  

community education program. Hurwitz wrote:
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School boards, in recent years , have been almost overwhelmed 
by th e ir  many problems--problems o f school fin an ce , teacher 
demands, student unrest, education fo r  the disadvantaged—
I could go on and on. I do fe e l th a t the impending develop­
ments in  tax reform and the movement toward s ta te  support o f  
public  education may re lie v e  boards o f some o f th e ir  burdens— 
p a r t ic u la r ly  those connected w ith finance and teacher nego­
t ia t io n s . And I  be lieve  when they stop to th ink  about i t — 
as they soon w i l l - - th e y  w i l l  re a liz e  th a t the community school 
is  made to order fo r  helping them to cope w ith  many o f th e ir  
problems. (H urw itz , 1973, p. 9)

Hurwitz went on to stress the importance o f the board o f edu­

cation  understanding the community education philosophy when he 

sta ted  th a t "community education is  not so hard to bring about.

Any school can be a community school i f  the educational leadership  

accepts the philosophy o f the community school" (p. 11).

Yeager (1951) wrote th a t "since the board o f education is  a 

policy-m aking body, i t  obviously must have some adequate conception 

o f good schools and must be adequately informed concerning the  

nature and needs o f the schools" (p . 126). Katner (1974) a lso  

emphasized the importance o f inform ing the board o f the importance 

o f u t i l i z in g  school f a c i l i t i e s .

The school board also has a working re la tio n s h ip  w ith the  

community education d ire c to r  and can c e r ta in ly  a f fe c t  the success o f  

fa i lu r e  o f h is /h e r  e ffo r ts .

M artin and Seay (1974) i l lu s tr a te d  the importance o f the board 

when they described the needed approval o f the board in  such m atters  

as budget approval, policy-m aking, and equipment purchasing.

Bottom (1971) fu rth e r  s ta ted :

Once a f le x ib le  ro le  has been agreed upon i t  must be c le a r ly  
d elineated  to  those w ith  whom and fo r  whom the Community School
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Di re c to r  works.

The Board o f Education must not only be f u l ly  aware o f the  
Community School D ire c to r 's  func tion , they must be comrnited 
to i t .  I f  a Community School D ire c to r fe e ls  he w i ll  be ca lled  
on the carpet every tim e his  program becomes uncomfortable 
to s e n s itiv e  members o f the school h ierarchy, his enthusiasm 
and output w i l l  wane. (Bottom, 1971, p. 24)

Some boards o f education not only understand and support the  

ro le  o f the community education d ire c to r  and the community educa­

tio n  philosophy, but also assume a leadership ro le  in  determining 

the fu tu re  development o f community education w ith in  th e ir  d is t r ic ts  

(H a rr is , 1974).

Jacobsen (1 9 71 ), in a study involving a ll  the school board 

presidents in the s ta te  o f Iowa, found th a t genera lly  school board 

presidents recognize the need fo r  community involvement and support 

the idea th a t c it iz e n s  committees should be used to advise the 

board. This understanding is  v it a l  to the development o f programs 

which are s trong ly  oriented  toward the process o f community educa­

tio n .

C a r r il lo  and Heaton (1 9 7 2 ), Kenney (1973 ), Koth (1 9 73 ), and 

Minzey and LeTarte (1972) are among the many community educators who 

have emphasized the importance o f seeking school board support 

both in the im plem entation, and in  the development o f community 

education.

There is  an ever increasing  number o f school boards across 

the country who are showing evidence o f strong support and under­

standing o f the community education concept. The development o f 

strong p o lic ie s  which guide the  development o f the community educa­
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tio n  program are v i t a l l y  needed in a school d is t r ic t .

Howerton (1974) wrote on the gradual acceptance o f boards o f

education regarding the community education concept:

Many boards o f education and educational leaders were not 
immediately recep tive  to the idea o f re v is ing  the tra d itio n a l  
ro le  o f the public  school. Public demands fo r  add itiona l and 
varied  services o ften  met w ith  re s is tiv e  moves. I f  add itio n a l 
community services or personnel were deemed necessary by 
boards o f education, they often were sought only on a tempo­
ra ry  basis. Because public  schools frequen tly  competed w ith  
other community agencies fo r  the same tax d o lla rs , some edu­
cators desired th a t other services be reduced or e lim inated  in 
order th a t a d d itio n a l support fo r  public education might be 
a v a ila b le , (p . 60)

In s p ite  o f th is ,  Howerton went on to  say th a t hoards o f educa­

tion  are now s ta rt in g  to re a liz e  the p o te n tia l o f community education, 

and gave examples o f school board and o rgan izational p o lic ie s  which 

t r u ly  support the growth o f community education in a d is t r ic t .

Indeed, every school d is t r ic t  could turn i ts  schools in to  commun­

i ty  schools, but continued support by the board o f education is  

needed i f  the community education programs w ith in  these schools are not 

to become s ta le .

Role o f the Community Education D ire cto r in Community Education 

The term community education d ire c to r  must be distinguished  

from the term community school d ire c to r . O r ig in a lly , the community 

school d ire c to r  was concerned with conducting programs a t one par­

t ic u la r  b u ild in g , and i t  was not u n til the 1960's th a t the term 

community education d ire c to r  became w idely accepted (K lim in s k i, 1974) 

The community education d ire c to r  has the re s p o n s ib ility  o f im ple-
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meriting c o m m u n ity  education programs throughout a school d is t r ic t  

and many t i m e s  has several s ta f f  people a ss is tin g  in  in d iv id u a l 

b u ild in g s  .

The f i r s t  community school d irec to rs  had minimal job q u a l i f i ­

cations s i n c e  th e ir  main re s p o n s ib ility  was the programming o f youth 

and a d u lt  r e c r e a t io n  and enrichment a c t iv i t ie s  w ith in  the school 

b u ild in g s . As community education developed, however, the need fo r  

a person t o  handle a more complex function became ev iden t.

The r o l e  o f the community education d ire c to r  was described by 

W hitt ( 1 9 7 1 )  as fo llow s:

The k e y  to  any Community School Program (Community Education 
P r o g r a m )  is  the Community School D ire c to r (D ire c to r  o f Community 
E d u c a t i o n ) .  This ind iv id u a l is  the coord inator and leader fo r  
a l l  a s p e c t s  o f the community education program. He leads when 
th e r e  i s  a need to develop new programs and to m aintain the o ld; 
he c o o r d i n a t e s  when i t  is  e ssen tia l th a t he a llow  others to  
le a d  a n d  to  encourage others to move forward on th e ir  own. The 
C o m m u n ity  School D ire c to r (D ire c to r o f Community Education) is  
a m o t i v a t o r ,  an e xp e d ite r, a learn ing  s p e c ia lis t ,  a community 
r e l a t i o n s  e xp e rt, a master o f ceremonies, a community action  
a g e n t ,  a  VISTA vo lu n teer, an e vange lis t fo r  education, a cus­
t o d i a n  and c le rk , a v ic e -p r in c ip a l, a counselor, a boy's club 
l e a d e r ,  a g i r l 's  club sponsor, a fr ie n d  o f the neighborhood, 
and a  h u m a n ita ria n  concerned with the w elfare  o f our soc ie ty .
Now i f  t h i s  sounds as i f  i t  is  too much, he is  much more.

For y o u  see, the Community School Program (Community Education 
P r o g r a m )  is  one o f involvement, and a person who dares to 
b ecom e in v o lv e d , must be ready to become whatever type o f  
i n d i v i d u a l  th a t is  necessary in order to enable people to  fee l 
s e c u r e  and to grow. (p . 41)

W e a v e r  and Seay (1974) ind icated  th a t the community education d i ­

re c to r r e q u i r e s  a c erta in  set o f personal re q u is ite s , s k i l l s ,  and 

knowledge i n  o rder to implement the community education concept.

Weaver d is t i n g u i s h e d  between what could be c a lled  the conventional
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community education d ire c to r  (commonly re fe rre d  to now as the commun­

i ty  school d ire c to r )  and the emerging community education d ire c to r :

With the purposes and aims o f the community education concept 

in mind and the suggested t r a i t s  and ro les fo r  the community educa­

tio n  d ire c to r , one can re a d ily  see the importance o f the d ire c to r  

to  the success o f a community education program.

VanVoorhees (1969) wrote:

The key to the success o f any community school program w i ll  
be the a b i l i t y  o f the community school coordinator to  id e n tify  
the problems and needs o f the people and to implement solu tions  
in  form o f programs through e ith e r  the physical program o f the 
community school or by in i t ia t in g  programs through o ther agencies 
and in s t itu t io n s , (p. 72)

Keidel (1969) also emphasized the importance o f th is  pos itio n  when

He (th e  Community School Coordinator) is  the heart o f a commun­
i ty  school program, or ought to be. I f  i t  were possible to  cen­
t r a l iz e  to some degree the re s p o n s ib ility  fo r  the success or 
f a i lu r e  o f a program (and, fra n k ly  i t  may not be possib le ) the 
primary focus would be the CSC. (p. 78)

Conventional vs. Emerging

1. Personal Requisites  
Charisma 
L oyalty  
Dedication

1. Personal Requisites  
O b je c tiv ity  
In i t i a t iv e  
A d a p ta b ility

S k il ls
Technical 
Conceptual 
Human (high degree)

2 . S k ills
Technical (high deg.) 
Conceptual(high deg.) 
Human

3. Knowledges

P ublic  Relations
Educational Programming

3. Knowledges
O rganizational Mgmt. 
Human Behavior 
Social Systems 

(Weaver & Seay, 1974, 
pp. 131-132)

he w rote:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



53

With the importance o f the superintendent, the board o f educa­

t io n , and the community education d ire c to r  in  mind, i t  becomes 

re a d ily  apparent th a t the success o f a community education program 

w i ll  depend to a large  degree on whether or not th e ir  working r e la ­

tionsh ip  is characterized  by a t le a s t some agreement on what the 

school can and should be doing, and should continuously work togeth ­

e r  on the development o f community education w ith in  th e ir  school 

d is t r ic t .

Importance o f Agreement Concerning the Role o f the School

There have been found no research studies in which comparisons 

have been made concerning the opinions o f superintendents, school 

boards, and community education d irec to rs  concerning the ideal ro le  

fo r  the public  school. There has been, however, testimony given to 

the fa c t  th a t th is  s o rt o f agreement was necessary in the success­

fu l development o f various school d is t r ic t 's  community education  

programs.

Wing (1972) s ta ted  th a t the community education program in  

Provo, Utah owed i ts  success to the fa c t th a t there  was an atmos­

phere characterized  by many educators and c ity  o f f ic ia ls  th ink ing  

and fe e lin g  the same way.

Peets (1970) found th a t there was a s ig n if ic a n t re la tio n s h ip  

between the amount o f goal agreement among board o f education mem­

bers and adm in is tra tors  and the degree o f success in  a ffe c t in g  change. 

The perceptions these board members and adm in is tra tors  had concerning 

the goals o f public education would be re la te d  to the ro le  they f e l t

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



was appropriate  fo r  the school.

Zei (1 9 71 ), in a study o f e ig h t d is t r ic ts  in  a Midwestern S ta te , 

found the fo llow ing :

1. Public  school adm in is tra tors  and teachers ind ica ted  a high 
degree o f congruency in th e ir  perceptions o f the secondary 
school's re s p o n s ib ilit ie s .

2 . None o f the selected c h a ra c te r is tic s  such as geographic lo ­
c a t io n , age, sex, income, amount o f education, s ize  o f fa m ily , 
re lig io u s  p reference, and attendance o f respondent's ch ild ren
a t p u b lic , p r iv a te , or parochial schools created any s ig n if ic a n t  
d iffe re n ce s  in  the perceptions o f the public  secondary school
function  between and among the public  school adm in is tra tors
and teachers.

3. P ublic  school adm in is tra tors  and teachers were in very close 
agreement in th e ir  perceptions o f the public  secondary school's
r e s p o n s ib ilit ie s . Furthermore, there was exh ib ited  an extrem ely
high rank order c o rre la tio n  between the degree o f congruency 
e x is tin g  between educators and c it iz e n s  and th e ir  expectations  
o f the public secondary school.

There have been a few studies conducted concerning the percep­

tions o f various groups concerning the goals o f community education, 

and the exten t to which the goals fo r  community education are e v i­

dent in selected community education programs.

Saad (1 9 74 ), in a study conducted in F l in t ,  M ichigan, found 

th a t the a ttitu d e s  o f school-community advisory councils toward the 

goals defined by the F l in t  Board o f Education were not re la te d  to 

such demographic fa c to rs  as sex, age, and lev e l o f income.

Parson (1974) in a study which evaluated the extent to which 

components o f community education were evident in the Iowa public  

schools found th a t apparently  the goals fo r  schools in Iowa do not 

include the community education components to a g reat e x ten t.

In a study conducted by Ahola (1 9 69 ), in three  d if fe r e n t  commun-
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1 t ie s , found th a t there was general agreement among the community 

leaders r e la t iv e  to the basic aims and ob jectives  o f community edu­

c atio n .

Mayhew (1972) conducted a study in  which he t r ie d  to determine 

the a ttitu d e s  o f people toward the p o te n tia l o f community education  

and i ts  functions. He found th a t there was a wide variance in the  

minds o f several segments o f the population as to what constitu ted  

a proper set o f concepts fo r  inclus ion  in  the c u rr ic u la  o f ad u lt 

education, K-12 education, and community education.

S tark (1 9 74 ), in a study o f a tt itu d e s  o f opinion leaders in 

30 school d is t r ic ts  o f M ichigan, found th a t o f the 210 leaders  

involved in  the study, there was a s ig n if ic a n t d iffe re n ce  between 

the a ttitu d e s  o f opinion leaders from d is t r ic ts  w ith  community edu­

cation  and those opinion leaders from d is t r ic ts  w ithout community 

education, concerning the extended use o f school f a c i l i t i e s .  He 

found th a t opinion leaders from the school d is t r ic ts  having no 

community education programs were less p o s itiv e  in th e ir  a ttitu d e s  

toward the use o f community resources than were opinion leaders from 

school d is t r ic ts  in which community education programs were in oper­

a tio n .

The research conducted in community education ind icates  th a t  

there is  general agreement as to the general goals o f community 

education and th a t people are g en era lly  s a t is f ie d  w ith what community 

education can do fo r  th e ir  school d is t r ic t .  There is  not any e v i ­

dence, however, re la te d  to opinions o f people concerning what ro le
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they fe e l the school should assume in the community education process 

and whether or not agreement on th is  ro le  has any e f fe c t  on the 

success o f a community education program. The l i t e r a tu r e ,  however, 

seems to  in d ica te  th a t th is  type o f agreement is  necessary and th a t  

the school does have a d e f in ite  ro le  to play.

Adoption o f Educational Innovations as i t  Relates to Community Education 

Change processes and the adoption o f educational innovations w i ll  

be discussed here because o f  the fa c t th a t community education has 

been one o f the few major changes in education w ith in  the la s t  few 

decades. Community education must, th e re fo re , undergo the same pro­

cess o f adoption th a t o ther major innovations have.

There has been much w r it te n  dealing w ith  change processes, but 

the discussions here w i l l  be lim ite d  to change in general and change 

processes as they r e la te  to th is  study. Change is  a very necessary 

but complex process. Goodlad (1970) stated th a t "we are only s l ig h t ­

ly  b e tte r  o f f  today w ith respect to  knowing how change is  wrought 

than we were twenty years ago" (p. 11).

Fan tin i (1971) wrote th a t "we cannot avoid the need to  change, 

i f  only because the socie ty  cannot sustain present circumstances 

fo r  very long" (p. 200 ). Other authors such as T o f f le r  (1970) have 

ind ica ted  th a t even though our society is  changing a t an ever in ­

creasing ra te , the social in s t itu t io n s  in th is  country are not chang­

ing qu ick ly  enough to meet the demands o f soc ie ty .

Our educational in s t itu t io n s  have been extrem ely slow in adapt­

ing to  the changes in so c ie ty . Rubin (1970) s tated th a t:
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We must be le d , th e re fo re  by those who have un fe ttered  them­
selves from the past and who understand the fu tu re , by those, 
in  s h o rt, who value the r ig h t th ings. There have been times in  
man's h is to ry  when the need fo r  d istingu ished leadership was 
e s p e c ia lly  urgent. We appear to be a t such a time again, (p. 116)

Community education can provide the leadership th a t is  necessary 

to  meet the demands o f our changing society fo r  a d a p ta b ility  is  basic 

to the community education concept. There are c e rta in  fo rces , however, 

in a community education d is t r ic t  which a ffe c t  the power o f community 

education to  implement change. Meade (1971) wrote th a t "change is  

most often  spawned by those in power, and th e re fo re , i t  is  those w ith  

power who must overcome the inadequacies th a t e x is t"  (p. 224 ).

For the most p a r t, the power th a t Meade re fe rre d  to is  s itu a ­

ted in the board o f education and the superintendent o f a school 

d is t r ic t ,  as fa r  as community school development is  concerned.

There has been much w ritte n  which points to the superintendent 

as a key fa c to r  in the change process. Rogers (1965) ind icated  a 

lack o f  research, however, p e rta in in g  to the superintendent and 

his re la tio n s h ip  to the change process:

Our past research in  educational d iffu s io n  has been ra th e r 
unim aginative, and has been the almost sole property o f one 
u n iv e rs ity . Few studies have been completed w ith teachers 
(on ly  one such study was encountered in a search o f the l i t ­
e ra tu re ) as the u n it o f adoption, and only one study o f school 
superintendents, in s p ite  o f th e ir  importance in school adop­
tio n  decis ions, (p. 60)

Rajendra (1971) conducted a study re la te d  to the educational change

process in one school d is t r ic t  and concluded th a t the perceived

support o f the superintendent was c ru c ia l to the cen tral o ff ic e

and other adm in is tra tors  and e ven tu a lly  to the to ta l d is t r ic t  s ta f f .
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The superintendent appeared to set the o v e ra ll tone fo r  change.

Other authors (B r ic k e l l ,  1961; Carlson, 1964, 1965; Rubin,

1970) have a l l  emphasized the importance o f the superintendent in

the adoption o f educational innovations.

In discussing the ro le  o f the superintendents in the adoption o f

modern math, Carlson (1964) s ta ted :

A second assumption may have been present though im p lic it  in 
p r io r  studies o f d iffu s io n  in  school d is t r ic ts  which have 
ignored the superintendent. I t  is  th a t his position  in  the  
organ izational s tru c tu re , s p e c if ic a l ly  his subordination to  
the school board, renders him powerless and thus not conse­
quentia l in  the m atter o f acceptance o f new p ra c tic e s . The 
data presented here argue against the v a l id i ty  o f th is  assump­
tion  a ls o , though the l in e  o f argument is  less d ire c t , (p . 340)

The board o f education has also been pointed out as a major 

fa c to r  in the change process and the adoption o f innovations.

Mackenzie (1964) concluded from a series  o f case h is to r ie s  concern­

ing change th a t:

In the descrip tions c o lle c te d , boards o f education appeared 
to be in f lu e n t ia l  p a rtic ip a n ts  in change. Many instances were 
discovered where changes were ordered by boards over objections  
o f the professional s t a f f .  Boards were observed to  e x e r t , in  
some cases, a very d ire c t  in fluence on the general c lim ate  
w ith in  education goes forward, (p . 412)

From what has been w ritte n  in the f i e ld  o f community education, 

there  seems to  be a great deal o f agreement on the power o f the 

superintendent and the board in m atters concerning the adoption o f 

innovative programs. I t  is  su rp ris in g , th e re fo re , th a t very l i t t l e  

research has been done in the f ie ld  so th a t  a b e tte r  in s ig h t could 

be had in to  form ulating c loser re la tio n s h ip s  between these people 

and the community educator.
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Seay (1974) emphasized the fa c t th a t community education 

has been going through adoption pains fo r  qu ite  some time when he 

stated :

The community school challenged leaders to be innovative . They 
had to be innovative in  the beginning o f the period between 
1930 and 1960 because they were working w ith  a new un tried  idea. 
Innovation in v ited  c r it ic is m , o f course, from those who pre­
fe rred  t ra d it io n a l ways or who had vested in te re s ts  in the status  
quo and from a l l  those who feared change. Community school lead ­
ers were accused o f rocking the boat. (p. 41)

Community educators are s t i l l  rocking the boat in many commun­

i t ie s  and w ill  probably continue to  do so; fo r  the very nature o f 

community education is  based on responding to and leading in the 

change process in  order to meet the needs o f the changing communi­

t ie s  in which the programs are located .

The process o f going through change in community education 

development is  most s trong ly  recognized when there is  an attem pt to  

develop community education programs to th e ir  f u l l  p o te n tia l.

Ta lb ot (1973) very c le a r ly  stated the re la tio n s h ip  to change 

in  community education by the fo llow ing :

Change from the fa m ilia r  to the questionable or unknown comes 
p a in fu lly  and I fe a r  Community Education is  c u rre n tly  facing  
th a t trauma.

You can have a community education program under the old d e f i ­
n it io n  and not change m uch--just add a few classes a t the school 
in  the evening and in v ite  in  the fam ily  instead o f ju s t  the fa ­
th e r or mother and you've got the tra d it io n a l community education 
program. But i f  you want to have Community Education under the  
new concept, you've got to change. Oh, you d o n 't have to do 
th ings d i f fe r e n t ly  than you've always said they should be done; 
but you w i l l  have to  do them d if fe r e n t ly  than they have been done. 
And th a t ,  my fr ie n d s , produces trauma, (p. 8)

The changes which must take place w ith in  a school d is t r ic t  in
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order to  change from a tra d it io n a l type school d is t r ic t  to  a commun­

i t y  education d is t r ic t  w i l l  requ ire  a knowledge o f where the power 

l ie s  w ith in  a d is t r ic t ,  and then convincing th a t power s tru c tu re  th a t 

community education is  a concept th a t needs th e ir  support. The 

change is  not easy i f  true  community education is  going to take place 

w ith in  a d is t r ic t ,  but w ith a common understanding o f what community 

education is  and what i t  can do, support and success w i l l  fo llo w .
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CHAPTER I I I  

Design o f the Study

In troduction

This chapter w i ll  be devoted to a discussion o f: the in s tru ­

ments used to  c o lle c t  the da ta , the population selected fo r  the 

study, the method o f data c o lle c t io n , the data c o lle c te d , the 

hypotheses in ve s tig a ted , and the s ta t is t ic a l  methods used to  te s t  

the hypotheses.

Instrum entation

As s ta ted , th is  in v e s tig a tio n  was to determine i f  there was 

a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f mutual acceptance 

o f Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school and the  

degree to which a school met the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  goals and 

methods o f achievement.

Two variab les  were, th e re fo re , id e n tif ie d  in order to determine 

th is  re la tio n s h ip . The f i r s t  v a r ia b le , the independent v a r ia b le , 

re fle c te d  whether or not the main school decision makers were in 

agreement w ith each o ther concerning the ro le  o f the school, w hile  

a t the same tim e accepting o f  a professional community education p h ilo ­

sophy concerning th is  ro le . This v aria b le  was re fe rre d  to , in s h o rt, 

as "mutual acceptance."

The second v a r ia b le , the dependent v a r ia b le , re fle c te d  the 

degree to  which a d is t r ic t  met the professional standards fo r  commun­

i t y  education. This v a r ia b le  was re fe rre d  to , in s h o rt, as the  

"meeting o f professional standards."
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In order to  assign values to the f i r s t  v a r ia b le , the Community 

School Role Congruence Questionnaire (CSRCQ) was adm inistered. In 

order to determine what values to assign to the second v a r ia b le , a 

two p a rt evaluation instrum ent was used. The development o f these 

instruments and the way in which the responses were analyzed w i ll  

be discussed next.

The determ ination o f mutual acceptance. The Community School 

Role Congruence Q uestionnaire was designed to  measure the degree 

to which a v a r ie ty  o f po licy  makers agreed w ith  each o ther concern­

ing the ro le  o f the school. The instrum ent consisted o f 30 s ta te ­

ments. There were s ix  statements fo r  each o f f iv e  community edu­

cation components described by Minzey (1974 ).

Minzey described s ix  components o f community education, but 

the f i r s t  component was not included since the in v e s tig a to r  assumed 

th a t a l l  schools consider the provision o f educational programs fo r  

youth as a ro le  o f the school. The components used in  designing the  

questionnaire  were:

I Use o f community f a c i l i t i e s

I I  Additional programs fo r  school age ch ild ren  and youth

I I I  Programs fo r  adults

IV D e live ry  and coordination o f community services

V Community involvement

The ro le  statements on the CSRCQ were, th e re fo re , based on the  

above f iv e  components and on a review o f the l i te r a tu r e .

When completing the CSRCQ the respondents were asked to ra te
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each o f  the ro le  statements as fo llow s:

TD: to ta l disagreement w ith  a statement

MD: moderate disagreement w ith a statement

SD: s lig h t disagreement w ith  a statement

SA: s lig h t agreement w ith  a statement

MA: moderate agreement w ith  a statement

TA: to ta l agreement w ith a statement

The respondents were informed th a t th e ir  ra tin g s  should r e f le c t  

th e ir  own philosophy concerning the ro le  o f the school; not what 

may have characterized  th e ir  p a r t ic u la r  d is t r ic t .

Each o f the components fo r  community education consisted o f 

six  statements d is tr ib u te d  throughout the CSRCQ as fo llow s:

1. Component I was represented by items 6 ,1 0 ,1 5 ,1 9 ,2 6  and 29.

2 . Component I I  was represented by items 1 ,5 ,9 ,1 3 ,2 0  and 24.

3. Component I I I  was represented by items 3 ,8 ,1 8 ,2 2 ,2 8  and 30.

4. Component IV was represented by items 2 ,4 ,1 1 ,1 4 ,1 7  and 25.

5. Component V was represented by items 7 ,1 2 ,1 6 ,2 1 ,2 3  and 27. 

R e l ia b i l i t y  o f the CSRCQ was determined by two adm in is tra tions

o f the questionnaire  to a group o f 20 people. A sample o f both 

educators and non-educators was given a copy o f the instrum ent to  

complete. The same group was then given the same questionnaire  

two weeks la t e r  in order to  determine i f  any o f the items should be 

changed or e lim ina ted .

Because o f the way in which "mutual acceptance" was determined 

fo r  th is  study, r e l i a b i l i t y  o f the statements on the CSRCQ was
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figu red  on the basis o f whether or not the sample respondents rated  

a statement in a " lik e  manner" on both adm in is tra tions o f the quest­

ion n a ire . What the in v e s tig a to r  meant by " lik e  manner" was th a t  

when a respondent rated a statem ent in e ith e r  the agreement range 

or disagreement range on the f i r s t  adm in is tra tion  o f the questio nnaire , 

then th a t respondent also rated  th a t statement w ith  the same range 

on the second adm in is tra tion .

For the two adm in is tra tions o f  the questio nnaire , Table 1 in ­

d icates the percentage o f the 20 respondents who rated a p a r t ic u la r  

item in a " lik e  manner" and the percentage who ra ted  a p a r t ic u la r  

item in an "un like manner."

I t  should be noted th a t most o f the devia tions in ra tin g  were 

due to  respondents varying th e ir  responses between the two choices 

o f " s lig h t agreement" and " s lig h t disagreement" and were not rad ica l 

s h if ts  from one end o f the scale to the o ther.

Upon return o f the questionnaires  from the study population, 

the fo llow ing  process took place in  order to analyze the data:

1. For items 1 ,2 ,5 ,6 ,7 ,8 ,1 0 ,1 3 ,1 4 ,1 5 ,1 6 ,1 7 ,1 8 ,1 9 ,2 1 ,2 2 ,2 3 ,2 4 ,

26,27 and 30, responses were changed to  a numerical value as fo llow s:

TD changed to 1 

MD changed to 2 

SD changed to 3 

SA changed to 4 

MA changed to  5 

TA changed to 6
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Table 1 

Consistency o f Responses on 

the CSRCQ R e l ia b i l i t y  Study

Item
No.

No. Responding 
in  "H ke  manner"

% No. Responding 
in "un like  manner"

%

6 20 100 0 0

10 20 100 0 0

15 20 100 0 0

19 20 100 0 0

26 18 90 2 10

29 18 90 2 10

1 20 100 0 0

5 19 95 1 5

9 18 90 2 10

13 20 100 0 0

20 19 95 1 5

24 20 100 0 0

3 20 100 0 0

8 18 90 2 10

18 19 95 1 5

22 20 100 0 0

28 19 95 1 5

30 19 95 1 5
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Component Item No. Responding % No. Responding % 
No. In " lik e  manner" 1n "un like  manner"

2 19 95 1 5

4 20 100 0 0

11 19 95 1 5

14 19 95 1 5

17 20 100 0 0

25 20 100 0 0

7 20 100 0 0

12 18 90 2 10

16 19 95 1 5

21 20 100 0 0

23 19 95 1 5

27 18 90 2 10
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2. In order to prevent re p e tit io u s  responses, the In v e s tig a to r  

has s ta ted  many o f the Items in  terms e xa c tly  opposite o f community 

education 's  pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school. Because o f th is ,  respon­

ses to  Items 3 ,4 ,9 ,1 1 ,1 2 ,2 0 ,2 5 ,2 8  and 29 were changed to a numer­

ic a l value as fo llow s:

TD changed to 6 

MD changed to 5 

SD changed to  4 

SA changed to  3 

MA changed to 2 

TA changed to  1

Therefore, fo r  both o f the above sets o f item s, responses o f  

4 , 5 or 6 represented acceptance o f what the community education  

l i te r a tu r e  ind icated  should be the ro le  o f the school. Responses 

o f 1, 2 or 3 represented non-acceptance o f what the community edu­

cation l i te r a tu r e  ind ica ted  should be the ro le  o f the school.

In order to determine how the board o f education viewed the  

ro le  o f the school, a median board response was determined. For 

example, i f  f iv e  members on a school board responded to  a statement 

In the fo llow ing  manner:

Board member #1 ra ted  a statement w ith  a 6

Board member #2 rated a statement w ith a 5

Board member #3 rated  a statem ent w ith  a 6

Board member #4 rated  a statement w ith a 4

Board member #5 ra ted  a statem ent w ith  a 4
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the median board response fo r  th a t statement was computed as fo llow s: 

Board member # 1 = 6  

Board member # 3 = 6

Board member #2 = 5 --------------------------------------------5 was the median

Board member # 4 = 4  

Board member # 5 = 4

The board response fo r  the above example was, th e re fo re , consi­

dered as 5. The median board response was based on the number of 

board members re turn ing  the questionnaire . I f  a d is t r ic t  had only  

one board member responding to the questio nnaire , then th a t board's  

response was considered to be the response ind icated  by th a t one 

board member.

Since each o f the components fo r  community education are some­

what independent o f each o th e r, the in v e s tig a to r analyzed each 

component separately  fo r  each o f the hypotheses tes ted . Therefore, 

when te s tin g  each hypothesis, an "acceptance value" was assigned 

to each d is t r ic t  as well as an evaluation score in re la tio n  to  each 

o f the f iv e  components.

When te s tin g  each hypothesis in re la tio n  to any p a r t ic u la r  com­

ponent, the in v e s tig a to r  determined whether or not a school d is t r ic t 's  

main school decision makers were in  agreement w ith  each o th e r, con­

cerning the ro le  o f the school, w hile  a t the same time accepting o f 

the community education philosophy concerning th a t ro le . When the 

sp ec ified  group o f decision makers were in such agreement, th a t d is ­

t r i c t  was rated as e xh ib itin g  "mutual acceptance" o f Community 

Education's pre fe rred  ro le  fo r the school. I f  there was not such
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agreement, the d is t r ic t  was rated  as not e x h ib itin g  "mutual 

acceptance." The fo llow ing  example w i l l  be used 1n order to  I l lu s ­

t r a te  th is  procedure:

The hypothesis being tested  in the fo llow ing  example re la te d  

to school board members, superintendents and community education d i ­

re c to r in terms o f th e ir  mutual acceptance o f Community Education's  

pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school. The hypothesis being tested  is  in 

reference to  the s ix  statements o f Component I .

I f  a l l  three respondents rated a statement w ith  e ith e r  a 4 , 5 

or 6 , th a t d is t r ic t  was ra ted  as having mutual acceptance on th a t 

statem ent. I f  one or more o f the respondents rated  the statement w ith  

e ith e r  a 1, 2 or 3, th a t d is t r ic t  was rated as not having mutual 

acceptance. Determ ination o f mutual acceptance would th e re fo re  be 

computed as fo llow s:

School D is t r ic t  X

Component I

Statement 1. Board (1 ,2 ,3 )  ( 4 ,5 ,®

Statement 2 . Board

Superintendent

Community Education D ire c to r

(1 .2 .3 )  (4 ,© ,6 )

(1 .2 .3 )  ( 4 $ ,6 )

(1 .2 .3 )  (4 ,© ,6 )

Superintendent

Community Education D ire c to r

(1 ,2 ,3 )  (4 ,5 ,© )

(© ,2 ,3 ) (4 ,5 ,6 )

Statement 3. Board (1 ,2 ,3 )  ( 4 , 5 $ )

Superintendent

Community Education D ire c to r

(1 ,2 ,3 )  (4,g>,6)

( 1 ,2 ,3 )  (@ ,5,6)
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Statement 4 . Board

Superintendent

Community Education D ire cto r

(1 .2 .3 )  (4 ,© ,6 )

(1 .2 .3 )  ( 4 ,5 ,®

Statement 6. Board

Statement 5. Board

Superintendent

Community Education D ire c to r

Superintendent

Community Education D ire c to r

(1 .2 .3 )  ( 4 ,5 ,®

(1 .2 .3 )  ( 4 , 5 $ )

(1 .2 .3 )  ( 4 , 5 $ )

(1 .2 .3 )  ( 4 , 5 $ )  

(© 2 ,3 )  (4 ,5 ,6 )  

( 1 © 3 )  (4 ,5 ,6 )

(1 .2 .3 )  ( 4 , 5 $ )

Since in the above example, there was mutual acceptance on four 

o f the s ix  statements (1 , 3 , 4 and 5 ) ,  D is t r ic t  X would be evaluated  

as having mutual acceptance on Component I in respect to th is  par­

t ic u la r  hypothesis. Mutual acceptance had to be demonstrated on a t  

le a s t four o f the s ix  statem ents, otherwise the d is t r ic t  would have 

been evaluated as not having mutual acceptance on Component I .

For the above sample hypothesis, mutual acceptance would be 

determined fo r  each o f the f iv e  components, fo r  each o f the d is t r ic ts ,  

by use o f th is  procedure. Thus fo r  each d is t r ic t ,  a score o f  1 or a 

score o f 0 was assigned, w ith  1 representing mutual acceptance on 

the component and 0 representing the fa c t th a t a d is t r ic t  did not 

have mutual acceptance on the component.

Determ ination o f the meeting o f professional standards. The 

degree to  which a community education program met the professional 

standards o f community education was determined by use o f a two 

p a rt instrum ent. The in v e s tig a to r  evaluated each d is t r ic t  based on 

the re su lts  o f th is  two p a rt instrum ent.
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The f i r s t  p a rt o f the eva luation  Instrum ent was the Community 

School D is t r ic t  Exemplariness Questionnaire which was completed 

by the community education d irec to rs  Involved 1n the study. Points  

used to  evaluate each d is t r ic t  were based on the responses to  the  

CSDEQ w ith  such responses being assigned a po in t value in  the 

fo llow ing  manner: (Table 2 i l lu s t r a te s  the composition o f the CSDEQ.)

1. For the CSDEQ P art A, a poin t value o f A=one p o in t,

B=two po in ts , C=three points and D=four points was assigned.

2. For the CSDEQ Part B, a po in t value o f No=two points and

Yes=four points was assigned fo r  items 1 -7 . For item 8, No=four

points and Yes=two po in ts .

3. For the CSDEQ P art C, one po in t was given fo r  each item  

checked plus one po in t fo r  each appropriate  a c t iv i ty  added by the  

respondent. Appropriateness was determined by the in v e s tig a to r .

4 . For the CSDEQ P art D, the number c irc le d  fo r  each statem ent 

ind ica ted  the po in t value assigned. For example, i f  a 1 was c irc le d ,  

a score o f 1 po in t was assigned, i f  a 2 was c ir c le d , a score o f 2 

points  was assigned e tc .

The second p a rt o f the eva luation  instrum ent required data from 

the Breakdown o f Community School Report which is  published annually  

by the Community School Development Center a t Western Michigan 

U n iv e rs ity . This report was used in order to answer the fo llow ing  

questions:

1. To what extent was the community education concept in co r­

porated in to  a l l  the schools o f the d is t r ic t?

2 . To what exten t was the community education program working
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Table 2 

Composition o f the CSDEQ

S ection3 Number o f Type o f
statements response

A 8 Appropriate response
c irc le d .

E ith e r:
A
B
C
D

B 8 Appropriate response
checked.

E ith e r:
NO

 YES

C 10*3 Each appropriate
a c t iv i ty  checked.

 Stated a c t iv i ty
 Stated a c t iv i ty
 Stated a c t iv i ty
 Stated a c t iv i ty  e tc .

D 7 Appropriate response
c irc le d .

E ith e r: 1 2  3 4

N o te .

aThe items in any one section d id  not re la te  to  only one p a r tic u la r  

component.

^Section C gave the respondents the opportunity  to l i s t  any other 

a c t iv i t ie s  which they believed to  be appropriate  fo r  th is  section. 

The in v e s tig a to r  determined appropriateness and assigned one point 

fo r  each appropriate  a c t iv i ty  l is te d  by the respondent.
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w ith o ther agencies w ith in  the community?

3. To what exten t was the community education program reaching 

the a d u lt population o f the d is t r ic t?

4 . To what extent was the community education program reaching  

the youth o f the d is t r ic t?  (See Appendix E .)

In order to determine the po in t value fo r  each o f the above four

item s, a po in t value o f A=orie p o in t, B=two po in ts , C=three points and

D=four points was assigned. The in v e s tig a to r u t i l iz e d  the re s u ltin g  

scores in order to fu r th e r  evaluate each d is t r ic t .

The number o f points assigned to each o f the responses was 

determined by the in v e s tig a to r . The items representing each component 

were d is tr ib u te d  throughout each o f the sections o f the to ta l e v a l­

uation instrum ent. The exception to  th is  was section C, which con­

ta ined items only re la te d  to Component V. I t  was intended, th e re fo re ,  

th a t the number o f points assigned to an item , representing a p a r t ic ­

u la r  component, in one section would carry  the same weight as an item , 

representing th a t same component, located in another section . The 

exception to  th is  was a No answer in section B. The in v e s tig a to r  did  

not want to overly  penalize  d is t r ic ts  w ith marginal programs who f e l t

they did not q u ite  warrant a Yes answer.

This to ta l eva luation  instrum ent was also based on f iv e  components 

o f community education as described by Minzey (1974 ). Each d is t r ic t  

was, th e re fo re , assigned an eva luation  score fo r  each component. The 

evaluation  score fo r  Component I was used in te s tin g  each hypothesis 

re la te d  to  Component I ,  the eva luation  score fo r  Component I I  was used 

in te s tin g  each hypothesis in re la tio n  to Component I I  e tc .
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Some o f the items on the eva luation  instrum ent re la te d  to  more 

than one component, th e re fo re , the value assigned to  each o f those 

items was used more than once, depending on the component being te s ted .

Determ ination o f each d is t r ic t 's  eva luation  score, fo r  each 

component, was computed as fo llow s:

1. Component I was represented in  the CSDEQ by items A - l ,

A -2, A -6, B - l,  D-2, D-3 and D-4, and in the Breakdown data by item 1.

Therefore, a maximum o f 32 points could have been assigned as an

evaluation  score fo r  Component I .

2. Component I I  was represented in the CSDEQ by items A - l ,  A -2, 

A -3 , A -7, B -l and D - l,  and in the Breakdown data by items 1 and 4. 

T herefore, a maximum o f 32 points could have been assigned to  any one 

d is t r ic t  as an eva luation  score fo r  Component I I .

3. Component I I I  was represented in the CSDEQ by items A - l ,

A -2, A -4, A -5, A-8 and B-5, and in  the Breakdown data by items 1 and 3. 

Therefore, a maximum o f 32 points could have been assigned as an

evaluation  score fo r  Component I I I .

4. Component IV was represented in the CSDEQ by items A -6,

B-4, D-2, D-3, D-4, D-5, D-6 and D-7, and in the Breakdown data by 

item 2. Therefore, a maximum o f 36 points could have been assigned 

to  any one d is t r ic t  as an eva luation  score fo r  Component IV .

5. Component V was represented in the CSDEQ by itmes A - l ,  A -2, B-2, 

B-3 and C -l through C-5. Since a d is t r ic t  could have received one po in t  

fo r  each a c t iv i ty  l is te d  by the respondent in section C, the maximum 

number o f points a d is t r ic t  could have received fo r  Component V depen­

ded on the number o f a c t iv i t ie s  checked and l is te d  by the respondent.
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Population

At the time o f the study, there were 60 school d is t r ic ts  in 

Southwest Michigan which had community school programs. Of these 

60 school d is t r ic ts ,  21 d is t r ic ts  were selected to represent the 

population fo r  th is  study. The se lection  was based on the fo llow ing  

set o f c r i t e r ia :  (See Appendix B fo r  a l is t in g  o f  the school d is t r ic ts

in vo lv e d .)

(a ) The school d is t r ic t  employed a t lea s t one f u l l  time d ire c to r  

o f community education programs. The in v e s tig a to r  believed th a t only  

when a d ire c to r  had f u l l  tim e, and not h a lf  tim e, re s p o n s ib ilit ie s  

fo r  community education programs could he/she in i t i a t e  the types o f  

programs on which the eva luation  was based.

(b ) The d is t r ic t  was lis te d  as a community education d is t r ic t  

by the Community School Development Center a t Western Michigan 

U n iv ers ity . There may have been some school d is t r ic ts  in Southwest 

Michigan which were operating in a fashion s im ila r  to a community 

school. These d is t r ic ts  genera lly  operate only so fa r  as provid ing  

a few programs and provid ing school f a c i l i t i e s  to  the e n tire  commun­

i t y  on a lim ite d  basis.

(c ) The superintendent and the community education d ire c to r  

had been working in the d is t r ic t ,  in the same capac ity , fo r  a minimum 

o f two years. Since the development o f community education programs 

takes tim e, the impact o f a f i r s t  year superintendent or community 

education d ire c to r  may be n e g lig ib le .

There were only 21 school d is t r ic ts  in Southwest Michigan which 

met the above c r i t e r ia .  At the time o f the study, the d is t r ic ts  which
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comprised the population had been in operation as community education 

d is t r ic ts  fo r  a period ranging from 2 to  12 years. This v a r ia b le ,  

along w ith  others such as: s ize  o f the d is t r ic t ,  t ra in in g  o f the 

d ire c to r , age, e tc . ,  were not o v ertly  considered in th is  study.

Method o f Data C o llection

The superintendents from each o f the 21 d is t r ic ts  were con­

tacted by the in ve s tig a to r in order to  determine a w illingness  on 

th e ir  p a rt to be involved in  the study. A telephone c a ll proved to  

be s u f f ic ie n t  fo r  a l l  but two o f the superintendents. One superin­

tendent requested th a t the in ve s tig a to r go to the d is t r ic t  and speak 

w ith  him and the community education d ire c to r  concerning the study. 

A fte r  a short v is i t ,  they both agreed to take p a rt.

Another superintendent requested th a t the in v e s tig a to r  send 

one copy o f the CSRCQ so th a t he could b e tte r  determine i f  his d is ­

t r i c t  should be included. Upon examining the questio nnaire , the  

superintendent contacted the in v e s tig a to r  by mail and agreed to  take 

p a rt in the study.

The superintendents involved in the study were asked to complete 

the CSRCQ and were asked to return i t  to  the in v e s tig a to r  v ia  a 

s e lf  addressed, stamped envelope. The superintendents were also  

given a packet o f m ateria ls  to d is tr ib u te  to the board members and 

the community education d irec to rs  in th e ir  d is t r ic ts .  The packets 

consisted o f a CSRCQ fo r  each board member, a CSRCQ fo r  each commun­

i t y  education d ire c to r , a cover le t te r  to each requesting th e ir  p a r t i ­

c ip a tio n  in  the study and s e lf  addressed, stamped envelopes which 

were to be used in order to return the completed questionnaires to
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the in v e s tig a to r.

Each copy o f the CSRCQ was coded in  the upper r ig h t hand corner 

so the in v e s tig a to r could Id e n tify  the returned questionnaires. The 

code s ig n if ie d  the d is t r ic t  involved and the p o s itio n  held ( i . e . ,  

superintendent, board member, or community education d ire c to r ) .

Upon receiving  a completed copy o f the CSRCQ from a d is t r ic t 's  

community education d ire c to r , a copy o f the CSDEQ was then sent to  

th a t d ire c to r . The in v e s tig a to r  waited two weeks a fte r  rece iv ing  the 

CSRCQ before sending the CSDEQ so th a t the response to one would not 

g re a tly  a ffe c t  the type o f response on the o th e r.

The CSDEQ was also coded fo r  data analysis  purposes, w ith  the  

code s ig n ify in g  the d is t r ic t  i t  came from. This form also included  

a cover le t te r  to  each d ire c to r  and a s e l f  addressed, stamped envelope 

which was used to re turn  the completed questio nnaire .

The superintendents were to ld  i n i t i a l l y  th a t  a summary o f the 

re su lts  o f the study would be sent to them upon the conclusion Of 

the study. The community education d irec to rs  were also given the  

opportunity  to in d ica te  on the CSDEQ form whether or not they would 

l ik e  a copy of such a summary. A ll o f the cover le t te r s ,  attached  

to  the questionnaires, emphasized th a t complete c o n fid e n tia lity  o f  

responses would be m aintained.

Data Collected

Each superintendent and every board member received the CSRCQ.

The community education d irec to rs  from the 21 d is t r ic ts  also received  

the CSRCQ and were subsequently given the CSDEQ.

The percentage o f in d iv id u a ls  who returned the CSRCQ are l is te d
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Table 3

Percent o f Responses to  the CSRCQ

D is t r ic t  % Return From % Return From % Return From
Superintendents Board Members D irecto rs

A 100 57 100

B 100 14 100

C 100 43 100

D 100 29 100

E 100 71 100

F 100 71 100

G 100 57 100

H 100 43 100

I 100 71 100

J 100 57 100

K 100 29 100

L 100 29 100

M 100 100 100

N 100 43 100

0 100 29 100

P 100 29 100

Q 100 57 100

R 100 71 100

S 100 100 100

T 100 71 100

U 100 71 100
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in  Table 3. A ll o f the d ire c to rs  returned the CSDEQ fo r  a 100% re tu rn .

Even though only 53% o f the to ta l  number o f board members 

responded to the CSRCQ, 100% o f the d is t r ic ts  were represented by 

a t le a s t one board member response. Data analysis  included a l l  o f 

the 21 d is t r ic ts  which constitu ted  the population fo r  the study. 

Hypotheses Investigated

1. There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f main 

school decision makers' mutual acceptance o f Community Education's  

pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree to  which the school 

meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education goals and 

methods o f achievement.

Independent v a r ia b le -- th e  degree o f main school decision makers' 

mutual acceptance o f Community Education's p re fe rre d  ro le  fo r  the school.

Dependent v a r ia b le -- th e  degree to  which the school meets the 

professional c r it e r ia  fo r  community education goals and methods o f 

achievement.

2. There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f super­

intendents ' and community education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance o f 

Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree

to which the school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community 

education goals and methods o f  achievement.

Independent v a r ia b le -- th e  degree o f superintendents ' and commun­

i t y  education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance o f Community Education's  

pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school.

Dependent v a r ia b le -- th e  degree to  which the school meets the
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professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education goals and methods 

o f achievement.

3. There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f 

school boards' and community education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance 

o f Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the  

degree to  which the school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  

community education goals and methods o f achievement.

Independent v a r ia b le — the degree o f school boards' and commun­

i t y  education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance o f Community Education's  

p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school.

Dependent v a r ia b le — the degree to which the school meets the  

professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education goals and methods o f 

achievement.

4 . There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f  

superintendents' and school boards' mutual acceptance o f Community 

Education's p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree to  which 

the school meets the professional c r it e r ia  fo r  community education  

goals and methods o f achievement.

Independent v a r ia b le — the degree o f superintendents ' and 

school boards' mutual acceptance o f Community Education's p re fe rred  

ro le  fo r  the school.

Dependent v a r ia b le — the degree to which the school meets the  

professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education goals and methods o f 

achievement.
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S ta t is t ic a l  Methods Used to Test the Hypotheses

In order to  te s t  the above hypotheses, a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  

was determined by use o f the p o in t-b is e r ia l c o rre la tio n  c o e f f ic ie n t

Glass and Stanley (1970) suggested the use o f the po in t~b1seria l 

c o rre la tio n  c o e f f ic ie n t  in a s itu a t io n  in  which one v a r ia b le  y ie ld s  

nominal-dichotomous measures and the o ther y ie ld s  in te rv a l or ra t io  

measures.

The dichotomous measure was determined by use o f the procedure 

discussed previously  w ith : "Mutual acceptance" = 1, and riot "mutual 

acceptance" = 0.

When te s tin g  each hypothesis, th e re fo re , each d is t r ic t  was 

assigned a value o f e ith e r  1 or 0 fo r  Component I ,  Component I I ,  e tc .

The in te rv a l measure was determined by use o f the 2 p a rt eva lu ­

a tio n  instrum ent discussed p reviously. Each d is t r ic t  was, th e re fo re ,  

assigned an evaluation score fo r  each component. The eva luation  

score assigned each o f the components was used when te s tin g  each o f 

the 4 hypotheses.

When each hypothesis was te s ted , in re la tio n  to each component, 

a l l  d is t r ic ts  had been assigned an "acceptance value" o f e ith e r  1 

or 0 , and an eva luation  score. The was thus computed using the 

fo llo w in g  form ula: (Glass & S tan ley , 1970, p. 163 .)
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In the above form ula, the symbols represent the fo llow ing  values:

X j  was the mean eva luation  score, on a component, o f those

d is t r ic ts  which displayed "mutual acceptance."

X 0 was the mean eva luation  score, on a component, o f those

d is t r ic ts  which did not d isp lay  "mutual acceptance."

sx was the standard devia tion  o f a l l  (n) eva luation  scores,

n^ was the number o f d is t r ic ts  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance."

nQ was the number o f d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance."

n was the to ta l number o f d is t r ic ts  (n^ + ng).

There were, th e re fo re , 2 0 ^ ^  values computed, since each o f the 

4 hypotheses was tested in re la tio n  to each o f the 5 components.

The re s u ltin g  c o e f f ic ie n t ,  th e re fo re , determined i f  there was a posi­

t iv e  c o rre la tio n  between the evaluation score, on each ind iv idua l 

component, and acceptance.

The nu ll hypothesis (HQ:ZLt = 2L0 ) was tested  against the a l t e r ­

nate hypothesis (H y j i f > Z L 0 ) ,  where ALt represented the mean e v a l­

uation score, on a component, o f those d is t r ic ts  which displayed  

"mutual acceptance", and 6L0 represented the mean eva luation  score, 

on a component, o f those d is t r ic ts  which did not d isp lay  "mutual 

acceptance."

Since the hypotheses tested  were d ire c t io n a l, a o n e -ta ile d  

t - t e s t  was used to  te s t  the n u ll hypotheses a t the .05 leve l o f s ig ­

n ific a n c e .

The fo llow ing  formula (Glass & S tan ley , 1970, p. 318) was 

used to determine the t  value:
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The t  values derived from the above formula were checked against 

Student's  t.-d is tr1 b u tio n  (Glass & S tan ley , 1970, p. 521) w ith n. minus 

2 degrees o f freedom, in order to determine s ig n ific a n c e .

Summary

This chapter has been devoted to  a discussion o f the general 

design o f the study. The main topics discussed were instrum entation , 

population , method o f data c o lle c t io n , the data c o lle c te d , the 

hypotheses in ve s tig a ted , and the s ta t is t ic a l  methods used to te s t  

the hypotheses.

Both o f the instruments used were developed by the in ve s tig ato r  

based upon a review o f re la te d  l i t e r a tu r e ,  the l i t e r a tu r e  in commun­

i t y  education, and on the advice o f a number o f community educators. 

The population was not randomly selected but represented a ll  o f the 

d is t r ic ts  in Southwest Michigan which met the c r i t e r ia  fo r  the study.

The data were c o lle cted  by use o f a mail and re tu rn  mail process. 

A ll o f the d is t r ic ts  and positions were represented in the data anal­

y s is  w ith a to ta l o f 66% o f the questionnaires being returned.

The nu ll hypotheses were tested by use o f the p o in t-b is e r ia l 

c o rre la tio n  c o e f f ic ie n t .  A o n e -ta iled  t - t e s t  was used to  te s t the 

n u ll hypotheses a t the .05 leve l o f s ig n ific a n c e .
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CHAPTER IV 

Presentation and Analysis o f  Data

In troduction

This chapter w i l l  be devoted to  the analysis  o f the data  

c o lle c te d . The analysis  o f the data is  divided in to  fo u r sections, 

one fo r  each o f the hypotheses tes ted . Each section ind ica tes  the  

re su lts  o f each hypothesis tes ted . The four hypotheses were tested  

in  re la tio n  to each o f the fo llow ing  f iv e  components:

I Use o f community f a c i l i t i e s

I I  Additiona l programs fo r  school age ch ildren  

I I I  Programs fo r  adults

IV D e live ry  and coordination o f community services

V Community involvement

Hypotheses Investigated

Hypothesis 1

There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f main 

school decision makers' mutual acceptance o f Community Education's  

pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree to which the school 

meets the professional c r it e r ia  fo r  community education goals and 

methods o f achievement.

When te s tin g  Hypothesis 1, there were f iv e  p o in t-b is e r ia l co rre ­

la t io n  c o e f f ic ie n t  ( r ^ )  values computed, one fo r  each o f the f iv e  

components. A o n e -ta ile d  t - t e s t  was used to  te s t the nu ll hypothesis 

(HQ:/? / = iZ 0 ) a t  the .05 leve l o f s ig n ific a n ce .

Testing Hypothesis 1 on Component I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 1, 

84
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on Component I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  determine i f ,  in  

re la tio n  to  Component I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic ts  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents, 

board members, and community education d ire c to rs , was g re a te r than 

the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual 

acceptance." Table 4 presents the data used to  te s t Hypothesis 1, 

in re la tio n  to Component I .

Table 4

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 1 on Component I

Degree o f 
Acceptance

n_ Mean
Score

SD t  d f

Mutual acceptance 8 

Not mutual acceptance 13

27.88

26.62

2 .64

3.57

.8 4 *  19

SDa=3.24 Ipb= * 19 *o n e -ta ile d  £=.21

Note.

a In tables 4 through 23, the S£ score in  th is  pos itio n  represents the 

o v era ll standard devia tion  o f the d is t r ic ts '  eva luation  scores.

Because £= .84 , which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t  the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis te s t ­

ed, fo r  Component I ,  was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 1 on Component I I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 1, 

on Component I I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  determine i f ,  in  re ­

la t io n  to  Component I I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts
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d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents, board 

members, and community education d ire c to rs , was g re ater than the  

mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual 

acceptance." Table 5 presents the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 1, 

in  re la tio n  to Component I I .

Table 5

Comparison o f Mean E valuation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 1 on Component I I

Degree o f n_ Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 11 27.27 2.90 .83 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 10 26.10 3.41

SD=3.13 Ip b " * 19 *o n e -ta ile d  £=.21

Because t f .8 3  which was less than the 1 .73 necessary to  be s ig ­

n if ic a n t  a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis te s ted , fo r  Component I I ,  

was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 1 on Component I I I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

1, on Component I I I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  determine i f ,  in  

re la tio n  to  Component I I I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic ts  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents, 

board members, and community education d ire c to rs , was s ig n if ic a n t ly  

greater than the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d is ­

p laying "mutual acceptance." Table 6 presents the data used to  

te s t  Hypothesis 1, in re la t io n  to  Component I I I .
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Table 6

Comparison of Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree

of Acceptance for Hypothesis 1 on Component I I I

Degree o f n_ Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 16 28.25 2 .67 1 .4 7 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 5 26.20 2 .59

SD=2.74 V * 32 *o n e -ta ile d  £= .08

Because t= 1 .4 7 , which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis  

te s te d , fo r  Component I I I ,  was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 1 on Component IV . When te s tin g  Hypothesis  

1, on Component IV , the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to determine i f ,  in 

re la tio n  to  Component IV , the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic t s  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents, 

board members, and community education d ire c to rs , was g reater than 

the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual 

acceptance." Table 7 presents the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 1, 

in  re la t io n  to Component IV.

Because t= .3 5 ,  which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the n u ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis t e s t ­

ed, fo r  Component IV , was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 1 on Component V. When te s tin g  Hypothesis 1, 

on Component V, the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to determine i f ,  in  r e la -
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Table 7

Comparison of Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree

of Acceptance for Hypothesis 1 on Component IV

Degree o f £ Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 8 

Not mutual acceptance 13

27.63

26.92

3.16

4 .86

.35 * 19

SD=4.21 > = *08 *o n e -ta ile d  £=.36

tio n  to  Component V, the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents, board 

members, and community education d ire c to rs , was g re ater than the 

mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual 

acceptance." Table 8 presents the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 1, 

in  re la tio n  to Component V.

Table 8

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 1 on Component V

Degree o f £ Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 8 20.38 4.75 1 .0 1 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 13 18.69 2.72

SD=3.61 > - • 2 3 *one-ta11ed £_=,.16
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Because t= 1 .0 1 , which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis te s t ­

ed, fo r  Component V, was not supported.

Results o f te s tin g  Hypothesis 1, in re la tio n  to a l l  f iv e  compo­

nents. When te s tin g  Hypothesis 1, in re la tio n  to each o f the f iv e  

components, there were no s ig n if ic a n t fin d in g s , even though there  

were p o s itive  c o rre la tio n s  in each instance.

There was only one component, in re la tio n  to programs fo r  a d u lts , 

which produced a R v a lu e  (1 .4 7 ) approaching the jt value o f 1 .73 , 

which was required fo r  s ig n ific a n ce  a t the .05 le v e l.

Hypothesis 2

There is  a p o s itive  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f super­

in tendents ' and community education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance o f  

Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree 

to  which the school meets the professional c r it e r ia  fo r  community 

education goals and methods o f achievement.

When te s tin g  Hypothesis 2 , there were f iv e  _Tpb values computed, 

one fo r  each o f the f iv e  components. A o n e -ta ile d  t - t e s t  was used 

to  te s t  the nu ll hypothesis (HQ:i?/ = /^ 0 ) a t the .05 leve l o f s ig ­

n if ic a n c e .

Testing Hypothesis 2 , on Component I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

2, on Component I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to determine i f ,  in  

re la t io n  to Component I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents and commun­

i t y  education d ire c to rs , was g re ater than the mean eva luation  score 

o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 9
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presents the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 2 , in re la t io n  to  Com­

ponent I .

Table 9

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 2 on Component I

Degree o f Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 16 27.31 3.55 .53 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 5 26.40 2.07

SD=3.24 Ip b = -12 *o n e -ta ile d  £= .30

Because t_=.53, which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the n u ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis te s t ­

ed, fo r  Component I ,  was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 2 , on Component I I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

2 , on Component I I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to determine i f ,  in  

re la tio n  to Component I I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic t s  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents and 

community education d ire c to rs , was g reater than the mean eva luation  

score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 

10 presents the data used to  te s t Hypothesis 2 , in  re la tio n  to Com­

ponent I I .

Because t_=.41, which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis te s t ­

ed, fo r  Component I I ,  was not supported.
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Table 10

Comparison of Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree

of Acceptance for Hypothesis 2 on Component I I

Degree o f  
Acceptance

in Mean
Score

SD ;t d f

Mutual acceptance 18 26.83 3.09 .41* 19

Not mutual acceptance 3 26.00 4 .00

SDf3 .13  £pb= ,° 9 *o n e -ta ile d  £=.34

Testing Hypothesis 2 , on Component I I I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

2, on Component I I I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to determine i f ,  in 

r e la tio n  to Component I I I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents arid commun­

i t y  education d ire c to rs , was greater than the mean eva luation  score o f 

those d is t r ic ts  not_ d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 11 presents 

the data used to te s t Hypothesis 2 , in re la tio n  to Component I I I .

Table 11

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 2 on Component I I I

Degree o f n Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 20 27.95 2.67 1 .41* 19

Not mutual acceptance 1 24.00 0.00

SD=2.74 r t i =•31  -pb *o n e -ta ile d £=.09
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Because t f l . 4 1 ,  which was less than the 1 .73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t  the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis  

te s te d , fo r  Component I I I ,  was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 2 , on Component IV . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

2 , on Component IV , the in v e s tig a to r attempted to  determine i f ,  in 

re la tio n  to Component IV , the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic ts  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents and 

community education d ire c to rs , was g re ater than the mean eva luation  

score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table  

12 presents the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 2 , in r e la t io n  to  Com­

ponent IV.

Table 12

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 2 on Component IV

Degree o f  
Acceptance

n Mean
Score

SD t d f

Mutual acceptance 15 26.20 3 .65 -1 .7 5 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 6 29.67 4 .84

SD=4.21 r  = - .3 7  
-pb

*o n e -ta ile d  £= -.0 5

Because t f - 1 .7 5 ,  which was s ig n if ic a n t a t  the .05 le v e l,  but 

not in  the d ire c tio n  expected, the hypothesis te s te d , fo r  Component 

IV , was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 2 , on Component V. When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

2 , on Component V, the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  determine i f ,  in
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re la tio n  to Component V, the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic t s  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents and 

community education d ire c to rs , was g reater than the mean eva luation  

score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 

13 presents the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 2 , in re la tio n  to Com­

ponent V.

Table 13

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 2 on Component V

Degree o f n_ Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 15 19.47 3.78 .26* 19

Not mutual acceptance 6 19.00 3.46

SD=3.61

<-0o11_Q *o n e -ta ile d £=.40

Because £ = .2 6 , which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the n u ll hypothesis a t  the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis  

te s te d , fo r  Component V, was not supported.

Results o f te s tin g  Hypothesis 2 , in re la t io n  to  a l l  f iv e  com­

ponents. When te s tin g  Hypothesis 2 , in re la t io n  to each o f the f iv e  

components, one component, re la te d  to the d e liv e ry  and coordination  

o f community serv ices , produced a negative c o rre la tio n  o f - .3 7 .  This 

ind ica ted  a s ig n if ic a n t re la tio n s h ip  (£ = - .0 5 ) ,  but was not in  the  

d ire c tio n  expected. Even though a c o rre la tio n  o f .37 was higher 

than any other produced thus f a r ,  i t  only produced a c o e f f ic ie n t  o f
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determ ination ( r 2 ) o f .14 . Therefore, only 14% o f the variance on 

one v a r ia b le , eva luation  score, could be a ttr ib u te d  to  the other 

v a r ia b le , acceptance.

One o f the components, in re la tio n  to  programs fo r  a d u lts ,  

produced a t  value o f 1.41 which was approaching the ;t value o f 

1.73 which was required fo r  s ig n ific a n ce  a t the .05 le v e l.

Hypothesis 3

There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f school 

boards' and community education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance o f 

Community Education's pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree 

to  which the school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community 

education goals and methods o f achievement.

When te s tin g  Hypothesis 3 , there were f iv e  values computed, 

one fo r  each o f the f iv e  components. A o n e -ta ile d  it - te s t  was used 

to  te s t  the n u ll hypothesis ( H q ^ ^  /L 0 ) a t  the .05 lev e l o f s ig ­

n ific a n c e .

Testing Hypothesis 3 , on Component I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

3, on Component I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  determine i f ,  in  

re la t io n  to  Component I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and commun­

i t y  education d ire c to rs , was g reater than the mean eva luation  score 

o f those d is t r ic ts  not, d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 14 

presents the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 3 , in re la t io n  to  Component I .

Because t= .7 9 , which was less than the 1 .73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis  

te s te d , fo r  Component I ,  was not supported.
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Table 14

Comparison of Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree

of Acceptance for Hypothesis 3 on Component I

Degree o f n Mean SD t_ d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 10 27.70 2.41 .79* 19

Not mutual acceptance 11 26.55 3.88

SD=3.24 ^ = . 1 8  *o n e -ta ile d  £_=.22

Testing Hypothesis 3 , on Component I I .  When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

3 , on Component I I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to determine i f ,  in 

re la t io n  to  Component I I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and community 

education d ire c to rs , was g re a te r than the mean eva luation  score o f 

those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 15 presents 

the data used to  te s t  Hypothesis 3 , in re la tio n  to Component I I .

Table 15

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 3 on Component I I

Degree o f £ Mean SD t df
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 12 27.17 2 .79 .74 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 9 26.11 3.62

SD=3.13 Ip b - ’ 17 *o n e -ta ile d £=.24
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Because t= .7 4 , which was less than the 1 .73 necessary fo r  r e ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis te s t ­

ed, fo r  Component I I ,  was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 3 , on Component I I I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

3, on Component I I I ,  the in v e s tig a to r attempted to  determine i f ,  in  

re la tio n  to  Component I I I ,  the mean evaluation score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and community 

education d ire c to rs , was g reater than the mean eva luation  score o f 

those d is t r ic ts  nojb d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 16 presents  

the data used to  te s t Hypothesis 3 , in re la tio n  to  Component I I I .

Table 16

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 3 on Component I I I

Degree o f 
Acceptance

n_ Mean
Score

SD t df

Mutual acceptance 17 28.00 2 .78 .8 0 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 4 26.75 2 .63

SD=2.74 Ip b = -18 *o n e -ta ile d  £= .22

Because t_=.80, which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis te s t ­

ed, fo r  Component I I I ,  was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 3 , on Component IV . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

3, on Component IV , the in ve s tig a to r attempted to  determine i f ,  in  

re la tio n  to  Component IV , the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts
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d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and commun­

i t y  education d ire c to rs , was greater than the mean eva luation  score 

o f those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 17 

presents the data used to  te s t Hypothesis 3 , in  re la tio n  to  Compo­

nent IV .

Table 17

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 3 on Component IV

Degree o f J1 Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 12 27.83 4 .13 .78 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 9 26.33 4 .42

SD=4.21

COit-Q *o n e -ta ile d  £ f.2 2

Because t f .7 8 ,  which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis t e s t ­

ed, fo r  Component IV , was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 3 , on Component V. When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

3, on Component V, the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to determine i f ,  in 

re la tio n  to  Component V, the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lving  school boards and community 

education d ire c to rs , was g reater than the mean e va luation  score o f 

those d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 18 pre­

sents the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 3 , in  re la t io n  to Component V.
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Table 18

Comparison of Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree

of Acceptance for Hypothesis 3 on Component V

Degree o f n_ Mean SD t_ d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 10 19.70 4.42 .42 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 11 19.00 2 .86

SDf3.61 Ip b = * 10 *o n e -ta ile d  £= .34

Because t= .4 2 , which was less than the 1 .73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis  

te s ted , fo r  Component V, was not supported.

Results o f te s tin g  Hypothesis 3 , in  re la tio n  to  a l l  f iv e  com­

ponents. When te s tin g  Hypothesis 3 , in re la t io n  to each o f the f iv e  

components, there were no s ig n if ic a n t fin d in g s , even though there  

were p o s itiv e  c o rre la tio n s  in each instance.

Hypothesis 4

There is  a p o s itive  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f super­

in tendents ' and school boards' mutual acceptance o f Community 

Education's pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree to which 

the school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education  

goals and methods o f achievement.

When te s tin g  Hypothesis 4 , there were f iv e  r ^  values computed, 

one fo r  each o f the f iv e  components. A o n e -ta ile d  t - t e s t  was used 

to  te s t  the nu ll hypothesis (HQ\ H = M . 0 ) a t  the .05 lev e l o f s ig n if ­

icance.
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Testing Hypothesis 4 , on Component I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

4 , on Component I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  determine i f ,  in  

re la tio n  to  Component I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and super­

in tenden ts , was g re ater than the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic t s  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 19 presents the  

data used to  te s t  Hypothesis 4 , in re la t io n  to  Component I .

Table 19

Comparison o f  Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 4 on Component I

Degree o f n_ Mean SD t d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 12 27.83 2.21 1 .1 9 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 9 26.11 4 .20

SD=3.24 V - 26 *o n e -ta ile d  £= .12

Because t f l . 1 9 ,  which was less than the 1 .73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f  the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis te s t ­

ed, fo r  Component I ,  was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 4 , on Component I I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

4 , on Component I I ,  the in v e s tig a to r attempted to  determine i f ,  in  

r e la t io n  to Component I I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and superin­

tendents, was g re a te r than the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic t s  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 20 presents the data
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used to te s t  Hypothesis 4 , in  re la tio n  to  Component I I .

Table 20

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 4 on Component I I

Degree o f  
Acceptance

n_ Mean
Score

SD t d f

Mutual acceptance 11 27.27 2 .90  .83 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 10 26.10 3.41

SD=3.13 -pb *o n e -ta ile d £=.21

Because t f .8 3 ,  which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis 

te s te d , fo r  Component I I ,  was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 4 , on Component I I I . When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

4 , on Component I I I ,  the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to determine i f ,  in  

re la t io n  to  Component I I I ,  the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic t s  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and 

superintendents, was greater than the mean eva luation  score o f those 

d is t r ic ts  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 21 presents  

the data used to te s t  Hypothesis 4 , in re la t io n  to Component I I I .

Because t f .8 0 ,  which was less than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the n u ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis 

te s te d , fo r  Component I I I ,  was not supported.
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Table 21

Comparison of Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree

of Acceptance for Hypothesis 4 on Component I I I

Degree o f  
Acceptance

£ Mean
Score

SD t  d f

Mutual acceptance 17 28.00 2 .78  .8 0 * 19

Not mutual acceptance 4 26.75 2.63

SD=2.74

Testing Hypothesi s 4 ,

r  =.18  
-pb

on Component IV .

*o n e -ta ile d  £=.22  

When te s tin g  Hypothesis

4 , on Component IV , the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  determine i f ,  in 

re la t io n  to Component IV , the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and superin ­

tendents, was g reater than the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic t s  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 22 presents the  

data used to  te s t Hypothesis 4 , in re la tio n  to  Component IV .

Table 22

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 4 on Component IV

Degree o f 
Acceptance

£ Mean
Score

SD t d f

Mutual acceptance 9 

Not mutual acceptance 12

28.33

26.33

3.64

4 .56

1 .0 5 * 19

SD=4.21 rp jj=.24 *o n e -ta ile d  £=.15
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Because _t=1.05, which was less than the 1 .73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t  the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis 

te s ted , in  re la tio n  to  Component IV , was not supported.

Testing Hypothesis 4 , on Component V. When te s tin g  Hypothesis 

4, on Component V, the in v e s tig a to r  attempted to  determine i f ,  in  

re la tio n  to  Component V, the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  

disp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and superin­

tendents, was greater than the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic t s  not d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Table 23 presents the  

data used to te s t  Hypothesis 4 , in re la t io n  to  Component V.

Table 23

Comparison o f Mean Evaluation Scores and Degree 

o f Acceptance fo r  Hypothesis 4 on Component V

Degree o f n Mean SD t_ d f
Acceptance Score

Mutual acceptance 12 20.58 4 .30 1 .90* 19

Not mutual acceptance 9 17.67 1.32

SDf3.61 rpb=.40  *o n e -ta ile d  g f.0 4

Because t= 1 .9 0 , which was g re a te r than the 1.73 necessary fo r  re ­

je c tio n  o f the nu ll hypothesis a t the .05 le v e l,  the hypothesis 

te s ted , fo r  Component V, was supported.

Results o f te s tin g  Hypothesis 4 , in  re la t io n  to  a l l  f iv e  com­

ponents. When te s tin g  Hypothesis 4 , in re la t io n  to  each o f the f iv e  

components, only one component, in re la tio n  to  community involvement,
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Ind icated  a re la tio n s h ip  in  the expected d ire c tio n . However, the 

re s u ltin g  c o e f f ic ie n t  o f determ ination (r^ ) was only .16 . There­

fo re , only 16% o f the variance on one v a r ia b le , eva luation  score, 

could be a ttr ib u te d  to  the other v a r ia b le , acceptance.

Summary

This chapter was devoted to  the analysis  o f the data c o lle c te d .

The hypotheses tested  re la te d  to  the importance o f having main 

school decision makers m utually accept Community Education's p re ­

fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school. The hypotheses stated th a t such accept­

ance was necessary i f  a d is t r ic t  was to meet the professional 

c r it e r ia  fo r  community education goals and methods o f achievement.

There were four hypotheses te s ted . Each hypothesis was tested  

in re la t io n  to  f iv e  components fo r  community education. Therefore,

20 R v a lu e s  were computed in order to te s t  the nu ll hypotheses a t  

the .05 leve l o f s ig n ific a n c e . A R v a lu e  o f 1.73 was necessary fo r  

s ig n ifican ce  w ith  n minus 2 degrees o f freedom.

Of the 20 t_ values, only one was s ig n if ic a n t in  the d ire c tio n  

expected. Hypothesis 4 , on Component V, produced th is  one s ig n if ­

ic a n t fin d in g . Hypothesis 4 re fe rre d  to "mutual acceptance" between 

superintendents and board members, and Component V was in reference  

to statements dealing w ith community involvement. At the same tim e, 

i t  should be noted th a t a p o s itiv e  c o rre la tio n  ex is ted  between the  

evaluation  scores, on each in d iv id u a l component, and acceptance, 

o f each in d iv id u a l component, on 19 o f the 20 te s ts  conducted.
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CHAPTER V

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

This f in a l  chapter w i ll  be devoted to  a review o f the problem 

and procedures used, a summary o f the major f in d in g s , and a presen­

ta tio n  o f f in a l  conclusions. F in a lly ,  recommendations fo r  fu rth e r  

research are s ta ted .

Review o f the Problem

This study hypothesized th a t there was a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  

between the degree o f main school decision makers' mutual accept­

ance o f Community Education's pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and 

the degree to which the school met professional c r it e r ia  fo r  commun­

i ty  education goals and methods o f achievement.

Main school decision makers included the superintendents, school 

board members, and community education d ire c to rs  from the subject 

school d is t r ic ts .

Acceptance o f Community Education's pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school 

was measured by the Community School Role Congruence Questionnaire  

(CSRCQ). Meeting professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education goals 

and methods o f achievement was measured by the Community School 

D is t r ic t  Exemplariness Questionnaire (CSDEQ). Both o f these in s tru ­

ments were centered around f iv e  suggested components fo r  community 

education programs (Minzey, 1974), and were both developed by the 

in v e s tig a to r .

Consistent w ith  the purpose o f the study, the in v e s tig a to r  fo r ­

mulated four te s tab le  hypotheses which s ta ted :

104
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1. There 1s a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f main 

school decision makers' mutual acceptance o f Community Education's  

p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree to  which the school 

meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education goals and 

methods o f  achievement.

2 . There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f super­

in tendents ' and community education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance o f  

Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the degree

to which the school meets the professional c r it e r ia  fo r  community 

education goals and methods o f achievement.

3. There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f 

school boards' and community education d ire c to rs ' mutual acceptance  

o f Community Education's pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school, and the de­

gree to  which the school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  commun­

i t y  education goals and methods o f achievement.

4 . There is  a p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  between the degree o f super­

in tenden ts ' and school boards' mutual acceptance o f Community Educa­

t io n 's  pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school and the degree to  which the 

school meets the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  community education goals 

and methods o f achievement.

Review o f the Design o f the Study

The in v e s tig a to r  selected 21 school d is t r ic ts  from Southwest 

Michigan to  represent the population fo r  the study. The d is t r ic ts  

were selected from the region o f Michigan served by the Community 

School Development Center a t  Western Michigan U n iv ers ity . Other
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than meeting the c r ite r io n  o f  being located 1n th a t p a r t ic u la r  reg ion , 

the subject d is t r ic ts  also had to employ a t le a s t one f u l l  time  

community education d ire c to r , and be d is t r ic ts  in  which the superin ­

tendent and community education d ire c to r  had been working in the 

same capacity  fo r  a minimum o f two years.

The superintendents from each o f the d is t r ic ts  completed a copy 

o f the CSRCQ and d is tr ib u te d  copies o f the CSRCQ to each board mem­

ber and to  the community education d ire c to r  from his d is t r ic t .  

Subsequently, the community education d ire c to r  from each o f the d is ­

t r ic t s  completed a copy o f the CSDEQ.

The data received from these instruments were used to analyze  

each o f the hypotheses. A p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip  was determined by 

use o f the p o in t-b is e r ia l c o rre la tio n  c o e f f ic ie n t  ( rpb)• A one­

ta i le d  t> te s t  was used to  te s t the nu ll hypotheses a t the .05 lev e l 

o f s ig n ific a n c e .

Summary o f Major Findings

In te s tin g  each o f the hypotheses, the in v e s tig a to r  found the  

fo llo w in g :

Hypothesis 1. In te s tin g  Hypothesis 1, the in v e s tig a to r  found 

th a t there were no s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren ces  between the mean e v a l­

uation score o f those d is t r ic ts  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," 

invo lv ing  superintendents, board members, and community education  

d ire c to rs , and the mean eva luation  score o f those d is t r ic ts  not d is ­

playing "mutual acceptance." Therefo re, "mutual acceptance," in v o lv ­

ing these three groups o f decision makers did not have any apparent
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e f fe c t  on the d is t r ic ts  being able to meet the professional c r it e r ia  

fo r  community education goals and methods o f  achievement.

When te s tin g  Hypothesis 1, in re la tio n  to  each o f the f iv e  

components, a l l  re s u ltin g  c o rre la tio n s  were in the d ire c tio n  expected 

but not to the po in t o f being s ig n if ic a n t a t  the .05 le v e l.

Hypothesis 2 . In te s tin g  Hypothesis 2 , the in v e s tig a to r  found 

th a t ,  in re la tio n  to  each o f the f iv e  components, there were not 

s u ff ic ie n t  data to support the hypothesis. P o sitive  c o rre la tio n s  re ­

sulted from four out o f the f iv e  components. One component, Compo­

nent IV , produced a r e la t iv e ly  large  negative c o rre la tio n . Component 

IV was in reference to  statements dealing w ith  d e liv e ry  and coord i­

nation o f community services.

One must be cautious, however, in  in fe r r in g  too much from th is  

because the measures used were not com pletely independent and i t  is  

possib le , th e re fo re , th a t the actual fin d in g  o f one out o f twenty 

tes ts  producing s ig n ifican ce  a t a £=.05  is  due to  chance ra th e r than 

a true  underlying d iffe re n c e . Furthermore, a p o in t-b is e r ia l c o rre la ­

t io n  c o e f f ic ie n t  o f .37 may be in te rp re te d  as less than 14% o f the 

v a ria tio n  in  evaluation being accounted fo r  by the v a r ia tio n  in 

acceptance. Even i f  i t  were s ig n if ic a n t ,  86% o f the v a r ia tio n  would 

s t i l l  be unexplained.

T herefore, "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  superintendents and 

community education d ire c to rs , did not have any apparent e f fe c t  on 

the d is t r ic ts  being able to  meet the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  commun­

i t y  education goals and methods o f achievement.
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Hypothesis 3 . In te s tin g  Hypothesis 3, the in v e s tig a to r  found no 

s ig n if ic a n t d iffe rences  between the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic ts  d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance," invo lv ing  school boards and com­

munity education d ire c to rs , and the mean eva luation  score o f those d is ­

t r ic ts  not  ̂ d isp lay ing  "mutual acceptance." Therefore, "mutual accept­

ance," invo lv ing  these two groups o f decision makers did not have any 

apparent e ffe c t  on the d is t r ic ts  being able to meet the professional 

c r it e r ia  fo r  community education goals and methods o f achievement.

When te s tin g  Hypothesis 3, in re la tio n  to each o f the f iv e  compo­

nents, a l l  re s u ltin g  c o rre la tio n s  were in the d ire c tio n  expected but 

not to the point o f being s ig n if ic a n t a t the .05 le v e l.

Hypothesis 4 . In te s tin g  Hypothesis 4 , in  re la t io n  to each o f 

the f iv e  components, the in v e s tig a to r  found th a t a l l  re s u ltin g  c o rre ­

la tio n s  were in the d ire c tio n  expected, w ith  one component in d ica tin g  

a s ig n if ic a n t p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip . That one component was Compo­

nent V, which re fle c te d  statements dealing  w ith  community involvement. 

However, because o f the s ize  o f the popu lation , the leve l o f s ig n i f i ­

cance, and a c o e f f ic ie n t  o f determ ination o f .1 6 , the in v e s tig a to r  

concluded th a t there  were not s u f f ic ie n t  data to  support the hypothesis. 

Regardless o f s ig n ific a n ce  on Component V, th e re fo re , only 16% o f the 

v a ria tio n  in eva luation  could be accounted fo r  by the v a r ia tio n  in 

acceptance, which would leave 84% o f the v a r ia tio n  unexplained.

Therefore, the in v e s tig a to r  must conclude th a t "mutual acceptance," 

invo lv ing  superintendents and school boards, did not have any apparent 

e ffe c t  on the d is t r ic ts  being able to meet the professional c r i t e r ia  fo r  

community education goals and methods o f achievement.
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Final Conclusions

Because only 1 out o f the 20 te s ts  conducted ind icated  a s ig ­

n if ic a n t  p o s itiv e  re la tio n s h ip , something which very w ell could have 

occurred by chance, the re s u ltin g  data did not support any o f the  

hypotheses te s ted .

There were, however, p o s itiv e  c o rre la tio n s  produced in 19 o f  

the 20 tes ts  conducted which ind ica ted  th a t there may have been some 

tendency toward support o f the hypotheses, had a d if fe r e n t  approach 

been taken.

The in v e s tig a to r  be lie ve s , th e re fo re , th a t fu r th e r  research  

should be conducted, in order to  produce more conclusive fin d in g s . 

Recommendations fo r  such fu r th e r  research w i l l  be discussed next. 

Recommendations

As sta ted  in  Chapter I I ,  the community education l i te r a tu r e  

places the superintendent, the school board, and the community 

education d ire c to r  in  s tra te g ic  p o s itio n s , in terms o f  th e ir  e ffe c t  

on the success o f a community education program. The re su lts  o f  

th is  in ve s tig a tio n  seem to in d ica te  th a t even though these decision  

makers do a f fe c t  a community education program, th a t the e f fe c t ,  

as measured by the instruments used in th is  study, is  not o f any 

major s ig n ific a n c e . However, the in v e s tig a to r  suggests th a t a change 

in  the design may produce more s ig n if ic a n t re s u lts . The fo llow ing  

are suggested:

1. A re v is io n  o f the CSDEQ may produce a more s ta t is t ic a l ly  

independent instrum ent. Because the items representing the compo­
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nents were not completely independent o f each o th e r, the score a 

d is t r ic t  received in reference to a p a r t ic u la r  component was used, 

in  most instances, in reference to other components. Therefore, 

the CSDEQ should be revised so th a t the component eva luation  scores 

are more independent o f each o ther. Perhaps another ob je ctiv e  meth­

od o f eva luating  community education d is t r ic ts  could be developed 

and/or u t i l iz e d .

2. Because the subject d is t r ic ts  numbered only 21 and were 

re p resen tative  o f the e n tire  population , perhaps a random sample o f  

d is t r ic ts  from a much la rg e r population would produce more meaningful 

re s u lts . This procedure would be more l ik e ly  to control fo r  any 

e x is tin g  extraneous v aria b le s .

3. Even though each o f the 21 d is t r ic ts  was represented by a t  

le a s t one board member response, only 53% o f the to ta l number o f 

board members responded to the CSRCQ. Perhaps a personal v is ita t io n  

to  subject d is t r ic ts ,  in order to s o l ic i t  responses from board mem­

bers, would produce a higher percentage o f board re tu rns .

Future research studies should be conducted in  order to  gain 

more knowledge concerning the implementation and development of 

community education programs. This study has in d ica te d , although 

not supported, th a t the ra tio n a le  discussed in Chapter I I  may be 

c o rrec t in regard to the importance o f superintendents, school boards, 

and community education d irec to rs  to  the success o f community education  

programs. The recommendations fo r  fu tu re  research which could fu r th e r  

support such ra tio n a le  are:
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1. A more exhaustive study, Invo lv ing  a la rg e r number o f d is ­

t r i c t s ,  randomly selected from a l l  d is t r ic ts  in  the s ta te  o f Michigan, 

should be conducted. Broader genera liza tions  would re s u lt but 

caution would have to be observed, fo r  in-depth evaluations o f  

community education programs are c ostly  and d i f f i c u l t .

2. I t  would be o f value to determine i f  superintendents and 

board members from d is t r ic ts  w ith community education programs d i f f e r  

from superintendents and board members from d is t r ic ts  w ithout commun­

i t y  education programs, in terms o f th e ir  acceptance o f Community 

Education's pre fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school. Community education d i ­

recto rs  should a f fe c t  change w ith in  a d is t r ic t .  A study o f  th is  type 

would determine i f  a change iri a ttitu d e s  toward the ro le  o f the school 

is  one o f the re su lts  o f a community education program.

3. I t  would be o f value to determine i f  the degree to which 

the board o f education accepts Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  

fo r  the school is ,  indeed, representative  o f the community a t  la rg e .

4. A study should be conducted in which one could determine 

the fa c to rs  which in fluence  board members and superintendents to be 

more accepting o f the community education philosophy. From the data  

c o lle c ted  in th is  study, the in ve s tig a to r observed th a t there were 

some board members and superintendents who were very supportive o f  

Community Education's p re fe rred  ro le  fo r  the school. However, there  

were o ther d is t r ic ts  in which the board members and superintendents  

were not supportive. I f  success doesn't re s u lt in  acceptance, or 

vice versa, a t lea s t to a s ig n if ic a n t degree, then determining what
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does in fluence acceptance is  an im portant area fo r  in v e s tig a t io n .

5 . F in a lly ,  a study should be conducted which w ill  determine 

the extent to which school boards and superintendents make decisions  

concerning the d a ily  operation o f community education programs.

Autonomy o f decision making, invo lv ing  the community education d ire c ­

to r ,  may determine the e ffe c t  school board and superintendent a t t i ­

tudes have on the community education program.

Summary

This in ve s tig a tio n  has d e a lt w ith  the e f fe c t  o f main school de­

c is ion  makers, in terms o f th e ir  opinions regarding the idea l ro le  

fo r  the school, on the success o f  community education programs. Even 

though the hypotheses formulated fo r  th is  study were not supported, 

the in ve s tig a to r believes th a t fu r th e r , more extensive research w i l l  

provide inform ation th a t is  v i t a l l y  needed in the community education  

f i e ld .  I t  was stated in  Chapter I I  th a t a g reat deal o f inform ation  

needs to be gathered concerning the processes o f change and the adop­

tio n  o f educational innovations in genera l. I f  community educators  

wish to  e ffe c t  change w ith in  th e ir  communities and the education f i e ld ,  

then more conclusive find ings in th is  a rea , as i t  p erta ins  to community 

education program development, should be a c t iv e ly  sought.
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Position  Statements on the Idea l Role fo r  the Public School

D ire c tio n s : The fo llow ing  statements re fe r  to opinions regarding
a number o f issues, re la te d  to the ro le  o f the school, about which 
some people agree and others d isagree. Please mark each statement 
in the right-hand margin according to your agreement or disagreement. 
Your responses should apply only to  your own philosophy concerning 
the ideal ro le  fo r the school and not to what may characterize  your 
p a r t ic u la r  d is t r ic t .  Mark each o f the statements as fo llow s:

SA: S lig h t Agreement SD: S lig h t Disagreement

MA: Moderate Agreement MD: Moderate Disagreement

TA: Total Agreement TD: Total Disagreement

1. The school should provide a v a r ie ty  TD MD SD SA MA TA
o f re cre atio n al a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  school
age youth.

2. The school should be responsible fo r  TD MD SD SA MA TA
making sure th a t a l l  community agencies
work together in  order to reduce d u p li­
cation and waste o f serv ices.

3. The school should not be responsible TD MD SD SA MA TA
fo r  provid ing educational programs fo r
a d u lts .

4 . The school should not be concerned TD MD SD SA MA TA
w ith  the overa ll coordination o f commun­
i t y  a c t iv i t ie s  and serv ices.

5. The school should be responsible TD MD SD SA MA TA
fo r  provid ing a wide range of a c t iv i t ie s
fo r  a l l  school age c h ild re n , both public  
and p r iv a te .

6. The school should be responsible TD MD SD SA MA TA
fo r  provid ing f a c i l i t i e s  to  various
community agencies in  order to enable 
those agencies to  b e tte r  serve the 
community.

7. The school should be a c t iv e ly  en- TD MD SD SA MA TA
gaged in increasing the amount o f commun­
i t y  involvement in  the school d is t r ic t .

8. The school should provide the equip- TD MD SD SA MA TA
ment needed in ad u lt enrichment classes
( e .g . ,  f i lm  developing equipment, p o tte r 's  
wheels e t c . ) .
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9. The school should not be expected to  TD MD SD SA MA TA
finance recre a tio n a l a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  youth.

10. The school should work w ith  other TD MD SD SA MA TA
community agencies in determining the
best use o f school f a c i l i t i e s .

11. The school should not support w ith TD MD SD SA MA TA
f a c i l i t i e s  and/or resources the education­
al e ffo r ts  tak ing  place outside of the  
school.

12. The school should not be considered TD MD SD SA MA TA
as the agency w ith in  a community which
is  best suited fo r  in i t ia t in g  community 
involvement.

13. The school should be responsible fo r  TD MD SD SA MA TA
provid ing a share o f the money needed to
assess the recre a tio n a l needs o f youth.

14. The school should provide the f in a n - TD MD SD SA MA TA
ces needed fo r  a community needs assess­
ment program.

15. The school should not be responsible TD MD SD SA MA TA
fo r  provid ing school f a c i l i t i e s  which
meet the needs o f the to ta l community but 
r> th e r the needs o f one p a r t ic u la r  group 
( i . e . ,  school age c h ild re n ).

16. The school should attem pt to  deal TD MD SD SA MA TA
w ith  a l l  the issues which are o f major
importance to  the community

17. The school should be responsible fo r  TD MD SD SA MA TA
provid ing a share o f the money needed fo r
the d e liv e ry  and coordination o f community 
serv ices.

18. The school should provide recreatio n al TD MD SD SA MA TA 
a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  a d u lts .

19. The school should th ink  o f i t s  b u ild - TD MD SD SA MA TA
ings as being community f a c i l i t i e s  which 
are sometimes used fo r  the education o f 
c h ild re n .

20. The school should not be expected TD MD SD SA MA TA
to  provide year-round re cre atio n al 
a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  youth.
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21. The school should take i t  upon i t s e l f  TD MD SD SA MA TA
to  a s s is t w ith  such things as voter re g is ­
tra t io n  in  order to strengthen community
involvement.

22. The school should provide equal TD MD SD SA MA TA
educational opportun ities  to both K-12
students and the community a t la rg e .

23. The school should be as concerned TD MD SD SA MA TA
w ith  solving community problems as i t  is
w ith  meeting the needs o f students.

24. The school should be ju s t  as respon- TD MD SD SA MA TA
s ib le  fo r  the provision o f recreation al
and enrichment a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  youth as 
any other agency in the community.

25. The school should not sponsor pro- TD MD SD SA MA TA
grams which are conducted in buildings
not owned and operated by the school 
d is t r ic t .

26. The school should provide the commun- TD MD SD SA MA TA
i t y  w ith  complete access to  school f a c i l ­
i t i e s .

27. The school should be ju s t  as con- TD MD SD SA MA TA
cerned about the so lu tion  o f social prob­
lems as i t  is  about educational problems.

28. The school should n o t, under any TD MD SD SA MA TA
circum stances, reassign or reschedule
school personnel (e .g . teachers) in order 
to accommodate adu lt education needs.

29. When provid ing school f a c i l i t i e s  to  TD MD SD SA MA TA
community groups, the school should re a ­
l iz e  some amount o f p r o f i t  ( i . e . ,  charge
above and beyond what i t  costs the school 
to operate such f a c i l i t i e s ) .

30. The school should provide programs TD MD SD SA MA TA
fo r  the senior c it iz e n s  o f the community.
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Kalamazoo, Michigan 

(Date)

(Superintendent)
(Subject D is t r ic t )

Superintendent:

For the record, a b r ie f  recap o f our recent telephone  
conversation may be in order. I am a doctoral candidate in 
Educational Leadership a t Western Michigan U n iv ers ity .

As a research p ro jec t fo r  a d is s e rta tio n  I  have chosen 
to  in ve s tig a te  the perceptions o f Superintendents, School 
Boards and Community Education D irecto rs  in  respect to the  
ideal ro le  fo r  the public  school. There are 21 d is t r ic ts  in 
Southwest Michigan which meet the c r i t e r ia  fo r  the study and 
your d is t r ic t  is  one o f them.

The variab les  which I hope to measure in each o f the subject 
d is t r ic ts  are:

1. The degree to  which school board members and superin ten­
dents agree concerning the ideal ro le  fo r  the public  
school.

2 . The degree to which school board members and community
education d irec to rs  agree concerning the idea l ro le  fo r
the public  school.

3. The degree to  which superintendents and community education 
d irec to rs  agree concerning the idea l ro le  fo r  the pub lic  
school.

4 . The degree to  which the programs in your d is t r ic t  r e f le c t  
the methods o f  achieving the goals o f community education.

I am asking th a t you help me c o lle c t  the needed inform ation  
by doing the fo llow ing :

a. Complete one o f the enclosed questionnaires and return
i t  to me via  a s e lf  addressed, stamped envelope.

b. D is tr ib u te  a questionnaire to each o f your board members
a t the next opportune time and request th a t they complete
the questionnaire  and mail i t  back to  me v ia  the enclosed
s e lf  addressed, stamped envelopes.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



125

c. D is tr ib u te  one o f the questionnaires to  your community 
education d ire c to r  and request th a t he re tu rn  i t  to  me 
v ia  the enclosed s e l f  addressed, stamped envelope.

You can be assured th a t a l l  responses w i l l  be kept com pletely  
anonymous. The questionnaires are coded only fo r  purposes o f data 
a n a ly s is . In the f in a l  report o f th is  p ro je c t , there w i l l  be 
no way in  which the subject d is t r ic ts  may be id e n t if ie d .  In re turn  
fo r  th is  opportunity  provided me, I in tend to  share w ith  you 
the data I c o lle c t  in  your d is t r ic t  and a copy o f the f in a l research 
report when the p ro jec t is  completed.

I am very g ra te fu l fo r  the understanding and help you have 
afforded  me thus fa r .  I assure you th a t I re a liz e  how busy you 
are and thankful th a t you re a liz e  the importance o f rece iv ing  data  
from each o f the sub ject d is t r ic ts .

Thank you again fo r  agreeing to  help me w ith th is  study. 

S in ce re ly ,

Steve E. Bojorquez
Dept, o f Educ. Leadership
Western Michigan U n iv ers ity
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Kalamazoo, Michigan 

(D ate)

Dear Board o f Education Member:

Attached you w ill  f in d  a short pencil and paper questionnaire  
concerning what you be lieve  should be the ideal ro le  fo r  the public  
school. Your d is t r ic t  has been selected fo r  and a l l  board o f 
education members from 21 d is t r ic ts  in Southwest Michigan are 
being asked to p a r tic ip a te  in  a research study I am conducting as 
p a rt o f advanced study in education a t Western Michigan U n iv e rs ity .

Please take the f iv e  minutes or so th a t are necessary and 
complete the exercise and re tu rn  i t  to  me. A stamped envelope 
has been provided fo r  your convenience. Please remember th a t your 
responses are to  be kept anonymous, although the form is  coded 
fo r  data analysis  purposes.

This research p ro jec t has been gen era lly  explained to  your 
superintendent and has his approval. General find ings  only w i ll  
be provided him p r io r  to  the end o f the current school year.

I  assure you th a t I re a liz e  th a t the nature o f your job places 
many demands on your time but I'm  sure y o u 'll  agree th a t there  
is  a g reat need fo r  research in the f ie ld  o f community education. 
Thank you, in advance, fo r  your kind consideration and cooperation 
in  f i l l i n g  out and re turn ing  th is  questionnaire .

S in ce re ly ,

Steve E. Bojorquez
Dept, o f Educ. Leadership
Western Michigan U n iv ers ity
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Kalamazoo, Michigan 

(D ate)

Dear Community Education D ire c to r:

Attached you w i l l  fin d  a short pencil and paper questionnaire  
concerning what you be lie ve  should be the idea l ro le  fo r  the public  
school. Your d is t r ic t  has been selected fo r  and a l l  community 
education d irec to rs  from 21 d is t r ic ts  in Southwest Michigan are 
being asked to p a r tic ip a te  in a research study I am conducting as 
p a rt o f advanced study in education a t Western Michigan U n iv e rs ity .

Please take the f iv e  minutes or so th a t are necessary and 
complete the exercise and re turn  i t  to me. A stamped envelope 
has been provided fo r  your convenience. Please remember th a t your 
responses a re to be kept anonymous, although the form is  coded 
fo r  data analysis  purposes. Upon rece iv ing  your completed 
questio nnaire , I w i l l  send you another b r ie f  exercise th a t w i ll  
supply me w ith the much needed data r e la t iv e  to  the study.

This research p ro jec t has been g en era lly  explained to  your 
superintendent and has his approval. General find ings only w i ll  
be provided him p r io r  to  the end o f the curren t school year.

I  assure you th a t I re a liz e  th a t the nature o f your job places 
many demands on your time but I'm  sure y o u 'll  agree th a t there  
is  a g reat need fo r  research in the f ie ld  o f community education. 
Thank you, in advance, fo r  your kind consideration and cooperation  
in  f i l l i n g  out and re tu rn ing  th is  questionnaire .

S in ce re ly ,

Steve E. Bojorquez
Dept, o f Educ. Leadership
Western Michigan U n iv ers ity
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School D is tr ic ts  Involved in  the Study

Bellevue Public Schools 

Berrien Springs Schools 

Brandywine Public Schools 

Caledonia Community Schools 

C harlo tte  Community Schools 

Comstock Public Schools 

Del ton Public  Schools 

F ru itp o rt Community Schools 

Grand Rapids Public  Schools 

G randville  Public  Schools 

Kalamazoo P ublic  Schools 

K e llo g g sv ille  P ublic  Schools 

Muskegon Public Schools 

Northview Public  Schools 

Orchard View Public  Schools 

Paw Paw Public  Schools 

Portage P ublic  Schools 

Reeths-Puffer Schools 

Rockford Public Schools 

Thornapple-Kellogg Schools 

Wyoming Public  Schools

Bellevue, Michigan 

Berrien Springs, Michigan 

N ile s , Michigan 

Caledonia, Michigan 

C h a rlo tte , Michigan 

Comstock, Michigan 

Del ton , Michigan 

F ru itp o r t , Michigan 

Grand Rapids, Michigan 

G ra n d v ille , Michigan 

Kalamazoo, Michigan 

Wyoming, Michigan 

Muskegon, Michigan 

Grand Rapids, Michigan 

Muskegon, Michigan 

Paw Paw, Michigan 

Portage, Michigan 

North Muskegon, Michigan 

Rockford, Michigan 

M id d le v ille , Michigan 

Wyoming, Michigan
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

.Area From
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Were

Selected
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Community School Goals and Methods o f Achievement

D ire c tio n s : E ncirc le  the le t t e r  th a t corresponds w ith  the
most appropriate  response.

1. How many days per week are your school f a c i l i t i e s  a v a ila b le  
fo r  use by recognized community groups?

A. Not a v a ila b le
B. 5 days
C. 6 days
D. 7 days

2. H ow  many hours per day, on the average, are your school 
f a c i l i t i e s  a v a ila b le  fo r  community use?

A. Don' t  know
B. 8-10
C. 11-12
D. 13-14

3. How much emphasis does your d is t r ic t  place on provid ing  
enrichment a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  youth? (e .g . p a in tin g , photography e tc .)

A. None
8. S lig h t
C. Moderate
D. Extensive

4 . How much emphasis does your d is t r ic t  place on provid ing  
enrichment a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  adults?

A. None
B. S lig h t
C. Moderate
D. Extensive

5. How much emphasis does your d is t r ic t  place on provid ing a 
v a r ie ty  o f a c t iv i t ie s  and programs fo r  senior c it ize n s ?

A. None
B. S lig h t
C. Moderate
D. Extensive

6 . When was the la s t  study conducted in  your d is t r ic t  which was 
designed to de tect d up lica tion  and waste o f community services?

A. No such study has taken place
B. 10 or more years ago
C. 5-10 years ago
D. W ith in the la s t  5 years
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7. How much emphasis does your d is t r ic t  place on provid ing  
re cre atio n al a c t iv i t ie s  fo r  youth (e .g . summer sport programs, 
In tram urals  e tc .)?

A. None
B. S lig h t
C. Moderate
D. Extensive

8. How much emphasis does your d is t r ic t  place on provid ing programs 
which w i l l  reach a l l  o f the various publics in  your community?

A. None
B. S lig h t
C. Moderate
D. Extensive

B- D ire c tio n s : Check the most appropriate  response.

1. Are your school bu ild ings open to youth fo r  recre a tio n a l purposes 
during the summer months?

 No ____ Yes

2. Is  there an item in your job descrip tion  which encourages you
to  seek out community problems?

 No_______________ Yes

3. Does your community education program have an organized community 
advisory council?

 No_______________ Yes

4. Have there been any in -s e rv ic e  a c t iv i t ie s  in  your d is t r ic t  
which have been designed to  acquaint the K-12 teaching s ta f f  
w ith  community education concepts and goals?

 No_______________ Yes

5. Does your d is t r ic t  sponsor an Adult Basic Education program?

 No_______________ Yes

6. Has your school o ffered  i t s  f a c i l i t i e s  to any community agencies
in  order fo r  those agencies to  have another base from which to
operate?

 No_______________ Yes
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7. Does your d is t r ic t  supply any o f the equipment needed in  a d u lt  
enrichment classes (e .g . photography equipment, pa in tin g  eas e ls , 
e tc .)?

 No ____ Yes

8. When your d is t r ic t  provides f a c i l i t i e s  to  community groups, are 
those groups charged a fee above and beyond what i t  costs the 
d is t r ic t  to  operate such fa c i l i t ie s ?

 No ____ Yes

D ire c tio n s : The fo llow ing  items are ju s t  a few o f the many kinds 
o f a c t iv i t ie s  a community education program can be 
involved in  aside from school-based programs. Check 
the a c t iv i t ie s ,  i f  any, which your d is t r ic t  has been 
involved in during the past 12 months.

 1. Voter re g is tra tio n  assistance

 2. Programs in homes fo r  the e ld e r ly  (e .g . convalescent homes).

 3. Programs fo r  the homebound

 4. Forming ad hoc action groups in order to solve a pressing
community problem.

5. G etting community members involved in solving such problems 
as: (Please Check)

 Inadequate s tre e t l ig h tin g

 Inadequate s an ita tio n

 Consumer complaints

 General housing problems

 Juvenile  delinquency

 Fund ra is in g  fo r  c h a rita b le  groups

Others: (Please l i s t . )

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



133

D. D ire c tio n s : E ncirc le  the number th a t corresponds to your estim ate  
o f the frequency which each behavior occurs in your 
d is t r ic t .

1 = Rarely occurs 3 = Often occurs

2 = Sometimes occurs 4 = Very fre q u e n tly  occurs

1. Community surveys are conducted which are designed 1 2  3 4
to  assess the re cre atio n al needs o f youth.

2. E ffo rts  are made to  reduce d up lica tion  and waste 1 2  3 4
o f community services and f a c i l i t i e s .

3. E x is tin g  community f a c i l i t i e s  are considered when 1 2  3 4
planning the construction o f new school f a c i l i t i e s .

4. The community education program u t i l iz e s  other 1 2  3 4
f a c i l i t i e s  in add ition  to school f a c i l i t i e s .

5. There is  in  existence an open, two-way system 1 2  3 4
o f communication between the school and other
serv ice  agencies.

6. The services provided by non-school agencies 1 2  3 4
are taken in to  consideration when making
programming decisions fo r  the school.

7. Meetings are h e ld , invo lv ing  the community 1 2  3 4
education d ire c to r ,  p r in c ip a ls , teachers e tc . ,
in  an e f fo r t  to  in te g ra te  the community 
education program w ith  the K-12 curriculum .
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Kalamazoo, Michigan 

(Date)

|Community Education D ire c to r)  
Subject D is t r ic t )

Dear Community Education D ire c to r:

Thank you very much fo r  the time you took to complete the 
questionnaire  I sent to you concerning the ideal ro le  fo r  the 
pub lic  school. As I mentioned in  my le t t e r  to you a t th a t tim e,
I would fo llo w  up your re p ly  w ith  another b r ie f  questionnaire .

Enclosed you w i l l  fin d  th a t questionnaire . Would you please 
take the f iv e  minutes or so th a t are necessary to complete i t  
and re turn  i t  to me v ia  the self-addressed , stamped envelope.

Again, I re a liz e  how busy you are and I assure you th a t  
th is  w i l l  be the la s t  request I'm  going to  make. Remember th a t  
your responses are to  be kept anonymous, although the form is  
coded fo r  data analysis  purposes.

Thank you again fo r  your time and consideration.

S in ce re ly ,

Steve E. Bojorquez
Dept, o f Educ. Leadership
Western Michigan U n iv ers ity
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Community School D is t r ic t  Evaluation -  P art I I a

1. The percentage o f the schools in the system designated as

community schools.

Formula = The number o f schools designated as community schools 
The to ta l number o f schools in  the d is t r ic t

A. 0-25%
B. 26-50%
C. 51-75%
D. 76-100%

2. The number o f agencies involved w ith  the community education program.

A. 0-5
B. 6-10
C. 11-15
D. 16-20

3. The degree o f involvement o f adults  in the community education

program.

Formula = The number o f adults  enro lle d  in  programs 
The to ta l population o f the d is t r ic t

A. 0-5%
B. 6-10%
C. 11-15%
0. 16% or more

4 . The degree o f involvement o f youth in the community education

program.

Formula = The elem entary enrollm ent in community education programs 
The student population o f the d is t r ic t

A. 0-25%
B. 26-50%
C. 51-75%
D. 76-100%

aThe inform ation needed fo r  the above ca lc u la tio n s  was obtained from 

the Breakdown o f Community School Report (1973-1974).
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APPENDIX G

Raw Data From The CSDEQ and 

the Breakdown o f Community School Report— 

For A ll D is tr ic ts
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Raw Data From A ll D is tr ic ts  

on the CSDEQ— Sections A-B

Item Scores--Section B

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 __8

A 4 4 4 4 2 1 4 3 4 2 2 4 2 4 4 4

B 4 4 3 4 4 1 4 4 4 4 2 2 4 2 4 2

C 4 4 4 4 4 1 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4

D 4 2 3 3 2 1 4 3 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4

E 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

F 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4

G 4 2 3 3 3 1 3 3 2 4 4 2 4 4 4 4

H 4 4 3 4 4 1 4 3 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 4

I 4 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4

J 4 3 3 4 2 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

K 2 3 3 4 4 1 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4

L 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

M 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

N 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4

0 4 4 4 4 4 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

P 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Q 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4

R ; 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

S 4 4 4 4 3 1 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4

T 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4

U 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4
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Raw Data From A ll D is tr ic ts  on the 

CSDEQ— Sections C,D, and Breakdown Data

D is t r ic t  Tota l Points Item Scores--Section D Breakdown Data
Section C

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4

A 5 3 2 1 4 3 3 4 4 2 1 1

B 3 2 2 2 4 4 4 1 4 1 1 1

C 1 2 4 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 4

D 3 2 3 4 4 3 4 3 4 2 3 1

E 6 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4

F 2 2 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 2 3 1

G 4 2 3 4 3 4 3 1 4 1 3 2

H 4 2 2 4 3 3 4 1 4 3 3 2

I 4 2 2 2 4 3 2 3 4 3 3 4

J 2 2 2 4 3 4 4 3 4 2 2 2

K 4 1 3 2 2 3 2 2 1 3 1 1

L 2 2 4 4 3 3 3 3 2 4 4 2

M 10 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 2

N 6 2 3 2 3 3 3 2 4 2 1 1

0 5 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 2

P 3 3 3 2 4 3 3 2 4 4 4 3

Q 2 1 3 3 2 4 1 4 4 1 2 1

R 15 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 1

S 8 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 2 4 4

T 3 2 3 4 2 3 4 2 4 1 4 2

U 3 1 3 1 4 3 3 2 2 4 3 2
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