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. » . “ABSTRACT
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? A

The problem investigated and revorted in thig thesis was: what
E R . S e o
A opinions do community organizacions -have regarding the role of college
N - ; ) . . ™ .o

comﬁhnity services designed to assist‘brganizations to achieve their
goals and objectives? Two spb-probiems were also examined: (1) what

impoptanqe should a communfty college place on selecfed community .-
service functions purported tp assist'community organizations . in’
'achieving~tgeir»goals.and‘obﬁectiVQs?;Jand (2) what pricrity should

3 .
: €

a community college place on these same functions in its community & =
service program.planning? These pfovided'the basis for'generating

" .several hypdtheses:. . .“ . ‘ ¢

| A.ppéﬁlation‘of 113 -local éoﬁmuﬁitx:Qfganizéxions‘haQi;Q social
service‘goai; were idéntified, usiné a modifiéd reputational‘nominétion
o Eeéhdique.anwo instruments wére dééi;ned, scrﬁtinigggi;gilot té;ted‘\
and used fof éoilecting'daﬁa‘frém organiéatiog\iéadefs én”‘members.

LR A
"

Using a:.rating procedure respondents'indiCatéd their agreement with

! : ¢ ’ DL
v B A

six SEagemepﬁs réferring to dimgnsiéns of the golleée éommuhity-servicg
3 role andbwith Qight commpni;y service fﬁndtions.v Aisd, ?éspondehtS-
;sed a modified Q sort ﬁroceaufe tbAprioritize ﬁhé eighﬁ‘community
lriservice_functions. The focus' for réting and ranking>was'the.organiééﬁ
tiéﬂ's.ﬁeed for éoll;gevégryice; which could ésgist invthe achiévemént% ﬂ
‘ . . % . o L ,
l of organi?ational.goals;' O}gahization leader data were céilected

4
H

dby the méil out survey technique:  member data were colledtéd peréonally

~

fby the résearcher attehding the meetings of local commﬁnity organiza-

tions. Datévanalysis included'the_use of means and standard deviations,

e 2
N

©

iv
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N . /‘\' b ! . . . b . . g E )

a one ‘sample chi square test, analysis of variance, Kendall's
SR N . e han | v

gdefficient of concordance test and Spearman rank-order correlation ‘

} ) e . : - . * . . 4 ' - ) . -
coefficient., =~ ° : - . ’ S
» .

N . . BN -

For each community organization, members' rankings of the

. \ | " . e . . .
elght community service functions exhibited a degree of gssociation” .

such that their cdollective rahking‘could be considered an organizational

response. ' : S : ‘

o ) N % e,
S _ S R N A
‘Local community organizations surveyed in this research

perceived a community' college community. service role_d351gned to

- assist organiqﬁtions‘fh achigying their goals asla 1egitimate}ébllege
o R : ‘fr/ “/ . . o . R

. B . . (‘ ) . : . i N ) .

.activity. Local community prganizations perceived themselves as

v

. willing to participate in rflavant community .service projects in

partnership_with“thef@pkiegé;'f )

@

i y

'AWere“considered'asfimportant college . .
Of the eight functions rated and rank °,

K T L DR . . . I . . '
emergiﬁg'éommMnity;needs'andﬁlﬁgéragenCy Cooperation relating to the

£

estaglishmedﬁfoﬁ3in£erorganiz§tional contacts to supplement and coor- -

RS

dinate community organization programs. emerged as those pefceivéd as -
_of highest importénce_and prio?ity féLaﬁive tovor‘ganizational-.‘needs~

for services. Unique characteristics of the organizations, their (:B

membexs and théir leaders tended to affect the responses to the role-
dimensions and the community service functions. -

Conclusions "and implichtions peﬁtéiniﬁg to the college qumunity
‘service program, to its administration and ordanization and teo~future v

~
i -
S

research in this area of college'administratidh‘focused'on the need for
] L . . ‘.F. . - . . ) N & | ‘-
an expanded view of cohmunity service programming. » ‘ : .
o : » ) » ' ’ ! '\\ ’ . ' . : ) B
14 W . [N
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CHAPTER 1 - - » ‘J/

<

THE PROBLEM

INTRODUCTION -
N ’ . ? N

> . R . 2

<1

Social, historical, political, economic and educational factors
rhsve contributed to the grthn and‘development'ofAcommunity colleges.
Initislly, the majo? forces behind'two yea{-college deQelopment in
anada were the influence of.the‘churchland an eafly need‘for‘technical

. \ . .
and vocatlonal programs., Thus, colleges affiliated with or directly

Ta

- 'controlled by rellglous interests, schools of agrlculture, and marine ,
science institutions were early to emerge. |

Soc1etelvcond1tlons, resultlng from cwo world waro and the ,w
Great Depressxon, contrlbuted to ‘a broadenlng of lnstltutlonal
purposef The effects of aavanc1ng technology, emphases on life~ long
ﬂlealning,‘increased costs of edpcation, racial tensions,vincreased'

leisure time and the growing societal awareness and concern ‘about

B ’ T
'

these and other factors have eontributed to further changes in college -

'

name, curricula and 'organizational purposes. .Two year colleges, now

—_— . . P

known as community colleges, are developing comprehensive, community-

besed programs. _Theselérograms ere being complemented by college
serVices'designeq'to meet a ofoad range of needs of,the registered
studen; gng_the conmunity atllarge. The‘development of studept
services end community_sefvices programs ;epfesenf.awrecent adaptation

and exparision of the community college role.

-
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"Community services are those programs of the college, often

undertaken in cooperation with other community organ
tlon yith ot gan

are directed toward serving community educational needs not (met by’ N

izations, which - . )

.

formal college programs"’i (Myrag, 1969:12). ' One component of

7
©

community

¥lege community service program, that of providing
. ) . \

services to community organizations designed to ‘assist them in achieving;J

‘théir goals and pufpo§es,'is;the topic of this research. !

'

" The present chapfer.outlinesba conéeptual baSishfpr.this

study and describes the research;prdblem.

. CONCEPTUAL BASIS , 4 .
—_~ o :

o -

. \ . .

Within a spécific geographical area, such as ‘a’ community"
college region, there exists a number of diverse and unique social-
groups. In this setting, place, relevant people, impoitant social

' action ind the resulting sentiments produce a unity. Minar and
' e - . . ' : 4 . : '
Greer .(1969:27) term such groups "communities of interst." A

particular community of interest might be a loosely organized or

" highly formalized group. Collectively, such‘organizations ﬁend £o.

perform the majoxr sécial fuﬁcfions'within their cbmmunity.v In any
’ ) . 'v ’ N . ST ’ ' El . _>
‘community, the emergence of communities of interest dedicated to
cultural, puﬁiic'health, recreational, social welfare or other
) ‘ : . C {

\

utilitarian purposes can be noted. Such agencies or organizations . !

%

provide valuable social serviqes to tﬁeir’commUnitY'and their
; _ R : T T \
continuing. viability is an ingredient of a healthy community., °

Historically, the;focus'of_attention of éollege administrators,

relative to the coliegelprogram, has been internal. /ﬁ%forts‘anp

v . v



resources have been directed at registered student needs.  To some

" extent, the "college commdnity" has included only the students, staff |

and -administration of a college. Fast (1971:1) has noted:
- o n
There are reasons for this, of .ourse. The calleges are
relatively young institutions and in order to establish thkmselves
as viable post-secondary institutions, they have cgncentrated on

- developing‘sound one -and twbryear career. and acgdemic programs.
| Recenﬁly, emﬁhaeis has been gigen to the coilege's.digect°'
. relatlonshlp w’ th the publlc."Garrlson (Og11v1e and Ralnes, 1971:163—
167) has contended that, in the.eyes of the community:
The college, more eften'that not is . .'. reiatively new,

~it's ours and it serves not only the youth of the area but
increasing thousands of adults for whom it is a means of '~

continuing education. _ o

Gleazer (1974:3) has asserted: : o <

.. NEE the educational enterprise is to be in and of _
the community,_then there nfust be strong ties-with and involve-
ment of community groups._ ) T
Small (1971:23), describing the "community se:vihg" potential of

college programt, has viewed thé’cOllege as providing-an "arena in

l.Which'varidusfinterest'groups-orAindiViduals with a group referent

-interact to their mutual benefip.f It has been suggested by McMahon

‘e

' (Rauch, 1972:29-30) that college services:

Y. . must go beyond the aggregate of. separategpersons"eand
help pkovide for the common needs and interests. Just as -
. individuals need help through 'education, the community must have
help in bu1ld1ng the bridges between-its. econdmlc and. social
needs and the educational needs of the’ residents who must solve
- economic -and social problems. - . . A , o

. . Myran (1969:45) has asserted: ' S . .

_ ’Community cplleges C . operate in an 1nterorganlzatloQal
‘en-ironment and this environment " is the milieu of the community.
services administrator. Llnkages throughout this environment

.-are possibly more critical for cbmmunlty services than for any
other area of the college, since -the degree and. type of" 11nkage
CO]’ldlth the nature of community serv1ces programing.

& _
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‘,to meet communlty based needs and not already reflected in formal

has examlned these kinds of programs and developed a taxonomy of

“

The Role of College Community Services

In dlscu551ng the relatlonshlp of the college to its 1nter—

organlzatlonal env1ronment . Myran (1969:45- 49) has deflned the role'

G

as a partnershlp between. the college and communlty organlzatlons,

espec1ally those organizations in some way concerned with serving

others. He has suggested that such a relatlonshlp may involvé the

development of a communlcatlon llnkage, a coordination linkage and/or

a program cooperation linkage. Further, Myran 1nd1cated that several

factors or dimensions ex1st which- can 1nfluence the role of college

community services. relatlve to community organlzatlon needs.
The nomlon .of the cooperatlve relatlonshlp in communlty

serv1ces programlng suggested that community organlzatlons should be
‘¢
involved 1n a determlnatlon of, the college. communlty service role

and that thelr oplnlons regardlng selected factors affectlng ‘that

role should be solicited. - S oo b \“ﬂ%‘ L

,

The Functlons of College_ _
Community Services . R

hIn*performing the communlty service role, the college can
become 1nvolved in a wide variety of courses and programs designed

college program offerlngs Ralnes (Ogllv1e and Ralnes, 1971:404- 408)

-

communlty servrce functhns.- Cextain of these functions relate

directly to p0551ble college activities designed to ‘serve communlty

»organlzatlon needs.

Gleazer's statement, Which-reflected the importance of

.

z



o

n
)

“community servioeiprogramming, suggested that community organization

community service programs ‘

~

community organization involvement in determining the thrust of

opinion concerning the importance of colmunity service. functions
[ - '

be obtained. ‘ y - e S

b 8

- Constraints of varying kihds and intensities affect the

- ©

capaCity of a college to respond to demands emanating from community
@ '
organiZations for serVices even though these may be conSidered as

important college serViCGS'by the community‘organizations,5.This-

condition suggested that community organiza%ions should provide.their

opinions concerning the relative importance‘or priority of possible
college-community service functions.- Knowledge oféthe community

organization priority of. serVices could be valuable input to college

S ‘ - o

ﬁpmmunity services program dgcisions.

Thus, thehconceptual‘basisvof thiS»researoh was that colleges:
. . . _ y

should examine community organization as well as. individual needé(

C e 4, . . : . . :

in designing their community service programs. Further, colleges
' . _ : & 7 .

should assess community organization opinion of selected factors

(role dimensions) which determine the role of oollege services designed

to assist organizations in achieving their‘goals and objectives.

‘Finally, the community organization perception of. the importance and

priority of those commUnity service funcﬁions designed to meet organi-

zational needs should be conSidered in developing and plarining college

/

o



'planning? » h ' , ‘ ot -

THE PROBLEM
_ -

The.problem examined was: what opinions do qommunity'organika—

<.

' tions.have'regardihg'the role of college commgnity services designedf" e

. . ES

to assist organizations to achieve their goals and objectives? Two

sub-problems’were alsq:examined; (1) 'what importance should a

communlty college place on selected communlty servxce functlons

‘purported to assist communlty organlzatlons in ach1ev1ng thehr goals

ana objeetiveS?; and, (2) what'priority should a community college

place on these same functiobs ir ts community service.program

4

Several guestions were addressed:’

. What local social service organlzatlons ex1st 1n a selected'
community college region?

2. To what extent do leaders agree in‘their’opinioniregarding
. " six selected dimensions of the community college community
’service role? s :

3. In the oplnlon of 1eaders respondlng as organlzatlonal
spokesmen, how important are ‘the elght COmmunlty service
functions in aSSlStlng the organlzatlons to ach}eve thelr
goals° e : : - N

4. What priority do leaders and’ members of organlzatlons ascrlbe~

- to elght communlty service funct10ns°

5. What agreement is there among leaders in their. opinions
relative to the importance. and prlorlty of the eight communlty
service functlons'> : :

6;_ To what exteht do selected characterlstlcs of the organlzatlon,

© - its members, or its leader affect the oplnlons of ‘leaders :

relative to the” six role dimensions-and to the 1mportance T'§f\\\
and prlorlty of the eight communlty serv1ce/functlons°

e
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METHODOLOGY

Several procedures for data collectlyn and ana1y51s were " '\k&\N&

drawn together in thls study Although the des1gn of the study is
. I . -
descrlbed in. Chapter 3 two points concernlng methodology are.

usefully made here .

The dlStlnCthn between communlty organlzatlon perceptlon

of the 1mportance of selected communlty servrce’functlons and their

'perceptlon of the prlorlty of these functlons is somewhat flne._ The

?
'researcher S 1ntent was to determlne flrst how 1mportant communlty

organlzatlons percelved the elght selected functlons to be in meetlng

thelr needs for serv1ce and second in th- opinion of'the community

organlzatlons, what prlorlty should be ascribed to these functlons.

'

In this study, thls dlfference was hlghllghted by the manner in whlch

organlzatlons provided thelr perceptlons. ‘En the case of the percelved

1mportance, respondents rated the elght communlty service funptlons'

-’J

agalnst an external scale. In the case of the percelved prlorlty,

respondentc ranked the eluht functlons u51ng ‘a forced ch01ce procedure.

Although prlorlty may be 1nferred from the order exhlblted

by mean 1mportance ratlngs, both procedhresvwere'used_for two reasons.

JF%rst; zhe researcher was 1nterested in hav1ngvcommun1ty organlzatronsf
actuclly prloritlze the eight functions since this ranklng procedure

e
prov1ded more prec1se 1nformat10n and effecthely ellmlnated the ' \\W
need.to 1nfer relatlve 1mportance amdng the functlons from mean

'lmportance ratlngs. Second by u51ng the rating. and‘;anklng procedures,

[

_a check on the degﬁée of flt gf bot ethods for determlnlng relatlve

prlorlty could be made. B . )

. co o



data.

&

S

The second methodological point -efers .fo the treatment of the

The researcher was-“interested in-using analysis procedures

v L

which would proVidema morevprecise interpre:atJun of the data,

vespec1ally“the prlorlty ranklngs, than the sampl: ng procedures utlllzed

‘ normally permrt Because of this 1nterest, st t?*tlcal analyses

. ».!

‘\ T

.
"~

'whlch rested on the assumptlon that the rgspondents were repr%sentatlve

i ~.

T

of some broader populatlon, ‘were performed on certain data Accordingly

'a

: several hypotheses were generated » -~ o . . 8
' S ~S -4

,hypotheses: v Ce o n - . 2

-~

"HYPOTHESES TQ. BE_TESTED

. . -
o R .y [0
Statistical procedures werg

There will be no dlfferénce in the members' responses D A

,relatlve ‘£to community servicé. functlon pnlorlty for each
local communlty organlzatlon surveyed. Sy :

-

Hypothe51s One was 1ncluded 1n order to determlne whether members of

ca local coAmunlty organlzatlon were respondlng in a way such that

g they could be con51dered a group.

2.

 for each of the elght communlty serv1ce functlons."'

.. expected . equ1~probable dlstrlbnti

e
v

. N @ .
v e . : - \ . .
© v . . | ! ! e

- . ot

There will be no - dlfference between the. observed and th

“expected- equ{:probable distribution of agreement : ‘ratings~
~for each of the six selected dimensions of the communrey'
’college community sqrv1ce role T

]

.There w111 be no dlfference between the observed and the"
expected. equi- probable dlstrlbutlon of 1mportance ratlngs
. N
W3, [ .
There w1ll be no dlfference beﬂ%eep the qbserved and fhe
nbof prrorlty rankings
for &ach of the elght communlty %p 1ce ?ﬁnctlons.‘ '

observed dlfferences in respenses, when dompared w1th an- hypothetlcal

' ? . . L ¥

> - -

expected dlstrlbutlon, were merely chance varlatlons in frec. 'y

| 2

- 2PN

s

.
i



‘ v K ) " b o8

i 0 ‘
. 5; There will be no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences ‘in the overall
o / mea- priority ranklngs ascrlbed to the elght‘communlty serv1ce
i func rions. o : ‘ ; . ey
A . o , .
Hypothe51s Flve was 1ncluded to determlne whether dlffg}ences in the "

3 .

<

mean prlorlty ranklngs were due to chance.

" ’ 6. ;There will be no SLgnlflcant dlfferences in the mean agreement
' ratlngs of the six selected dimensions .of the communlty college
communlty Service role when the ratings are re- grouped on the °
» basis of.characteristics of the- organlzatlons, their members
.. or thelr leaders.' . . '
'2. There will be no 51gn1flcant dlfferences in the mean 1mportance
' ratlngs of the elght community service” functions when these
ratlngs are re-grouped on- the basis of characterlstlcs of the
‘organlzatlons, their members or their leaders.
i 8}_ There w1ll be no- 51gn1f1cant differences 1n the mean prlorlty
' rankings of the eight communlty serv1ce functlons when _these
'rapklngs are re grouped on t--'

o }’

Hypotheses Six, Seven.and'Eight were’included~to determine what effects,

if any, - the characterlstlcs of the organlzatlons, thelr members or ., “

//lhelr leaders had’ on the perceptlons of the respondents.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY'

9

®

Although a taxonomy of’ communlty servxce functlons has been

a .

: outllned 1n the literature,. to the wrlter S knowledge no study has,

°

‘as yet, attempted to determlne local eommunity organlzatlon perceptlon

A

! - . B .. -

<

of the 1mportance of such p0551b1e college act1v1tles. Communlty

0

. serv1ces have recelvedjllttle research attentlon in- Canada..

[
v

A s
Thls study prov1ded a- spec1f1c communlty college‘wmth 1nforma—

C

tlon as to selected communlty organlzatlons -v1ewpo;nts relative to’

the 1mportance and prlorlty of selected functlons that could\be part

of the- collé%e s communlty service program.

N




Thé present s%udy is of significance insofar as :t draw:
a A

. : : @
' .

together a procedure for identifying local‘community organizaéibns,

' LIV
identié&&ng communrty organlzatlon oplnlon as to the role of the

- ~y

communlty college 1n communlty services and 1dent1fy1ng local communlty ’

.
v

_ organlzatlon oplnlon concernlng the 1mportance and prlorlty of

_selected communlty service functlons

The flndlngsp although 51tuatlon spec1flc, may prov1de helpful

S

guldellnes for future research focu51ng on the’ communlty serv1ce
'component.of,college programs.
‘ 'ASSUMPTIONS = . | ' .

. The basic asSumptions of this\study'were:

- 1. Local communlty organlzatlons ex15t and can be 1dent1f’ed

—

R

2. The oplnlons of - leaders, respondlng as Spokesmen of the;r. ,
ekt ganlzatlons,‘are representatlve of an organlzatlonal . . ’
response. S - ..

- 3. The collective oplnxon of members, respondlng as spokesmen'
© of their or nlzatlons,’ls an organlzatlonal response -

4. The two-s. sanking procedure con51stently measures the
" pridrities leaders and members of community organlzatlons
place on the communlty serv1ce functions.

5.  The eight communlty serV1ce functlons selected for thls'
study are discrete and represent potential college responses
to, demands .for service emanatlng from local community . ¢
organlzatlons surveyed o : : )

g : L
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
-y

Community Services

Communlty services were deflned as those programs of the.

4

communlty col lege ofggn undertaken in cooperatlon w1th other communlty

A

o



organization , which are dlrected toward serving communlty educational
] .
needs not met by . formal college programs (Myran, 1969: l2) _ ‘
)* .

Community Service Project -

o

A sommunity Service project referred to a specific. community
‘ - S R .

. - _ I
-service activity such as a cooperative recreation program -in .an

S

inner city area.

Community , ' . ' o L

3

The geographic area served by the local college was considered,

a community. ) . C .

u ) T ) . o \q

Community of Interest =~ v
A community of irnterest was considered to be a spatially

:defined,social group where place, Yelevant people,‘iﬁportant social

-actlon and the resultlng sentlments produce a unlty (Minar and Greer, -

C.

196927) S S

Community Organization
; - , .

A community organizatioﬁ was'definéd as a community of‘interest
hav1ng a formallzed name and purporLrng Lo represent the 1nterests of

the communlty in some segment of broad communlty concern (Groth, l97lﬁ

A

57). o o ' - N e

- Societal Group: ., |
e % S AN .
A societal group or communlty subsystem was con51dered to ‘be

o

a collect1v1ty of communlty organlzatlons mutually orlented to some_

common goals or characterized by some. common attribute.



Community Se;vice‘Role Dimensions
'Community service fole diuensions,were deffned as' factors

whichccould influence the‘disectiOn_of the college community service

.program, For purpc s of this study, ;hey included Legitimély, Scopei

Commitment of the Organization, Commitment of the College, Catalyst

‘Role and Comprehensive Role.

¢

Community Service Functions

‘Max Rai .es (Ogilvie and Raines, 1971:404-408) h: covided a
taxonomy of cbmmunity.service functions in which a community college.
might_engage. These functions revolve arotnd three basic activities:

1. Self Development Acthltles——those\functlons and actlu\tles, ,
of a college.primarily focused upon needs, asplratlons, and ce Toa
potentialities of individuals or 1nformal groups, of individuals - /ﬁl
to help them achieve a greater degree of personal reallza— //
tion and fulfilment. . 7 o ‘

2. Communlty Development A« v1t1es——those functlons apd activities®
of the college prlmarlly focused ‘upon cooperatlve efforts with

. communlty organizations, agencies and 1nst1tutlons to 1mprove o
the physical, social, economic and political erivironment of
the community. : ' : '

LS
~

Program Development Activities--those ‘functions and activities .
.of the community services staff designed to procute and ’
allocate resources, coordinate activities, establish objectives
and evaluate outcomes (Myran, 1969:14- 16) ‘

Wlthln each category of act1v1ty, Ralnes 1dentlf1ed several dlscrete

functlons. An examination of all-18 functions revealed»that the

activities of self‘and.coqgunity development include functions of

the college in' its environment. Program development_activities refer »
to "in-house" functions of the community. service staff.

Considering fhe problem under study.in_this research, it
bécame apparent that not all community service functions pertained

3

. RN
B . . -



1

.
a

e

" td community organization interests. ;Phus, on the basis of thelr

3

- def}y edffocﬁs upon commnnity organization needs for service, eight

functions were selected ' Those functions not included were judged

3

ag being dlrected at meetlng the ‘needs of 1nd1v1duals or contrlbutlng
to operatlonallz1ng the communlty service program of Xhe college.

. . . ’ ‘
The selected functions, de .ned below, include all six Community

deVelOpment‘functions and two program development functions. .

Iﬁk Community Analy51s-—Collect1ng and analy21ng 51gn1flcant ,

data which reflect existing ang. emerging needs of the _
‘community and Wthh can serve as a basis for. developlng
‘the communlty service program of the college. 3

2. Interagency Cooperatlon——Establlshlng adequate llnkage w1th
related programs of the college and the communlty to .
supplement and coordinate rather than duplicate ax1st1ng

-programs. < .

3. Advisory LlalsOn—-Identlfylng and involving (1n an advisory
© capacity) key members of the various subgroups w1th whom
-cooperatlve programs are being planned.
4.  Public Forum——DevelOping activities designed to stimulate
¢ - interest and understandlng of local, national and world . &
problems. : ’

5. Civic Actlon-—Part1c1pat1ng in cooperative efforts. w1th v
local government, business, industry, profe551ons, religious
-and social groups to’ increase the resources of the community
, to deal%g;th major problems confronting the communlty.
6. Staff Consultatlon——Identlfylng, developlng and maklng
: 'avallﬁble the consulting skills of the faculty in communlty
development act1v1t1es. ~ I S
7. Conference Plannlng——Prov1d1ng profe551§hal a551stance ‘to
community groups in the plannlng of conferences, 1nst1tutes
and w0"\shops. : :

8. »Fac111ty Utlllzatlon——Encdyraglng communlty .use of college
facilities by making them readily acces51ble, by fac111tatlng
the -scheduling process and by designi them for multi-purpose

‘act1V1t1es when appropriate. ‘ R : . '

S

g

13



- DELIMITATIONS OF THE':STUDY

e’

[

This study wg§'de1imited to a community organization deter-
mination ef the iMportanee and.priority,a eo;munity‘coilege eom@unity__
'serviceAdivision.ought’to-asgribe.to six role dimensions and ei;bt
Selected*commuuity seryiee functions identified_in’the literaturef
Further,,this study was deiimited_to soiieitingioéinions from 113
leeal cOmmun;ty‘ageneieS, reflectihglutilitarian géals'direeted at

» the secial service‘needs of the.Greater‘VictOfie community duriug

‘,the period Nevember l; 1974 to January 15 1975. It was not a purpose
to evaluate .the ex1st1ng communlty serv1ce program in the college
-region selected for this study, assess e attituues of the community
organizations eOntacted towards the cC'i .ge or determlne any act1v1tles

, whlch mlght be approprlate in operatlonallzlng a specific, communlty

service functlon.

o 'LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

ThlS study was llmlted by the usual- problems of the two step
© ranking‘ procedure ‘used - (Kerllnger, 1973:595- 596) and the mall out _ |
survey technlque. The flndlngs and conclus1ons of this study are

situation specific and-apply fog avgiveuwpoint in time to those

loeal community ergshizetions surveyedf fhis study was‘cenSidered f

explofatoty in neture with respect,to beth‘methodolegy end instru;
mentation. Aithough the»respondents_were’not determinea by a t;pqem_
'\ization process, statistiesl‘aﬁalyses were perforﬁed to previde'a,
\mpre precise interéretation qf certainsdata. .~ Any iuferehces weuld

rest on the assumption that the respondents were representative of



\
[N

°

some broader populatgon. S . | .

) . . ot

ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

The present chapter has prouided an.introductory statement

N

regarding the nature and purpose of this'study. Chapter 2 is devoted

0

to a rev1ew of literature concerning the origins and philosophy of

community services, a discussion of the role of community services

a4

and an overview of various perspectives and techniques for studying

the community. Chapter 3 prov1des a description of the deSign of

\ this study, the procedures followed in identifying the population,

S

developing the instruments, collecting the data and treating the data.

Chapter 4 presents the findings. Géﬁpter 5 summarizes this study,<.

"presents conclusions, implications‘andgsuggestions for future research.

o

Lo
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« CHAPTER 2

-+~ REVIEW OF LITERATURE

, // . INTRODUCTION

The preceding chapter provided a statement of the problem

and -outlined the conditions under which the problem ,was examined.
Briefly, this problem'was to determine‘local community organiéation‘
oplnlon relatlve to the role of a communlty college community service

. program in meetlng local communlty organlzatlon needs for service.

i The ob]ectlve of the present chapter is to present a review of

literature concern1ng communlty college communlty services and the

context of and ':nlques applicable to this investigation.i
Literature concerned with communlty services as an 1ntegrated
component of cJe commtnlty college functlon is presented in the flrst
‘sectlon of - thlo chaptcr. The purpose of thlS sectlon is to present.
cnrrent oplnlon concernlng the’orlclns and phllosophy of communlty
>serv1ces.' The seqond section is devoted to outllnlng.the role of

X

communlty serv1ces ‘and- presentlng v1ewp01nts relatlng\:ﬁfthefﬁ’

operatlonallzatlon of that role. -Therfinal_section-reviews literature
concerning community study. Various.perspectives used in analyzing.
the community are presented.. A functionel definition of the community,-

using a socialninteraction1theoretical basis, is provided.vainally,

techniques for community analysis are discussed.

v
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] : ‘THE ORIGINS AND PHILOSOPHY,OF
‘ COMMUNITY SERVICES

-

(1

Thornton (1975 :48-52) has noted that among the orlglnal
purposes espoused by William Rainey Harper and others (for the two —
year college) were those of providing the "capstone to secondary
education," and providing oducatlonal programs whlch will serve
the needs of the community. In 1925, Koos (OgllVle'and Raines, 1971:
100 107) outl;ned the Mcurrent" conceptions of the pPrposes of the
two‘year college. He identified 21 purposes,‘ In every case,’ these
were limited to_academic and“vocational training Very little attentlon
was placed on contlnulng educatlon ahd communlty serv1ce ertlng
some 40 years later, Besse [(1965) in OgllVle and Raines, 1971 132 138]
empha51zed a 51m11ar role for the college . occa51onally, pa551ng
reference has beenvmade to the notion that educatlon should not be
v1ewed/as a dlscrete phase in the life of people, but as an 1ntegral
process that is' llfe long [Colllns and Colllns, (1966) in OgllVle '.
and Raines, 197l:l4l—l47].

The rifty;fifth‘NSSE Yearbook,‘devoted to the public junior-
_college,'containedya‘major statement by'ﬁeynolds~relative to the
fnotlon of'community servlces. He (Henry, 1956:142—l43) noted that
. community services areiaimed at meeting specific educational needs
of individuals or groups withln the college or community and involve
both college~and community resources. In 1967, Reynolds (OgETVLe and

Ralnes, 1971 621- 625), referrlng to the educatlonal needs of the

"non- occupatlon elementsP of soc1ety, concluded:

A4

S

e
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. . . substantial changes are taking place "in the internal
structure of such social institutions as the church, the home,
the government; changes carrying implications of ,varying educa-
tional need. - - B ' L

‘ .
L.

Myran (1969:10) has pointed out that:

Service to the community beyond offering collegiate degree
and certificate programs has’ long been a major objective of the
community college . . . . However, in spite of a long history ‘o
of service, community services in the community college has
evolved most dramatically in the Period of rapid social and

technological change which began at the conclusion of World.-

War II and ha; continued at an accelerated pace.

During this post-war period, an increasing concern of the

» génefal publiciand of individuals involved in'community'analysis

has been that the growth of the community is accompanied by a series
of forces hastening its decline. . Forces, such as centralization,

' specialization, and the increase in impersonal relationships are

. One attempt to counterac

primarily attributable to the deleteriousveffects of our mass society.
t -such trends in the community involves‘a

process of community development defined as ‘a systematic social process

by which human béings can become morebcqmpetent»to live w%{h and gain‘

some control over local aspects of a frustrating and-changing world

(Biddle and Biddle, 1965:78). This process involveS‘a'progréssion of
events planned by péfticipants themselves, which serve to achieve their

goals.. Biddle and Biddle (1965:19) suggest "the'events point to changes

"in a group and in individuals'which can be termed growth in social

S

sensitivity and competence." -

.While the commpnity service function of the commuhity coilege

. has beénvprofoundiy affected by the communityfdev¢lopment movement

(Harlacher, 1969:6), in many instances, these séxvices have reached v

-

Only segménts of the communiéy.populatioq. Discussing‘the growth of

18, |



=5 adult education,‘considered"as one type of community service by

Harlacher (1969:13), McMahon (Rauch 1972:28—30)‘has>noted that

. : ('™
'A,‘gﬁeretofor‘the focus of service has been on the person rather than

P

. . h :
Today the emphasis is on communlty needs. The failure to
~add the communlty dimension is a major reason why the relevance
of‘many adult education programs -is challenged - - - The path- |
AN improvement is not one of abandoning the individual or sub-
k- itutlng community- needs for individual needs. ... . The needs
‘of the 1nd1v1dual will remain and must be met. ' ‘

e

Ralnes (O Banion and Thurston, 1972 147~ 155) delineated- a

phllosqphlcal or value ba51s from which a communlty college communlty

serv1ce program could be 1n1&£&§%§ Four basic principles emerged

i s > (3}
from hlS dlStu551on. o : ’G
e

1. Prlnciple of shared‘concern for human (self) development.

_ 2. PrlnClple of adapting. act1v1t1es to the needs and 1nterests
of the cllentele served.i .

3. Prlnc1ple of con51der1ng the whole person rather than srngle,
, compartmentallzed segments of. personallty
: : y S . . , -

4. Prlnc1ple of” creatlng env1*onments‘that are conducive to
individual and group development. oo

v ’ & Py
R

Harlacher (1969) has asserted that a major goal of the community
college communlty services program is one of coordlnatlon, rather:
than dupllcatlon, of the varlety of communlty serv1ng act1v1t1es which

e

may be requlred and which may already be’ prov1ded. He has referred to

. institutional synergy as belng vital to thls sphere of communi ty actlon._w

The 51multaneous actlon of separate organlzatlons whlch together have
a greater total effect than the sum of thelr 1nd1v1dual efforts w1ll
lead to an eff1c1ent program of communlty services (Harlacher, 1969 15).

Llalson w1th other educational - 1nst1tutlons, 1n addltlon .to thoese

.e

agencies hav1ng secondary educational objectlves, is requ1red
. o

N

-19



20 .

Myran (1969:45). has ‘concluded: T : : v
i.,. . the. college S greatest strength in“this area lies in
its ability to . waork cooperatlvely through a commun1ty-serv1ces
‘structure within the college, with other community organizations
and groups whlch can also contribute human and physical
resources. - e w . e

Thus, Myran appears to suggest a flfth prlnc1ple which can be added
to those outlined by Raines, namely v o ;' .
Prlnc1ple of devgtlng meanlngful communlty bésed partner—.
“ship in communlty services through communlcatlng, cooperatlng
and coordlnatlng act1v1t1es with local -community organlzatlons.

¢ —

. To summarize, the communlty serv1ce component of the college

: has,yuntll recently, been considered an adjunct to‘the college program.:
As community cpllegesihaVE evolved each’establishing its own' '

v1ab111ty through its academlc and vocatlonal program development, _' .
" ;;:I . . I ) .

" incredsing attentlonihas turned to communityfneeds ‘for services that

‘are not usually provided in traditionalsCOurse'offerings. The

communlty serv1ce college program is based on prlnc1ples whlch reflect -

. . 3 L
a. humanlst phllosophlcal blas and has been 1nfluenced by the communlty
—

N . L . " “ - "y>' . a .. L 7"("\\
development movement : RN S ce oA o

/' COMMUNITY SERVICES: FOLE DEFINITION R
/- v OPERATIONALIZATION S , CoEe

The emergence ofid e communlty service component of the
5

_college program has been accompanled by many efforts to deflne it. K

"Harlacher (1969 12) ‘has contended that: N .-
‘ Confus1on over the deflnltlon of communlty services stems
from at least two mlsconceptlons.‘ (1) that commurntity services ° . .
and: adult or contlnulng educatlon are synonymous, and,’ (2) that
the communlty services program constltutes a program of o,
educatlonal public relations. . .-. Although &ll.three" programs
~are 1nterrelated, each should be considered on its own merlts.

[y
.
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ey T , : - ' W\

[ ' . - : .
He noted that adult edutation may appropriately be classed as. one

K}

. type of cbmmunity_service. : -

ReYnolds 4%§pry, 1956:143) has noted two essential charactgris—

‘

1

tic. of a community service program: : , ' -

‘It must-be de31gned to satlsfy a genulne educational need

LT

in the communlty IR : o

..

; It must be: de51gned to chlefly beneflt the c1tlzens of the
:communlty o » . v .- - : S

) ¥
Y N

Four objectlves -of the communlty serv1ces program ‘have been

S “a

~

suggested by Harlacher (1969 19~ 40) These'incldded:

'l.

+

The provision of faCilitiés and'exPertise to community
'members.\ : : . o7 :

™~
. . . o
~

The prov151on of needed eductclonal serv1ces to all. S

\.

*The prov151on of leadershlp and coordlnation of services .

in the communlty.

_'The promotlon oégghe 1ntellectual and cultural,llfe of

the college disfrict. ) o
, - e ] PR

s

Medsker and Tlllery (1971:70- 7l) have re- empha51zed'the 1mpoz§ance

v

~;;of these ob]ectlves.“ Gleazer (1968 85 88) con51dered communlty

,serv1ces as those college serv1ces beyond the regularly scheduled

o
‘J .
’ T

classes of the college'whether held by day or n: ght or whatever

the place in the dlstrlct. «For'hlmh these serv1ces offered-o her .

-impqrtaht'eduéational, cultural and recreatlonal beneflts to

'communityvmembers. Myran (1969 12) has 1ncorporated the essence

)

’ of ‘the p01nts made above when 'he states that communlty services are-'

"Those efforts of ‘the communlty college often undertaken in

cooperation with other communlty groups or agencies, which are ..
e dlrected toward serving personal and. educational needs not met
'fby formal ccllegiate degree or certificate programs. :

21
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'develOpment act!wu

g

Communlty Services Taxonomy S L

T

Mé§ Raines (Ogilvie and Raines, 1971 404 408y/has propos

e omy ,of community service_functions-in whlch,a codllege mi

engage in meetlng educatlonal needs emanatlng from the community.

ed

ght

The i8 functlons revolve around self development act1v1t1es; community

ries and program development act1v1t1es——the

. R . .
latter serving to operatlonallze the - formerftwo. The Raines'

-
I3

" taxonomy delinéa ed the possible scope and comprehen51ve nature

~ . o )

‘the community college cOmmunity service program. Comblned w1th

‘Myran's stance-'that "the coLlege's greatest strength' is in 1ts a

service program-designed4to cope With changing»communlty demands

to work cooperatlvely with other community groups (Myran} 1969

this taxonomy suggests a framework for the development of a coll

-
o

Structures for Admlnlsterlng the

Communlty Serv1ce Proqram .

Harlacher (1969 43) has p01nted out:
c . ¢ K

.. . » whereas a w1de array of - serv1ces is prov1de@q the
program of community se%v1ces is not belng admlnlstered as a”
majoxr functlon ‘equal -to the transfer, occupatlonal gex al
educatlon and guLdance functlons.

R
I o o

Small (1973 1) has suggested that ex1st1ng admlnlstratlve structures

perpetuate programs and servrces offered to reglstered students

than services offered onébehalf of the community to the totalv

community.7 Adams concluded in 1966 that contlnulng education an

of

bility

:45),

ege

\

rather

.

s

ommunlty servrces, whlhe con51dered 1mportant by all respondents Ln

.his research, did not have the general top prlorlty of college,

~

S
¢ "
v

See Appendix A for the complgte takonomy.

22
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trancfer and vocationdl. technical education.

~ . o
_ ; o = .
One exception to-this,fonclusion is the administrative
structu g utilized in the communlty college model adopted by the
. : o .
Prov1nce of Saskatchewan A recent pollcy research study {(Ingram,
et al., l974:3—4) summarized this model as follows: . _
The Saskatchewan concept of the Compdnity College. derives . '\
.diréctly from the Faris report. : The Communlty College is a o ?
vehlcle for dellverlng what mlght be varlously termed "contlnulng ')- o
education™ or "further education.” . . -Ideally--and:also to
a large extent 1ﬁgpract1ce——the Saskatchewan Community .College
can be very respohsive to grass roots feellngs, and its programs: :
.are designed to meet the expressed w1shes of. the communlty L T,
served. o C : : . L ’
> The ehtire/structure'of the college is geared to community service.
RegardleSS'of“the internal structures used or those that can
.reasonably be'hybothesized from organizational theory, the demandse
for educatio-al services from a community reflect, in general, the
) v - _ ’ ‘ 4
trends of rapid societal change. ﬁeferring to our heterogeneous, :
changingdsociety, Briner and Sroufe (Hack, et al.,v197l:88-89)“ .
4 » Q T o K : :
IR X . . . - o = T N Lo e . *
¥ . . ‘) B . : LA
concluded. ‘ . L ~J AR : : T
, - ‘ ’ ~
Necessary organlzatlonal changes w111 occur qu1ckly, ho :
,aspect of gtructure and function will be’ free from scrutlny
-.and criticism. Stnucture will be . . . always in a state of _
flux or potential flux. . . . An emphasis on fluid 'structure, ’ R
one characterlzed ‘by 1nformal de0151onal relatlons will become
the norm.‘ : e
‘lt"is in this milieu that the community services administratoi'must ;
\ N ' DN n L - L T PR ” . » T P .
operate.  Certain prerequisite knowledge is required. Robin (I972: "//////f'

5) has noted: =~ .- - T ~‘* - ':,.: A .. /<////f/ii//A .\‘i
It has been establlshed that the/gglleqe must . know. 1ts'
- community if 1t is to meet the > _needs of that community and
‘provide a comprehensxve,gro&p‘”f programs to satisfy thei
complex requ1re 5 of our technoloq&cal soc1ety - e e




.

Harlacl 'r (1969:46) shas asserted:

/ The community serv1ces program cannot be constructed from

the college po;nt,of ylew”alone - Without the benefit of counsel
from interested oouumnity‘representatlves, . . . the needs that
only can be made known, by members of the communlty 1tself may

. . be neglected , I

o

In a later statement Harlacher (Yarrington, 1974315), commentedf
I think the flrst thlng that needs to be done is toymake
an exhaustive study.of the community with community personnei
involved. This is a task which we so frequently overlook in

the gommunity college. We begln a program assuming we know

the people and their needs. Every college needs to begin with
a re-examination of the community.. Out of that we_can‘develop

a viable community bised program.
Thus, .at least two questions are raised: first, "What is

a community?"; and second, "What methods can be used to determlne
o . 'n
the nature of college comfunity service act1v1t1es that 'are most

vital to the community?" These questions are addressed in the

concluding section of this chapter.

v

COMMUNITY. STUDY

e

‘The literature revealed that.a variety of perspectives of =

3

community. have been generated. These perspectives,vwhile subtly

discrete} tended to overlap or mesh at some level of generality.

-An overview of these perspectives identified a definition of

. possible. B - ..

community and suggested a structure for organizing the_éomplexity
. o | . : : B . , ) |
of the community theory so that systematic community study was

“ -, ’ . S .
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Perspectives Used in Analyzing
the Community

P : L
The description of four major traditions in community :

theorizing,‘Which follows, does not exhaust the number of traditibns .

. o , ‘
" that exist. It does, however, provide representative viewpoints

’

and an indication of the'dynamic'state of community_théo;y.

2

[y

J

Community”typoldgies.' An éarly attempt at defining and -

aﬁaiyzing the community employed typologies bésed on or constructed ,.f

. ) » . . A N ) -
from an analysis qf community structure and change. - This tradition,

initiated in Europe and expanded in the United ‘States, resulted in
- . e - - : ,
a number of typologies--each of which considered "ideal types" as

- N

extremes.on a continuum.
oy R ' . : . . .
fé, Tonnes classical distinction between the funetion of the

natural will and the rétional will (Gémeinshaft-and Gésellshaft) in

community change was an ‘early attempt. SQcialzchahgézwas considered

to.be on a continuum ranging from individual understanding, unity

and sentiment at one. ext¥eme to pure rationdlity, in the absedfce ' . i

.of human sentiment,'in aéhieving'a‘speéifié community goal, at the

other;ext}eméﬂi In;th%s traaitiénf_othér‘?yéologies‘héye beeq-

dé;élopéa g;,MaéIvér, éimmerm;h and_Redfi?ldl o o ’ :
‘;MacIvef~(19§7)'distingu425ed between com@unél épdAéssociaéfT
t;ohgl.iglétionéhips. Zimmérmén;s 938) “tfpdlogy; o% loéalistic ‘M‘ !

" and coSmopoliﬁaﬁ.followed in the Tonnes traditién.f Redfield's (1941)" l

folk-urban continuum attemptéd to go beyond the description of
e o - SV S
"ideal types" and explain the ‘changes a community or soclety under- |
goes in transforming from a folk culture. to an urban culture.  He

° <P . o Sl ‘ v - . o e
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identified three basic changds: cultural disorganization resulting

from the increased complex1ty of life, increased secularization; and,
X : »

increased individualism.

Dichotomies have utilitx insofar as they'permit classification\

of a’variety of communities relative to the po..r positions and .to each
- e : . .

other. They facilitate cross cultural comparisons to some extent. A

shortcoming, in Poplin's-(l972:l43) view, is the lack of,describtive

prec1Sion Vecarding communities .as they are found in the industrialized,’
o )

mass society of,today. He notec that certain overarching soc1eta1

factors, such as the materialistic orlentation of modern Western soc1ety,

penetrate the local commUnity and are ysually not considered-in“
_typolog'ies’fv S | R o |
’ Hillery (1955) attembted to’add meaning to the concept of
communitf'through a sYstematic anaiysis to discoverfareas of‘agree—.
ment among 94 definitions of community. ‘Bell and Neﬁbi'(lé?l;Z?)
,have‘noted that "i't ..the‘yery‘thing\that was missing was agreement;"

) The only cemmon basis‘found was‘that all definitions made reference.

to people (Hillerv, 1955:117).,.Thls analy51s did lead to the
»spec1fication of three major components of COmmunity territorial
area,-communalxties and social interaction“gHillery, 1955:118).- Each. °
.has been & major thtust of“community‘study. |

A

_fCommunity'as territorial area. . The territorial area component

a.

'characterized the ecological perspective of community analysis. -~ -
Trac . tional community ecologists empha51ze the phys1cal layout and
g 2 dynamics of urban areas.

©° : =

~ A basic assumption of human ecologists however, is that -



society consists of two organizational levels: the biotic, referring

’

to "the princ1ple,bf a community having a distinctive life process‘
as well as a qrowth or natural hlstory With well defined stages"

(Hawley, 19%0: v), and, the soc1al,.referr1ng to the network of inter-

'personal‘relationships characteristic of. humans. Mackenzie*(Poplin,

v

'1972 71-706) outlined flve ba31o\ecological processes——centralizatlon,

concentration, se@regation, inva51on and succeSSion——which reflect ‘a

1

&

. community's life process or cycle.

The“concentricgzone hypothesis emerged from this school as
. . ' B 15 ' v
did the notion of“naturai area stressing.the-segregation'of homogeneous

'

funits within'an heterogeneOus urban setting. The competitive struggle ¢

) B

for land is considered the basis for this segregation.a Thus, different

but related explanations have_been advanced to explain the‘spatial

organization of urban communities.
These explanations assumed that ‘the territorial arrangement
is relatiVely static. Within the concentric zone hypothe51s, changes

may occur w1th1n each zone, however, the" zones are relatively
. |

permanent and 1dentifiable; Critics of th;s approach have pointed
out’that-communitits\aie'really dynamic and,changing entities.

,Community as communal ties. The second component of Hillery s

[

analy51s stressed the common ties *or bonds that exist between

- S L0

'community members. In 1963, Warren suggested a- psychological ba51s

for the formation of communal ties, stating that’ people garn\jisense
. . S8y " - ' 0

.of security because they personally 1dent1fy w1th their community.

. N
A cultural ba51s, expounded by Saunders (1966) suggested that 1ndiv1dual

r
& .

1dent1fication ex1sts because community members share common goals,

27
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norms and values.
In criticizing this éerspective, Poplin (1972:23-24) has
- suggested a dilemma exists fdr the individual:

Presumably most 1nd1v1duals need the securlty and- acceptance
which comes from being wholly committed to an identifiable 1,_“
social system. At the same tlmev this commitment may retard, D
personal development, hamper’ careers and frustrate the achleve—‘a““
ment of other hopes and des1res the 1nd1v1dual ‘may possess. e

Community as social interaction. A contempdrary thrust of

community analysis views the cemmunity.as a uhit'of'social organiza-
tion. The,cemmunity is the first subsystem of society which can
potentially meet the full range of man's psychological, social and,-

physiological needs (Poplin, 1972:15). In Poplin's (1972:64) view,"
o : ’ : o ' i
social systems.theory:

e . . glves meaning to the term communlty structure and
clarifies the way in .which various components of the communlty
such as its groups and institutions, are interrelated. . . .
This view reminds us that any social " system is a complex,

»"multlfaceted whole and that there are human “and’ soc1al needs
~w”"“which must be met if a communlty is to persist over time.

o~

Warren (1963) identified two types of interaction:within\

" the community conterti vertical batterning end‘heriéoﬁtal patterping.1
“,Vertlcal patterﬁing referred tovreletfcnshipsdthroughvehlch'community
units ere orlented to the larger soc1ety beyond the communlty.
Horlrontal patternlng referred ‘to relatlonshlps whlch local communlty

. gqlts share.w1th‘eachicther on the local leyel.

In Warren‘s ﬂl963:237)‘view; tﬁevverticel ties: °.

. . . are multiplying and strengthening to the extent that
+it is. questionable whether the ties of community units to each
other on the local level are suf?1c1ently strong and meanlngful

' for them to constltute a locallzed soc1al system called the

'communlty. _ o ‘ /;

£
v



“Warren '(1963:268) contended} howeier,.that:

. « .-despite their strong ties.to.extra“commdnity systems,
. the functlonlng of such local units characterlstlcally 1nvolves
at least%a mlnlmum of local &Bteractlon.

Discussion. While the perspectives reviewed.have implicit -

.
bl

)

strengths and weaknesses, each has u%ility for examining the phenomena !
' : B , . . J :
of community from a particular viewpoint. The major consideration

should .be to ‘regognize.the constraints any one perSpéctivelplaces

on community-analysis. A}'- e
Fof purposes of this study, the utility of the social ‘inter~ .

g

action or social systems perspective lies in its provision of a framg

' . : ' g L. : . NI
of .reference for analyzi._  the structure and social inter-relationships-:
B v . . . .

that exist within the - nity. This. view reflects the dynamic

nature of the éommunity It reqﬁiresbthat the analyst be precise

in specifying the level of analysis énd:necessitatQS'defining community -

.o

in an abstract manner. . . ‘ ' ‘ i

A Definition of Cémmuniéy} . : , ; R -

| ‘A éurrent pﬁildsbphical view pf the cbmmuﬁity,’whioh ténqél
to overérch eaéh df tﬁé péfspecti;es reviewed and which provides;
'!the e§éence of a definition of community, takes_man'§’seérch for“
meahingﬁ sééurity an§ fuI§illﬁen£ in an increaéiﬁgly comble# wérld.as

a central poSifion._ Nisbeﬁ, quoted-in Baltzell's (l968:2)_in Search

for Community in Modern America,Anoted:

Byfqommunity:jl7mean'éomething that goes far beyond mere
local community. . . ./Community is a fusion of feellng and
thought, of. tradltlon and- commitment, of membership and voli=

- tion. It may be found in or given symbolic expre551on by
-»locallty, rgllglon, natlon, race, occupation or crusade.
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In this sénse, the term has the connotation of a "condition in which
human beings f nd themselves in a tight-knit web of meaningful

-relationships with their fellow human beings” (Poplin, 1972:7). As
Minar'and'Greer (1969:ix) have stated: Community . . .
» e . éxpresSés people's vague yearnings for a commonality
of desire, 'a communion with those ‘around them,‘an extension of
the bonds of kin. and friend to all" those who share a common
fate. . ., ' : ' '

’ These definitions reflect a humanist point of view,; itself .
¢ S , _
o ! - . 1//h _ ) - ] . : . ¢
an explanation of man S Xeaction to the presence of mass society. : '
. P ) R o o

«

The theory of mass society, while not a recent formulation, has
‘received incréasing emphasis due to advances in scienze and téchndlogy..’

Shils (Minar‘énd Greer, 1969:299) summarized”the current image of

mass séciety as being: : ‘ \\\\u5m\\_“»
‘ .2 territorially‘extensive society, with a large
_population,-highly urbanized and industrialized. . . . Civic

spirit is poor, local loyalties are few, primordal solidarity

is virtually non—éxistgnt. There‘is no }ndividuality;.only

’% frustrated and restless egoisnm.
Shils"(Minar and Greegg'l969:299)'opinion is»thaﬁ this view ofyr
modern chiety is an:

- -+ . untruthful picture . . ~“taken from a standpointw
“'which postulates, as the right ordering of 1life, an entirely
consenSqal, perfectly.integrated, small-scalé Society permeated ]
by a set of common theoldgical beliefs which give meaning to
-every aspect of 1life, , L e

He (Minar and Greer, 1969:300) noted an important characteristic of -

contemporary socieﬁy which'emerées from the mass society view:

‘ The novelty of the "mass society" lies in the relationship
~of the mass of the pobulation‘to'the centre of society.. The

elatibnship-is a closer integration into ‘the central institu~
tional and value systems of society. -

]




One conséquence of this shift, in Shils' view,‘is_thg_fécivthat it

is now more possible than’ ever before for individuals to optimize
their potentialities within the community.
Warren (1963:9) has defined community as ". ... that combina-

tion of sécial units and éyé@éms which pérform the major social

functions having lbcality relevance." Thus, within the community,
the community college or other . local community ofganizations could

bezconsiQereéjas_sdcialtunits;f
Tﬂe‘term'"cdmmunities of'iﬁﬁerest“ is used by Minar and Greer
(1§69£27) to'deno£e “a spatiaily defiﬁed social group whére_piace,_
relevant people, iméértant social action'and'the'résultiég sentiments
prbduqe_a unity;f- Thié definition captﬁres»th¢ essencé‘of the social
systems}thebry;ggd Warrénfs def;nition. It‘is useful to think of
“informal interest gféuﬁg ég cémmdnigies of interest. |
| ’ ‘Coﬁmunities of interest having.a "forpalized name ané“who
héﬁe purportéd to_;epreéén£ the interests‘of‘tﬁe éémmupiﬁy in SOme
- segment ‘of broad commﬁnitxbconcern“ (Grotﬂ,';97i}57) may be éénsideréd
vto bé'cdmmunitf dfganiia;i&ﬁs. | |
Withip é community,'several comgunityvorgahizatibnshmaj be
classified todéthef Aniﬁhe bésis‘oflhdrizgnﬁél PétternS of interaction
- which reflect thei; common EOmmunity fﬁnction; in’this:manner, a
groﬁp of local qommﬁnity orgahizationsvgegéme a gubsyStem of Fhe

. v
" total social system or community.
' Warren's definition 6f community refers td locality. In

the case of a éommunity college, the locality or geographical boundary

of thé community can be considered as that regigz,getermined'by



_— ' | . . Y
government ‘policy that the'college serves.' Table 1 provides a

summary of the definitions presented.

<

Thus, on the basis of a theoretical perspective relative to

A

the community, a séries of definitions has been presented whichH

»

provide a framework for community analysis. It'remains to examine
technlques avallable to the researcher to complete the. analysrs
of- 1nterest here are technlques for 1dentlfy1ng community organizations

and technlques for obtalnlng organization oplnlons relatlve to the

~role of the community college communlty serv1ces.
U

Techniques -for Community Analysis

- ‘ i

e Identification of local community organizations. While the
T : i ‘ :

present study is notvconcernéd with the community”s power'structure

per se, technlques used in such studles to 1dent1fy communlty dec151on

o \\
'makers have appllca ion in communlty organlzatlon 1dent1f1cat10n.

Thometz (1963) has provided a summary of the s% ngthsﬁand weaknesses

of several approaches. Spec1f1cally,‘she noted that’threezmethods,
: . . B o .
the'reputatioﬁal, positional and actual behavior, have bean commonly
i . . ) 4 ’ . . .

used. - The reputational approach is the most widely used. It

involve - thé researcher in locatlné local resi&entsﬂ&ho'"know their.
community.” These persons serve ‘as judges t nominate and then rank
:\' thelr fellow citizens hav1ng a reputatlon for leadership. ‘The
' assumptlon underlylng thls method is that "reputatlon for power
”prov1des some 1ndex of actualAlnfluence" (Thometz, 1963 16).
The poSLtlonal approach ranks 1nfluent1als dn: terms of the
. .

number and k o of positions they hold in community groups. The -

he : ' B

- . . \
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. I . ’ T
tL y A. Summary of ‘Definitions for

Community Subsystems

)

_.relevance.

units and systems which
perform the major sdcial
functions having locality -

-Level of - ‘Distinguishing
Analysis Term Definition ) Characteristic
Community a spatially defined sOciil;‘.,Informall
of ’ group where place, rele- | interest group:
Interest vant people, important - (social unit)
social action and the re- o
sulting sentiments pro-
duce a unity. - '
Micro
T Community | A community of interest Formalized - -
T Organiza- having a formalized name interest group
‘ . tion "and who have purported _(social unit)
' to represent the interests
of the community in some
segment of broad com-
munity concern. s
Community A collectivity of com- Parg}al‘system
Subsystem | munity organizations formed on the
: “mutuall?~oriénted to basis of hori-
common values. zontal
patterning
. e . a3
4 Communityr A combination of social Total soc;al

system

33
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the:persons énd the behavior involved in solving problems.

-

K

aqtual‘behavior'approéch involves the researcher in directly observing

o

AT . "’ . . .
© Techniques for gaining community organization opinion. - Poplin

(1972:275-304) has presented‘a review of three technigues used-in

e

: : » S
communlty study for galnlng communlty organlzatlon oplnlon. That
style of research where the 1nvest1gator ‘collects hlS data by actually .

1living, working or otherwise interacting ih;the'communlty is referred
. o . ) - = N . &
to“as participant observation... The result is an indepth view of the

community under stﬁdy (Popliﬁ, 1972:277).;"The social survey éttempts

to,determine what characteristics are’typiCal of the community stqdied.
Thus, - u51ng 1nterv1ews or questlonnalres, the 1nvestlgator folloWs»k o,
a systematlc procedure for galnlng quantlflable 1nformat10n from a

large number of people (Poplln, 1972: 287 288) : The analys;s of Cls

documents, the third means discussed by Poplln (1972 298 301) to galn‘

'informatiOn relative to the community, is partlcularly useful in .,

"learning facts abdut the community that ordinarily would not be

" revealed to a stranger" (Poplin: 1972:299). The -authenticity and .

5 -

credibility of historicalf‘statistical.or other documents must be

assured. - . -

'Summarizing the\advantages and limitations of’these techniques, .

Poplin (1972:302) hoted that the use of one or another is appropriate <7

Y : - . <

4

at given poimts in the'proéress~of any community'study.i»Decisiohs
as‘to the techniooe utilieed reflect tﬁe type-of rpformation”required.
He‘(i9725296-2985'regarded the social surveyyﬁpprosch as often being
the"omiy practical means of collectinglauantitative dsté on'chérac- “

teristics of study populatlon."ln his view,‘%his approach lends

- - \



r

itself td collecting data that relate to social participation and

use of community services. He (1972:303) concluded: ™ the

- . -

survey approach enables one to collect information on the attitudes
and perceptions of community meémbers."
"« Warren (%}65:308) has‘made‘the following points in discpssing

community study in general and organizing a community survey in
o - oy e p ’ , : ) .
particular: _ ' ’ - A

e - . B

- e "

Surveys can be primarily for information or for action.’
Such surveys provide learning<experience for participants, .
. stimulate awareness of community conditions and problems, and
afford a useful body of. factual knowledge for those interested
‘in learn¥rig more about }heir community.

i

"Myran'(l969ﬁ49) has concluded:'

_— Surveylng community needs as they relate to'community .
"serV1ces 1s‘én~extremely 1mportant linkage with the communlty

- . ;

SUMMARY = -

" The purpose of the first section of this chapter was to present
& review of .the iiterature concerning community services as an’

lntegrated component of the communlty college program. Until recently,

)

thls component has been con51dered an udjunct to the college program.
As described in the literature, the community servicé program

reflects a humanist’philosophlcal oriemtation and has been influenced

]

. by the community"development-movemént.

A second purpose of thlS chapter was to provrde, for purposes
A-J . . Ad -

of thlS study a role'definition‘of community,setyibes. In the

©

fx3 )
p he communlty serv1ce role led to the conclu51on that,

P - - ' a -~ - . " - J o
_regardless?of the:internal structures'created to'administer a community

1



service program, a vital prereqﬁisite‘was afknéwledge of the cdﬁmuﬁity
the collegée éerved. | |

Thuéh tge third seétion of thisachépter reyiewed-four
perspeptives‘that‘have been uﬁiiized in analyiihg the community,

e
B3

addressed the issue of defining, for present purposes, the term

" community, andyrelated.fhis definition to a framework for identifyingj

community subsystems. - An overview of research techniques used in *
' ) ’ . ‘u : ) . » I
community analysis concluded this chapter.

LR . 2

N4 O
-‘A/

Y
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CHAPTER 3

E,"" . DESIGN OF THE STUDY
iyl . “

INTRODUCTION | o oy

- a, ¢

: The flrst two chapters have deflned the problem under

exam1nat1on in tHis research and presented a rev1ew of, the llterature

leated to the communlty serv1ce program of a communlty college, to
Tl nature of the communlty 1tself and to, oplnlons regardlng varlous

[

technlques for studylng the communlty

. - o The present chapter outllnes the deSLgn and methodology
. ‘ v 5
used in this' study and descrlbes the procedures for the selectlon

‘ of the study populatlon, 1nstrumentatlon, data collectlon and . °

analy51s,
' ) ; - - )P) K
. SELECTION OF THE STUDY POPULATION

AR

- ,Selection of the"Commuhity

PE

&

¢ It was necessary to select a communlty of suffl“(‘f

to yleld'a reasonable populatlon of organlzatlons‘r 4 T

service goals. In addltlon, it was- necessary to Selectﬂ

i5

served by a communlty college, preferably one with a communfty
_services or continulng-education'function in operation. 'TheﬁGreater

Victoria'region, comprlsed of the mun1c1pa11t1es of Vlctorla,"

_Saanlch ‘Oak> Bay and Esqulmalt located on the southern end oF:

(z

Vancouver Island Brltlsh Columbla (Flguré 1) ‘was selected as- a
' communlty meetlng these condltlons.p= K :



kl
W
~
3
7O\ =
NANA/0. R %
. - N T " 3 ' ". N . .
: .= CENTRAL
3 )\ Seawes

P

| FeokE

9

.. Figure I

The Greater Victoria Region

2)

38

£

‘ 555

SIDNEY,

o A . :
~ A
3
,\ - )

| )

8 o

<

X

P

DAK S
By 3.



A
~

e ST TR N

This territorial boundary was of sufficient population to

contain a manageable population‘'of local community organizations of

the type deécribed above. /

"in addition, this region has been served by,Camosun Cdlleée

i

since 1971. Goal and philoséphy'sta?ementsl cog?éfningfthe roie of .
tﬁat<commuhity collége's community services conformed Witﬁ éhose idéal\
goals énd.phildsophies ou;lined iﬁ’chapter 2. The administraﬁioh of"
the cofiegé,iﬁdiCated their interést and Willingness to have

their college region”serbe as the community studied—in this pfbject.2

. The Community Education Services Division of Camdsun College

*offers an extensive range of scheduled courses in the community as

i

 well?@s an ongoing offering of seminars and'workshops "beamed at
rather narrow and specific learning situations or grodps. ‘'They take
us ipto very'close goﬁtaét with the community" (Camosun College,

1974:4) . This relationship was c¢onsidered to‘bé'an important and

“

necessary factor in - the success of any study conducted By-an "outsideﬁ

‘researcher.- For the purposés of contacting local community organiza-

tions, this research was considered to be a CamoSun C'ollegejproject.7.’f

‘Procedures for Selecting the B
" Population N N : \\

;A modified reputational nomination approach was utilized to

identify local community brganizatioﬁs having social service:gbals.

€
T c-

Ad@ress of Dr. G.L. Fisher, Pxincipal; Caﬁbsunjgollege,.
February 18, 1974.  ° = _ o o ST . s ,
Lo . : P R . '
Séé‘Appendix'B for a let =r granting permisSiOnth’cqnduct
the research in the Camosun Coll region. g S S
: : : N o) o
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_ S ENT . :
A search was made for sources g@gdireCtoﬂles ‘of social service organi-
. N 1 k. ) . ) v . ) ‘ . ]
zations. Three were obtained. From the description of services

.

provided in the directories, -a list of community organizations reflecting
the social service goals was,prepared.‘ This list was examihedvby a

person considered to know his community. Some/gyplicatiohs Were located
and, in other cases, listed organizations had ‘ceased to exist. The
© total number of local community organizations. identified using this

i

. procedure was 113. : ?,

4

o

and members of these community organizations. The leaders of each'

o Tt was decided to survey the population of both the leaders

of the 113 oxganizations served as the population of leaders. From -

the total of 113 organizations and using the organization desCriptions

found in the social service directories, 12 organizationsvwere' i
identified aS'haVing“regular meetings of their members' It was dec1ded

N

that the members of these organlzatlons, present at a regular organl— o
zation meetlng attended by the researcher would be the populatlon of
members. ’ R ' v : f “"fgiv '
U | _ INSTRUMENTATION
\ ) _ . ‘
Two data gathering‘instrumentr were developed and used 1n thlS

rJ

C“.'

Ehicid

o -study.

© Six statements; ieferring to‘dimehsions of th”'communlty
e 1 B . ,‘;

college communlty service role, were developed in accordance w;th

.‘,,
N

those 1deal goa} and phllosophy statements outllned in Chapter 2.

. o
M o

The flrst dlmen51on, Legltlmacy, suggested that 1t was an approprlate
> ERE ] LI - \.
.role of the communlty college to part1c1pate,'w1th communlty

"J.J._.'. G

’

40



organizations, in community service activities. The Scope dimension

suggested that the college ought to expand its'program of community
service activities- ‘The sugg ? that communityvorganizations

¢

would work w1llingly with the ce -ge on a particular cemmunity seryice

pro;ect that had relevance to the organization s goals comprised the

)
vy

third dimensiOn, Commitment of.thevOrganization.‘ The fourth dimension; -

i

Commitment of the College{ postulated that the college should,allocate

more resources to its community‘service role.'

2

Two community service role dlmen51ons, of a different order,

v

completed the sinrole Statements. “The Catalyst Role, suggested that

the appropriate college role 1n community serVices was one of .

\'1

encouraging community organizations to undertake new community Seerce
progects that are relevant to the organization S purpose. An

l

alternative, the ComprehenSive Role, suggested that the appropriate

«

college role was 1n planning a comprehenSive, broadly-based community
serv1ce program for the community. ) |

_Qi Perm1551on3 was ohtained to use the terms, definitions and
'exaﬁples‘contained in the taxonomy of community service functions
proposed by Max Raines (OgllVle and Raines, l97l~404 -408). Eight
of these functions were selected for inclu51on *in both 1nstruments.-'
In both instruments, the definitions of the eight functions served

. . S oD

as item statements. The functions included Community AnalySis,

-

Interagency Cooperation, Adv1sory Liaison, Public Forum, ClVlC Action,&

"Staff Consultation;vConference_Planning and.Facility Utilizationl

‘See-Appendix c for the letter'grahting'permission.

e N



.:@“?A.

T
3

v

Respondents to boEﬁ_instrUments were asked to provide informa-

tion relative to selected variables'pertaininé to characteristics of

¢

the. organizations, their members Ot their leaders. These are specified

below. o  ;“i4

K In respondiﬁg'to the items in each instrument the focus was

. tPé'lQCal communitY'6rgaﬂization's'needs for services that could
emanate from a community college.

The Community Leader Opinion
Survey (CLOS)4 ' '

The CLOS consisted of four parts. ' Part I was designed to

detérmﬁ%e leader opin;oﬁ of ' the impbrtanée of the eight community s

"

servicé'functiéns.‘ It-féquired'the leader to rate the importance
. G . X Ol

v

on a five .point Likertétypevscaie.

‘ -Part:II oguthe é£9§_consiéted of‘the six statemen£s referring
“to the ;eleéted.diﬁénsions.of the community service role. It reQﬁirea
“that thé,leadeflindiéate his/her aéréemen£ with each stétement.QSing
& fi&e point‘Likert—type scaie. :Two additiona% items'solicited leader
opiniénﬂyeia£ive to - the preferred inﬁol&ement_of,the'community college

"‘in tﬁe'Catéiyst aﬁd Comprehensive Role'si£uations.

| .;ééderé pankéd ‘the priority of the_eight’commuﬁity service

. functiénsiih Paff Iii‘ofvthe g&gg, It Qas'suggerted thét respondents
. uSéﬂa~twofstep :ankihg procedure, de'scribed below, as the method-for:'
‘détéfminiﬁg‘prio:ity. l |

g The fourth seétion'was devoted to cqllectiﬁg'seleéted'data

relative to the: characteristics of the organizations; their members 
: a ) _ w _

. .
5

4 See Appendix D. }
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" and leaders. The factors included were:  length of time organization .

has existed in the community, average age of persong served by the

W 0

organization, organizational size, average age€,of organization members,

_average annual income of members, percentage of men and women members,
X . o . . iy
' ‘ ‘ ) . B oo
" organizational purpose, method of selection of organization leader,
tenure of the legg#x, and degree of involvement in community service

activities. o

The Community Service Function
v Survey (CSFS)5 !

The CSFS consisted of two-parts.' Part I Was,designed SO thatv:
members of the organiéation ranked the priority of the eight community

ser&ice’fuhctions. It was suggested that respondents use the same

\ N
ks

. two-step ranking_procedure as the method for determining the'priority.
‘Part T of the CSFS corresponded exactly to Part 111 of the CLOS.
Additional'data}'concerning thé characteristics of the organization

and its members, were sol._cited from organization.mémbers in Part II

of the €SFS. The factors sel.zcted were: sex, legéﬁllpffgime°of

’ . . . - e R »:*1\'~ . /
. N ’ v o e .
- membership, length of time of residence in Victoria, membership in

other community. organizations, previous or present attendance of the

N reépondent or his/her children at the local community‘collegé‘and

¢

age.

\

B Vi . °*

The Two-Step Ranking Procedure Yo

'

It was suggested that respondents to Part III of the CLOS
and Part I of the CSFS use‘a two—step”ranking'p:ocedure-to determine
. iJT.Y"' ‘

> See‘Appendix E.
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the priority of the eight community service functions.. The ways -

- respondents sorted the itemsnand ranked the items provided an . ‘ﬁpﬁ

I

tion of the relatlve priority of the 1tems for members as .o
f) b

. iy
indivi uals and, assumlng concordance,-for the organization of which

1

_they are members.
*This procedure was based on the Q sort methodology outlined

by - Stephenson (1953). Several wariatlons on the classloalfg methodology

:habe been‘deYisedjand used. . These variationsdcentre mainly‘on‘the‘

number of,items an individual has to sort.v Jackson and Bldwell (1959)

vreported the use of a modified @ sort where 12. 1tem statements were

ranked by 102 respondents Scores werg assigned toé the.high, moderate

[

and low priority statements. 'Significant differences between means'*

of responses, grouped by schools.in'thls case, were foundduSing'an
analysis of variance with the SCheffe procedure. -Downey (196Q)Aused
seVeral groups and 16 item statements. chores were assignedland

. factor analy51s procedures were used in the analys1s of responses
fand showed that dlfferent groups ranked public éducation functlons

in significantly dlfferent ways.

- The: respondents in: the present. study were asked to read

}
each of the elght community service- function descrlptlons whlch

served as the item statements and to indicate’ the two that should
recelve highest prlorlty and the two. that should recelve lowest
' prlorlty in a communlty college communityuservice‘program designed

to ass1st thelr organlzatlon in ach1ev1ng its goals and objectives.

Thus, at the end of Step- I, the elght items had been- ranked 1nto

-

three - prlorlt;es. the .two hlghest, the two lowest and the four

AT

R
AT g (‘
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between the hlghest and lOWeSt prlorlty functlons, i. e.,’moderate.
The second step 1nvolved respondents in dec1d1ng whlch of the two

o

hlghest functlons should reéceive first priority, whlch of the

o

two lowest should receive first prlorlty and flnally the- relatlve‘
prlorlty (hlgh to low) of the remaining foéur items. At the completlon
of this process, all eight communlty serwlee functlons were ranked
Kerlinger (1973) has noted that thls type of procedure has
several advantages. Analy51s of variance and correlatlon methods.
ean'be used. In additiOn he'(l973:595) has contended: "Q sorting
is interestinéé most persons seem to enjoy sorting Q‘deeks,.‘
.perhaps because the method is'both challenging and realfgtic " AL
problem is that "one can rarely work w1th sufficiently large
samples (Kerllnger, 1973:595). Small sample‘siiesvtend to‘be non-
representatlvei In addition, in‘the classical Q sort,‘each
respondentvsorts hetween 70 and 90 items. 1In the present research,

adaptatlons in the clasé1cal technique have followed those of

Jackson and Bldwell (1959) and Downey (1960)

Pilot'Testing

The two inStn§%£3&§ deSigned for this study were tested for -

nd appropriatenGSS'of the items nsing‘a random sample of

Lk
local¥ unlty organlzatlons, espousrng social service. purposes,

1n Edmonton, Albe a. The_CLOS.sample of nine leaders acting as

-~

spokesmen for thér\_organiZations reacted to. the instrument in’'a

"test-retest"'situation; In both admlnlstratlons, respondents were
" asked to comment on the clarity of dlrectlons, relevance of 1tems

and the examples as well as the format of the survey ReSponses were

.
>
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»

, _ . oL
received from'seven of the nine organizations contacted.

Members of one organlzatlon responded to the CSFS. The

v

_researcher attended thelr meetlng, admlnlstered the survey and ﬁg@

. 2, &
'recelved feedback relative to the admlnlstratlon Brocedures, the Y
v . . ) P ‘ﬂigg
clarity, the relevance and the format ‘of the -nstrument. Qgﬁ , _ : -¢’i
. . " : . e
On the_basis of this information}and suggestions from the 48

dissertation committee, modifications to both instruments were

implemented. Administration procedures:for the §§§§_were finalized. s
: : e . ] 1 .' oo .ﬁAJ'

Reliabilitx.i The-"test—retest“ method‘was utilized to provide ‘
an indication of the consistency of‘response to the items comprising
the g&gg, Pearson ricorrelations'indicated a general cbnsistency-or
response. For the role dimension ratings, correlations ranged from
.300 to 1.000. For the community serv1cevfunctlon 1mportance ratlngs,
correlatlons ranged from 209CE0 1.000. For the " communlty ‘service
function prlorlty ranklngs. correlatlons ranged from .443 to .779. ' |
Although the pilot test sample was small, these data 1nd1cated a.
general consistency of responseg t

Valldltz - The definitions of the eight community ser&ice
,fdnctions selected for thlS study were used.as item statements. These
items, were“reviewed and in'some cases slightly modifled so that
’termlnology appropr 1ate to the Canadian milieu was used.

The six 1tems reflectlng role dlmen51ons of the college
commnnlty ‘service program were genc*ated by the researcher. These

1tems, based on factors 1dent1f1ed in the llterature, were'scrutinized

by experts in the field of post-secondary educatlonal admlnlstratlon.

B
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—

All :tems used in the final draft of the instruments were

assumed to be valid indicators of the functions and dimensions

studied in this research.

DATA COLLECTION,

S . . .
Two procedures for data collection were used concurrently.

The mail out survey pfocedure was used for thé'Cﬁbs.. A second .

3§ .

procedure utilized personal‘visitation to local community organization

meetings in order to collect CSFS data. To operationalize the second

- procedure, the researcher lived in ‘the community for.approximately

a one month period.

&

. ¥ :
Collection of CLOS Data - : ' S e

g&gg_surveys were given an identificaﬁion number .and méiled
to the ieaders of 113 lqcai community_organizagions iaehtified as
having goaié and objécti;es designea to ﬁeeﬁ éocial service need; of
.tﬁe community.. Each survey was accbmpanied by a.coveriﬁg letfer6‘£rom‘.
the fésearcher.int;oduéigé and stating the‘study pqrpose'aﬁd a
cqvé;ing léttgr?ifrom‘the birector; Cémmunity E@ucaq}on Services,
CamésunvCollege, Victoria, British Columbié'urging Qommqnity ofgan@za_
tioq participafion in the project. All survéys were mailed from and
Aretufned in self~addressed, stémped>envelopes'to Caézgﬁn College. ‘
After“a‘thrge'weék pegiqdéa reminder letter? was senp,to all

leaders who had not returned.tﬁe CLOS.. Finally, a third contact was

‘o

6 : . ‘4_ . ] . .
See Appendix F. , oo ' S
7 ’ N
See Appendix F.-

8 See Appendik F;f

£



made by mail with' leaders who, after a five week period, had not

. \.\ MY
. o - - . ;

repiled The or1g1nal 1ntroductory letters and a second copy of

" the CLOS were sent e )

o

The initial mailout occured on November 1, 1974: the “deadline”

date.for;reeeivrng‘CLOS returns was January 15, 1975:
ERARY ' * ° -
) N B . b

o

,Collectiqg,of CSFS Data

kN

September, 1974, the researcher cdntacted'the leaders of .

communlty organlzatlons ldent :led as hav1ng members :

v

sollc1t1ng thelr part1c1patlon in this research. The 1_e.tter9 outlined

-

the purpose of the‘study and reéuested that~thewresearcher'be p ’mitted_"’

to attend a regular meetlng)of the Organlzatlon 1n order to" admlnlster'

,
the csps. ; ‘ '

.o

Contact with six organizations was established. .The remaining
- FED, i . .

<

L . . . ‘ ' 1 .
S1x organizations-did not reply to a second request'q for their

i
’

participation. Two- of the six respondlng organizations indicated
‘&\_/———\'

that they did not schedule regular meetlngs of their membershlp
N

The researcher. attended regular meetlngs of the four organlza—

tions that agree "~e. At each meetlng the purposes of
thls study we ouzlined to th- . nbers attendlng, the CSFS was
administer and the comdletrzd sur 3 were collected;

o

CLOS a~ CiL13 Returs

lanle : s mmarizes the distr ution’and_return of both

instr. ter:s. Retur . of the CLOS om leaders of-lqeal community

I

Se2 "opondix

See Appe.. -

48"
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Table 2 C ‘\ .
. L . DiStributionvand Return of ‘
_ ' the CLOS and the CSFS
. s
Dlskrlbutlon Return Useablé Return
No. - % " No. % No. LR
CLOS ' 113 e 67 59.29 62 54.86
-Q, . : :
' CSFS .
. & .
Organizations 12 100 6 50.00 4 33.33
- o ) LT T T ; ————-—;— —————— —,-———-_ ————— ‘— \ 3
-Members IR " _— , : N ’
Organization T  24* 100 14  100.00 - - 14 =" 100:00 -
‘Organization IT  12% 100 12 100.00 " 12 .100.00
Organization III 12%* -~ .100 12 100.00 12 100.00 " .
Organization IV  12* 100 0, 0.00 0 0.00
Total Members . 50* = 100 . 38 76.00 38 76.00

* Represents the total number of members present at meetlngs of the.
' organlzatlons attended by the researcher. :

A organizations reacned'67 (59.29 percent of the maii&ut)) with 62 .

(54. 86 percent of the mallout) of thes@ beLng useable. Of the flve

. v -,/
non—useable returns, four were returned 1ncomplete andnqn? was

- -
L .

'_returned w1th a note statlng the purpose of thls 1nvest1gatlon was

3 . . A R

&f‘ . ) AT - . :
- not applrcable'to‘the organlzatlon contacted. P Lo . ;ﬁrﬁy

N ) ‘,v.

Y iv“

" In theiease of,the CSFS, contag#' was made with six or 50 00

percent of the organizations inbluﬁﬁd in the population,:”Four 4 y
indicated that the researcner could attend a. regular meeting'in’order

tO'administer‘the CSFS.. The tﬂtal number of members attendlng the

w'»

four meetlngs was.50. ReE;rns from 38 or. 76.00 percent were recelved.

FA . “c‘f
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5ue~to'circumstances,of time, the 12 members present at the meeting

of Organizétion IV did not complete and return the CSFS at the méeting

"attended by the researcher. Although arrangements were made to have

'these completed instruments collected and forwarded to the :

5 11 . .
resea¥cher, no returns were received. ' No reply ‘to a letter - e
il N e -

requesting return.of.the CSFS from Organization IV was received.
.- The problem of non-response to survey'instruments distributedﬁ

using the mailout technique has been noted by Kerllnger (1973) as a .

’

limitation' of this research technique. ' In the present study at 1east

two' reasons can be. suggested for non‘résponse to”the CLOS. It ‘was not ’

“

possible to make personal contact with all leaders of communitv

organlzatlons.» Although leaders Were’contactéd three times by letter

) : / : ®
and, in some cases. by telephone, lt 1s belleved that personal contact

-may have 1ncreased the percentage of useable returns. Returns may

also have been 1nfluenced by varylng degrees of 1nterest~expressed L

N

by leaders contacted in this project.>

c ~

The fact that no CSFS returns were recelved from Organlzatlon .

“

‘ e :rr?

Iv may, 1n,part be attrlbuted to the fact t&at élose contact w1th

-+ the organlzatlon could not be. maintained after‘the researcher S, v151t

PR P,

. _ U’lr ) .
to the'community terminated ' | s ‘i "?“;”““f -

Concern over the problem pf non- respogSe in the mallout '.?\\

study that non- respondents could have added However, Mlller (1970

76~ 77) outllned several advantages of. the mallout procedure.

N

N

1 See Appendix G.

f

}procedure centres on the 1nformatlon concernlng the varlables under ‘&\ o




. it permits wide coverage at minimum expense, .wider

kgeographlc contact, laxger and-possibly more representatlve

sample, more consldered answers and a. sense of prlvacy to the

‘respondent.‘

.The percentage of response to the CLOS and CSFS compares very

favorably w1th other research studles (e. g., Robiny 1972;_

et al., 1974) de31gned to survef the general public.

¢

g . A
R R
'

' TREATMENT OF THE DATA

o -

e a

; Coding’ProcednreS' ‘ ‘ o ST R

numeric value. — - : s -
. : : ) - .

Values assigned to‘respondents‘ ratlngs’of agreement to the/

-3

&51x role dlmen51on 1tems (CLOS Part II) were-ﬂ

iy ] : -
< . .

. Tt
- o RS o
s

R Response Categbry fﬁ- Vo Numeric

.

Strongly Agree

Agree o | S :
Undegided’ . I
v . Disagree = . - . .
" S Strongly dlsagree

oWy

o

Ratlngs glven to the 1mportance of the elght communlty serv1ce A

Ingram,

functlons (CLOS Part I) were as51gned the folloW1ng values-

- LN

Response Category Numeric
Very Important o - 1
. Important e ‘ 2
’ Undecided - -~ T 3
Unimportant - == ¢ S S
Very unimportant ' © 5.

tResponses to the items in the CLOS and CSFS were given -a

‘

=

®

: ;The‘priority_rankinés given to tne eight community service

x

values:

functions (CLOS, Part III; CSFS, Part I) were assigned the following

M

51
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’ " Respdnse Category . - Numerdic

- First priority
" . Second priority .
o] Third priority
. Fourth priority
oL ' Fifth priority
' Sixth priority
Sevenﬁh priority -
Eighth‘priority“'

© N U A W e

Q

| To_interp:e; item mean scéores, ranges’ were employed. Ranges
applied to'the numeric mean score values_and were the same for mean
; O o o

agreement ratings (CLOS, Part II) and,mean impOrtance ratings (CLOS,

Part I). Ranges were assigned as:fcllows: f

s " Range : ,' Interpretation
1.00 to 2.49 " .. agreement with a role dlmen510n,}
' . . positive response to the 1mportance
b e of a- functlon. . :
[ . 2.50 to 3.50 . undecided agreément with a'fole
. - ' - . dimension;i- undecided response to
‘ . - the importance of a function.
) 3.51 to 5.00 - - disagreement with.a role dlmen51on-

) _ negatlve response to the’ 1mportance
o - vof a function. =

1

Respondents provided information felative to selected‘

characterlstlcs of the organlzatlon, its members and 1ts leader

(CLOS Part Iv; CSFS Part I1). These‘rééponses were aSSLgned a numerlc'

I3

code whlch matched the range of alternatlve ch01ces for each charac—

terlstic’included. These responses were re-grbuped to deﬁermine

2y

- & A e o : }
- what effects, if any,  these characteristics had on the perceptions _

of respondents. Summariee‘of the re-groupings are contained in

B ~

Appendix H KCLOS“Reebondent Characferistics) and'in Appendix I (CSFS

7
/

Respondent Characteristids):. S ’» e
. ) o r,,‘ . "_,
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CLOS Responses > »

The CLOS measured 24 variables for each organization.

v

variables one through eight (CLOS,”Eart I) measured théibp;nieﬂ~e£-fﬁf~_4
respondents, acting as spokesmen for their drgénization, to the .

perceived importance of eight commﬁnity service functions. - Variables ™ -
nine through 14 (CLOS, Part II) measﬁrgg'respondent agreement to six_

B X

dimensions of the community ctollege community service role. Variables

15 and 16 measured respondent dpinion relative to the preferred

involvement of the college in two role situations: Variables 17 to
. o : . ’ )

24 (CLOS,«P@f% III) measured the priority respondents ascribed to the =

eight community service functions designed to assist organizations in
achieving their goals. Several tredatment procedures were utidized.” o

a

. Means and standard_déViatibns. The meah'ratings.of agreement

to the six items referring to diménsion of the community. college L
s C P , ‘ ' S ¢

. . , - . . . , /’ N - . . . .
community service role were obtained.. Standard deviations were. -
. : - h : R L . o N
calculated to suggest the-degree|to which réspondents' ratings' varied
. | L7 - . - . .

i .

from the mean. This séme_treat@ent was applied to the mean.fatingéf.

of importance to the eight'commpnity service functiogstégﬁfthe mean

A . . B . . - . . ‘.“ s '.v“ ~
rankings of ‘priority to these %unctlonS. Findings.weYe .reported on N

) ! .
i - . o

ghe basis of inspection of the means. '



, B T T L b . o
) andg#831st in interpreting the flnd}ﬁ?& determined on the basis of

e

A T T, | 2 12
Chi *sguare analysis. To test Hypotheses Two, Three and Four
R . U T :

)

V: :.. . . . - “ ‘ ) A o . - .
inspection of the means and standard deviations, a-one sample chi
oo : . . N

square'test (Sfegel, 1956:42—47) was‘uséd_to anelyze the data.’ This-

test was selected since the Hypotheses did not take order into account.

Siegelnhés noted that:

1

... the chi square ‘test for the one sample case shofild not

" ,"be used when more than 20 percent of the expected - frequen01es

‘are smaller than 5 or when any expectéd frequency is. smaller than

1 (Cochran, 1954). Expected frequencies sometimes. can be increased
by combining adjacent categories.  This.is desirable only .if the
combinations. can be meanlngfully made. .o , ; o , \

.

For .is'analysis the response categoried were combined as follows:
. , ST o . . L -

" Role DimeqsionA SR Catequry for
~ Response Category " Chi Square nsnalysis
L .- o ' . I . o
'SQFongly Agree - R Agree
Agree ) wl'ls‘)‘,\ : J . -
b Undecided R N Undecided ©  +
* ; Dlsagree ' Y. .
. Disdgree
Strongly Dlsagree g -
h . . Q .
Community Service Function Category for *
Importance Rating Response Category ° Chi sSquare-.Analysis
VR r.Very Important Important
Important - o _ T
. " Undecided Lo o SR , Undecided
SR Unimportant . » Unimportant . - - />
: Very Unlmportant . o . ) .

L » v .

’college communlty service role.

2 Hypothe51s TWo predlcted that there would be _no dlfference75

'betWeen'the observed an expected equl—probable dlstrrbutlon of agree—'

ment ratindgs for each of the six selected. dimensions of the communlty o

- -

- Hypothétl$’?hree predicted that there would be no.difference.

54-

between the observed and expected equi-probable dlstrlbutlon of 1mportance'

ratlngs for each of t e eight communlty service functlons.,

a, e

Hypothe51s Four predlcted that there would Pe no dlfference L

. between the .observed and expected, equi-probable distribution of prlg»}ty

ranklngs for each @f he eight community service functlons.



‘

Communi ty Service Function
Priority Ranking Response Category

a

©  First priority
Second priority
Third priority
Fourth priority
‘ Fifth priority
AN : Sixth priority
h Seventh priority
Eighth priority

A

g

)

@
bW

¥ Category for

Chi Square Analysis’ -
2 '%ﬁfﬁﬁ
nggﬁ
Moderate
’ Io4
Low _ .

‘ . : ) .' .'
The one sample chi square analysis determined whether a statistically

significant difference existed between the observed distribution of

-

CLOS responses and an expected(equi—probable distribution. With

two degrees of freedom a Chl square value greater than 9 21 indicated

that the observed distribution differed 51gn1f1cantly, at the .01

.p\\\levcl,.from'the hypothesizged equisprobable‘distribution.

<

Analysis of variance.

and Eight13

-

A

To test Hypotheses Flve, Six; SeVen g

the CLOS data were subjected to a one- wrjganaly51s of

Hypoth sis Five predlcted that there would be no s1gn1flcant

differences in thq
communlty se1v1ce functions.

-

overall mean priority rankings ascrlbed to ‘the elght )

bl

kY

Hypothe51s Six predlcted that there would be no 51gn1chantA
dlfferences in the mean’ agreement ratings of thg/ six selected dlmens1onsv,

.fof the communlty college community service role when ‘the ratings weré el

- re-grouped on the basis of characterlstlcs of the organizations, thelr.

qSembers or, their leaders.

»

1

: Hypothe51s Seven predlcted that there would be no 51gn1f1cant !
differences in the mean importance ratings of theselght community- serv1¢e

functions when the ratlngs were re- grouped on the ba

is of characterls—

tics of the organlzatlons, thelr members or their lea lers.

HypotheSLS Elght predicted that there would be no - 51gn1f1cant'
differences in the mean priority rankings of the eight community service

- functions ‘when the rankings were re-grouped on the basis of characterls—
tics of the}organlzatlons, their members or their leaders. - S

’ N

.(": | .‘ 'i‘



variance (Ferguson, 1971:208—222). By incorporating the Scheffe

Multiple Comparison of Means into this énaiYsis,ithe-data could be

)
.-

grouped in,various ways and a comparison of means for a number of

combinations of groups could be made. Thus, these analyses determined

the extent to which statistically significant differences existed be-
\ S
tween the overall mean priority rankings of each community. service
: ‘ ‘ o ‘ a4 4}
item (Hypothesis Five) and, when the data were grouped g the basis .
' J : . & LU v,

. EE— 4 <%
- qe

of characteristics of the ordanizations, their members

Or their leaders’,

e 2 e e

the exttnt‘fﬁ'wﬁiéﬁ“éfétisticélly significant différen;es existed in

the. mean agreement ratings .(Hypothesis Six), the mean importance ratings

(Hypofhesis Seven), and the mean priority rankings (Hypothesis Eight).

Ferguson (1971:271) has noted that since the Scheffe procedure

is extremely rigorous: ¢

- - - the investigator may choose to employ a’ less rigorous
level of significance in using the Scheffe procedure; that is,

the .10 level may be used instead of the .05 level. This- is ~
- Scheffe's recommendagiQn (1959) . R : g »

P

Therefore, for the Scheffe Multiple Cdmpari§gghof Meaps; .t

of significance, after a significant F ratio (.05 level) was .10:°

. CSFS Responses

bV}
i3 N

The amount of informationfwregarding o{ganizationaifff}gftty—-f- ’
of the éight\bommunity service functions, %ained from the CSFSldata 5 o
was ‘limited relative to that obtained from the CLOS.. Thisg was due S -
to the fact that oréanizational priority data, using the CSFS, were.
obtained from only three organizations astcompared with 62 using

" the CLOS. 'The utility-of the CSFS information was to.suppiy a data

L
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base for testing Hypothesis One.

‘Coefficient of concordance analysis. Community organization

+

members' ranklngs were subjected to a Coeff1c1ent of Concordance

test to detexmlne the degree of member consensus in thelr ranklngs of ¢

the eight communlty service functlons. ' The StatlSth,va expresses

the degree of assoc1atlon among several variables. ;o ) b

Slegel (1956:236- 237) has noted that the method for determlnlng

whether the observed value of W is 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent from zero .

"depends onfthe éize-of»Ny, N equals the‘numbernofﬂentities to be

5 B

ranked. - When N is larger than seven," as 1n the present case, the

probablllty assoc1ated w1th the occurrence of a significant W is
- 2

approx1mately distributed as chi square with:
R ead 2,_ i . RERY
X =k (N-1)W

"il,where k the number of judges.

o N = the number of entities to be ranked
N and W = the Coeff1c1ent of Concordance

" . The critical balue for chi square at the ,OB level of'significance
for this analysis was 14707;, This analysis was conducted tWice;

once with the_leader response included with the member rankings and
once without the leader response. , , . o e

-

. §pearman rank- order correlatlon coefflclent analySLS. The CSFS -

t
data prov1ded a basis for dlscu351ng One of the basic assumptlons of
vy .
' . . St
this study. Slncefleaders reSponded to the CLOS, it.was assumed that

Hypothe51s ,One. predlcted that there would be no - agreement
.in.the members' responses relative to community serv1ce function
prlorlty for edch local community organization surveyed



e

' the’data and.the_procedures used in analyzing the data.

‘community under study. Within that region 113 local community

58

their opihions were,representative of ah=organizational response.
Using the g§§§_data, it was possible to-oompare the rankings of. the
eight community servree'functidnslby'the organization (i:er, the
collective member response).withmthe renkings ascribed byithe leaders
of each organizatiOn'respectively. Thus, rt mas possibleAtd'discuss

the soundness of the assumption. The,Spearman_rank—order"correlation

: . . A ] y
‘coefficient or rho was used to measure the degree of association between . ..
‘organization and leader rankings. For an N of eight, the critical -

valuerf'rho, at the .05 level, for this analysis was .643. This

analysis provided an indication of. the extent'to'which the leader
response could be considered»a‘reasonable substitute for an organiza-
: . : S : v

tional response. .

Chapter 3, devoted to a descrlptlon of the de51gn of this

study, outidned the procedures for selectlng the study populatlon,‘

the development of the two instrunents used, the meth ds of collectlng

The college region served by Camosuh_College, Victpria,

British COIumbia, was se}ected as the territorial boundary-for the

organizations purporting. to have social service goals and objectives’

were identified.-»The population of‘community organizatidns receiﬁing

- a survey sollc1t1ng organlzatlon leader response equalled this number.
* The populatlon of local communlty organlzatlons 1dent1ﬁﬂed as hav1ng

" -regular meetin@s”of their members, and thus asked to participate‘ln

A

a survey sollc1t1ng orgdhlzatlon member responses was 12



v

" The Community Leader Opinion Survey (CLOS) and the Communlty

' Service Function Survey (CSFS) were developed (scrutlnlzed pllot

vtested and used for data collection. ‘The CLOS asked organlzatlon

- o

leaders to 1nd1cate thelr agreement to six dlmen51ons of the commu L ty

college communlty serv1ce role and~dec1de on the preferred degree of

R L,

~

“_‘j college~1nvolvement :in two role sltuatlons, to rate the importapce

¢
> -,4 -

,ge:f of elght communlty serv1ce functlons, and to rank the prlorlty of

A

theﬂelght‘community Service-items; The CSFS asked organlzatlon members
‘to rank the prlorlty of the. elght communlty servrce items. The focus
for alil ratlngs and ranklngs for both 1nstruments was the local

communlty organlzatlon need for serv1ces that could emanate from the
communlty collegé. rFor those 1tems rated,va flve point leert type

v ¢ : .

fiscale was utlllzed for those 1tems ranked (a.two-step rankingy

.. - L . C;‘
procedure:was used.

S Q

Data collectlon, over a two and oneehalf month perlod involvedi"

-

~ two procedures.' The CLOS was malled from Camosun College Aftef .

three contacts had been made with the populatlon of organlzatlongl
» the total useable return numbered 62 or 54. 86 percent. The CSFS
‘ data were- collected by the researcher who attended the meetlngs of

the four organlzatlons that partlclpated in thls study.f Of the tOtal

o : of 50 "members surveyed, responses were obtalned from 38 or 76 00

Peroent. S _ ‘ I Ti‘”f .4’,””rb .

Resoonsesbto all»items of both'lnstruments‘were7given a numerio X

R

\

code. The CLOS data were analyzed to determlne frequency of resPOnses

for all varlables, the means, standard devratlons and, to test

Y

, @
A -

‘

Hypotheses Two, Three and Four,Aa one . sample Chl square test : A One-way ' -

.59
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analyéié of variancevincorporating the Scheffe Multiple Compérisén
of éégns was -used to test Hypotheses Five, Six, Seven and Eightl

The CSFS data réceived less intensive analysis since the : 4 o
nuﬁbér of‘organizétional responses'réceived, ﬁ?%a#ive to the number
received from the CLOS (three compared to 62), was shall”and ﬁhe facﬁ
that the reéponseshqf three leaders of these organizationé were Tl e
included in the CLOS data analysis. IThe CSFS data’were of maﬁor'
iﬁportance in testing Hypothesis One. They provided a‘basis for
discussing the assumption that aﬁ organizatioﬁ leader's‘résponsé
represents anrorganiiational respohée. Because 6f the impértance
ofithis assumétion to the é&9§'fipdings, this issue is £he first to

. ) 7
be considered 'in“Chapter 4.



CHAPTER 4
 THE FINDINGS

INTRODUCTION

The first three chapters of this thesis have outlined the
purpose of this study, reviewed the literature pertinent to this
1nvestlgatlon -and descrlbed the de51gn of the study

The present chapter is devoted to reportlng the flndlngs.
This inforTation is reported in four sections. Section one reports

- R § .
, the-findings from the Community'Servioe Function Survey (CSFS).

These fin§ings pertain to the degree to which members of local .
; o

community organizations concurred in their priority rankings of the

eight community service functions. The question of considering -the

\
- r. Pl
;

organlzatlon leader's responsé as representative of the collectivq
member or organlzatlonal response 1s also addressed

-Section t+wo reports the aoreement ratings of organizationv,
leaders toAthe six statements referring to dimenslons of.the'community4
‘college community seruice role.‘ These data were obtained from part

II of the CLOS. The thlrd sectlon is concerned w1th that 1nformat10n

:prov1ded by Part I of the Communlty Leader Opinion Survey (CLOS) .
“The_importanoe ratings asoribed to ‘the eight communlty serv1ce functions -
oy,organization leaders are reported.

| The final sectlon presents the flndlngs relatlve to the

organization leaders' perceptlons of the prlorlty ranklngs that a

61 .



community college community‘service program, designed to assist lo.al
community organizatiqns in aohieving their goals and objectiyes,
should ascrlbe to the eight communlty service functions examlned in

this study s ',-.v_ . v -

LOCAL COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION MEMBER L
RANKINGS OF ‘COMMUNITY '
SERVICE FUNCTIONS

The data from Part I of_the CSFS providéd local community

organization member priority’rank;ngs of the eight éommunity~serVice
functions. Four organizations‘partieipated-in tﬂis Qspect oflthe

study’; data were obtalned from the members of three organlzatlons

(N= 38 members) i Members present at a meetlng attended by the
researcher, weré asked to rank the gﬁght communlty serv1ce fdnctlons
b - o ', .

relatlve to the needs for service tﬁ%t thelr organlzatlon s goal

implied.  The responses of all memb%ks, 1nclud1ng that of the leaderl,

reflected, given concordance,<the org@hlzatlonal prlorlty ranklng of

Wd

the functlons. -

These data were also analyzed to pr?v1de 1nfornatlon concernlng
T oad

»

a basic assumption of thls study;, namely, that the oplnlons of” leaders,
respondang_as spoXesmen of thelr organizations)‘werevrepresentative:of

an organizational response. - o ' o R B

A summary of the characterlstlcs of the members respondlng

1nd1cated that most respondents were male (N= 29), that, most had been;

~ .

"~ members of the organization surveyed for six or more.years.(Nf27) and

1
Leader rankings were obtalned from Part III of the CLOS
‘whlch was 1dent1cal to Part I of. the CSFS.

2 See A:pendix-I. .
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‘&, \

that most had llVCd in the Greater\vlctorla reglon for more thaq’i&jﬁ£;
years (N=3l). Seventeen individuals indicated membership in one or.

morerther cultural or public health Organizatiéns; 20 respondenfs
' ’ ; o ) . : ! ’ ‘ .-
indicated membership in oné or more other recreational organizations;

~4nd 21 indigated membership in one or more other social welfare

organizations. Four respondents indicated their children nad,attended
Cambsun-College.and, although at present no respondent chiidren were

.

in attendance,. at léast‘five respondents were attending: or had

attendeq_the College, themselves. Respondents"agee ranged from 30
years to 90.years”and over; a majdrity Qf‘respondents were i1 the.

~

40-to 79 years of age range (N=34) .

Flndlngs from CSFS Respondent
Ranklngs _ ' S el

R

. The ;anking§~for the eight community service functionsiby A o

each organizatioh are ;eportea in Table 3. For each o%ganization,“

the sums of rankS1ere reported with and without the leader ranking .
b ‘ » L S

included. - © R -y T N S &
. Each of the ofganizations'éurveyed subscribedwto social welfare =~
PO A . o _ - ) L n - .
“.goals. ‘Community Analysis consistently received the highest priority-

x

ranking. Staff"Consultatlon;con51stentlyu:ecelved.a moderate priority
; N . ' . ,:/ N ) - B . . ™ v V > o )
ranking. For the remaining six functions, mno -similar trends in

-

organization fesponse were noted.
When the dataiwereREubjected to the coefficient of concordance

- o

) ‘High priority functions recelved a rank of 1 or 2; moderate
.prlorlty "functions received a rank of 3, 4 Stor 6; low priority
functions received. a rank of 7 or 8.
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‘ that concordance ex1sted , o )

B offan organlzatlonal response., If, on the basis.of Kendailﬁs

65 .

I

test, regardless of whether the leader response was included in the

sum of anks or not, the collective or organizational ranking for each

‘ ,organizationrindicated a degree of agreemeht beyond the .05 criterion

level. Orgahization I reflected the highest degree of agreement

>

'which'was significant at the .001 level. The fairly low, but-statis-

tically significant (at the .05 leYel)'chi square values.for :

"' Organization II indicated less geheral agreement in the ptiority

rankings. The consensus of Organization.III respondents, significant
: RSV o . : e -
at. the .0l level, fell between the extremes established by the

Organization I and II responses. SO L e
Calcﬁlationfof the Spearman rank—order‘coefficients indicated'
s . ‘ ‘ N » e -

a very hlgh correlatlon, between both ranklngs of each organlzatlonal

response.. Each_correlatlon was significant af the .01 level

N

LI

Test of Hypothesis One.w‘Hypothesis One predicted that

would be no agreeméﬁt.in the members respoﬁses'relative to community R

A

_was rejected in the case of each organﬁzatlon surveyed. Members

' responses relatlve to communlty service functlon prlorlty 1nd1cated

. . o . . o -

serv1ce function prlorlty ranklngs for. each local communlty organlza—
v ) o .

tion surveyed. On the ba51s of. the data reported above, the Hypothe51s

[

\‘-

.0 C ) <

Leaders:as Organlzatlonal Spokesmen

'
2
hEN

One of the assumptlons of thlS study stated that the oplnlons

of leaders, respondlng as. organlzatlonal spokesmen, were representatlve

v

R

coefrlc1ent of concordance test, consensus among, organlzatlon members—— )

I S
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. . B . A . 4‘; .
including the leader—-existéd‘fdk’fae comﬁuﬁié;\SerVice function -
“rankings, then the leader's resporse could be considered a legitimate:

. organizational response which réflectedfﬁhe mémbers' collective':
opinions. Equally'legitimate.howevgr, is. the.question: . "Why not
consider any mémber's,indiVidual response as -an organizational fesponse,

: . - . R . ‘ B - N R 'Y‘v -
" .+ given the condition of "concordance?”

Leader opinions Are often solicited sinceﬁit is %éﬁe:ally
gssymed'that-ﬁhey aré in,a position to be more, knowledgeable about the

L w

total range of.organ;zatlon”neeQS for service than may be the case

wwithva"singlé'member. ' Similarly,. leaders may be more knowledgeable
S 3 . - - ’ Lo N ’ : : - s . 2
about the: total range of activities of the organization and basic
. A v . J“ . ’ ’ . ‘ . B A - .;“": ' - .
"problems and concerns affecting the Qrganizétion's effectiveness in

‘ ‘ . A C ' - R
the community. Because-of a more regular contact with the organization,:!
o - oo N o B .
‘' °  leadgrs may be able.to provide a greater amount . -of more- rate
i - RN : 3 . . ce o e :
' - . . L33 - oo . . I . o

o k3 - . .0 _ ’ A A Y
information re%ative:to certain organizatiOnalxcharacterist;cs5such
as the degrge of involvment in commurity, affairs. Individual members'

"~ may not be in a position to'hQYe tHé~brea4th of - knowledge,'the leader.
. A I on to haye the: . g

> N

v

e e

Qf)an effecfivé“ommuﬁify‘drganizat£0p uSuaIly.must possess. Tbé' .
oL expefience.of thxs stu&y(suggestngtha%“leaders tended.to-bglmore
. o . .. / . ¥ -7'\, L .‘h . R , . ,. : ..

essible and avaiIable_thén'wére individual memﬁersf  §herefdré;';‘

'

2 - e “ s
ot ) - - : .

' -“data eollectiop,was facilitated.. Also, many organizations serving a
P . - P o . ‘;' . |‘ A‘ " 3 ‘ v Y ‘x - . o ‘ ] .
social service ‘need in the’ community .do not- hase a regular membership -

. ‘ C . ‘.: *4‘{"',‘.' . ‘ ) ‘V‘:.” L, g ’ o - ~ " : . . .
“in the sense that to become a member  ohe has to pay fees, attend . .
" regular meetings.and so forth. 'Thus to-use collective member opinion

. @s an organizational response is.often impossible. ~
. . - Ty ] o e - L X - - . .

P ' »

It could also‘be”suggeétédithét the influence a leader ﬁayV~

Lt



S
“have over the direction and thrust of the decisions and activities

of any organization may be qreater than that of an individual member's
. influencé. This is reflected Lo some extent, in the differing
coeff1c1ent of concordance values reported 1n Table 3. “\For Urganlzatlon

I and ILfthcse values reflect more agreement when the leader ranklng

" is 1ncluded in the calculatlon It could be suggested that thfs

effect is attrlbutable to the 1nfluence of the leader In the case

K

of Organlzatlon III, the coeff1c1ent of concordance value is. hlgher
when the leader ranklng is not 1ncluded It would appear that for

Orgaﬁization'III, the members collectlvely exerc1se more 1nf1uence.-
. . .
The effects of any one member may or may not follow this pattern

- o

- ._' The data base 1n,the'present stUdy'was not sufficiently
&2, B '
substantla] to generallze for the study populatlon relatlve to the

effects of the influence of the leader compared . w1th the 1nfluence
N l . & !
of the membershlp However, as,shown in Table 4, it was'possible .o
ot . L : 4

to compare the rankings of the leader with their'respective organizations. -

ThefSpearman”rank—order,coefficlentsvindicated thatlfor'Organization I

and Il, the'leader»and'organization rankings correlated to the .05 B

level oflsignificance (.977 and. .~ A respectively). For Organiéation”'

-

- III the rho value &f .525 whllt not sf@nlflgant to th‘ .05 levels

\

0 : . .o . —~—

.

; showed moderate correlatlon.'
The informatlon revealed ine the correlatlon andlysis. wouldﬁ
. . . . . \. . 3

lend support “to the ba51c assumptlon that the Teader response may

~

be cgjsldered a reasonable substltute for an organlzatlonal response;_

\ \.
Y \

The analy51s does not refute the ba51c assumptlon." -

Whrle the ‘Purpose of'this discussion was‘not to test a basic

67



! . © . Table 4 - ’ ' . _\
Comparison of Leader and Organizational
Rankings of Community Service Functions

'

Community ‘ ;Organizaﬁiog I 'Orgenization 11 Organization III

Servicej Leader  Org'n. Leader 0rg'n. Leader Org'n.
Function ‘ Rank Rank* . “Rank  Rank* ‘Rank Rank*
N=13 : N=11 - © N=11
5 . . ’
. ] -
Community Analysis _ 1 1 A 1 - 1 1
Interagency ' o , v /
Cooperation - 2 2 6 o2 T 6 ?45
. . : . AY . . , :
Advisory Liaison s 3 3 5 6 2 2.
Public Forum 8 7 3 3. 7 /7
Civic Action 4 4 7 7. 5 : 6
Staff Consultatlon 5 5 2 4 4 3.5
Conference Planning 6. 6 T8 '8 . 3. 8
Fac111ty ' . R S B
Utilization -7 8 4, 5 8 o5
rg A 977 . .758b " .525
. _ = . Y
* Leader rankisfg not included. | G L _ o \
a. Significant at the .01 level. = | . S ot .

b. Significant.at the .05 level. - - . - ‘ ‘ o
o . , ' 4

‘study assumption per se, the questioh'posed at the outset remains in

"~ need of resolutlop.w It woﬁi% appear that some assessment of’ the 1ncreased )

. e , SRR
utlllty of an 1nd1v1dual membey response or the collectlve members

' . -
ES -

8 respomse compared’with the leader response should be made.<'Infaddition7

N . . . e o . I
the Condltlons under¢whlch a partlcular study is- comducted;i?ould be = !
e con51dered @ftem}such questlons as the one ‘posed are *e d when

"“these latter constralnts'are'cons;dered.

W
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scussion 7 Ce 9
The'major puréose for examining the rankings of members and

their leaders with Kendall's coefficient of concordance (W) was to

determine the degree of agreement among their rankings of the eight {

community serviee-fuhctionsil If the W test indicated éhat association -
existed, then, the best.estimate of the "true" ranking of the eight

functions is the order of the various sums of ranks (Siegel, 1956:238).

.

P2

For each organization, the W test indicated agreement existed and

4

Hypothesis One was rejected.

Comparirng the means of the'qrganization members' rankings with

the rankings provided by the leader, an indication of the orﬁaniiational
: - W - - . .

A o
thespricrities and tended to

. . , PIRE . ‘ _ : (‘
support a basic study assumption that the opinions of the leaders
: RN . -4 R - ] . B . .

representativeness of the leader's respo

analysis‘showed only sligﬁt variation 'in

’ ] .o . ! N, : . i R
-responding as organizational spokesmen, were représentative of an

" organizational responsg. R g L

v

[ . . . - ! ' . o
o ' : THE&ROLE OF - COMMUNITY COLLEGE
: COMMUNITY SERVICES , »

‘

The leaders of the 62 local comm%nlty organlzatlons prov1ded =

&y N
. : .
R . v § T

an 1ncrcatlon of the degreedxo whlch they agreed w1th six selected

]

-,dlm?nS1ons of the cgmﬂgaity Lpllege vmmunlty serv1ce role jﬁaaders"‘; S
T . / "\ N .." .V : v £
iused a ;1ve pOLnt ratlng scale to record thelr oplnlqn. The prbcedures'

.

used to analyze th%ee data yere outlined‘ih"Chapter<3.



N

RN M Ry ) . -
s . '

o [ .
Community Service Role Dimension
Opinions ¥or the Total ¥

" Population ‘ L " _ . o

Takle 5 presents the means and standard deviations of leader

Qéinion regarding the six role dimensions for all organizations
survé}'/ed.5 “The Legitimacy dimension proposed that i~ was an appropriate

) . ) E .. . . .
role of the community college to participate in community service

‘activities. This dimension received the highest mean agreement rating,

. of 1.92 and standard deviat}oh of 0.66 indicating a high level of

agreement to the item and also'é-high degree of agreement among
T C - R ' , '
organizations in-thair opinion. The Scope dimension rgceived a mean’

agreement' rating of 2.34 (SD=0.83) .- In this case, or nizatidns agreed

" that the college shéuld}expand its program of community service

N o ; : 2
Table 5
. . . . I N
1 o - o . : L -
Means and Standard Deviations of Community Service .
. Role Dimensions by the Total Populatlon

3

2 N 62 D, .
o R ‘ | ’ \?‘.
) * Role Dimenéién A Mean . sD¥ ?_
© Legitimacy . S T 1le2 - Gles 1
.rscolpe : ‘ - . ) _ ". ‘ : .r. 2 34 e ‘ Q.f83 r; ' © )
,Organiéatipn Cymi tment ) T 1. 98 o 0.79.

. College- Commltment r ‘f, ::'qi:"dﬂ %2.51 "f" 9.§l. o
catalyst Role - -~ © &} "Jﬁ,*2-48f-s?" 1007
Comprehe551ve ROLE\ cale T 2.8%'% F l.b7"‘ 3Y

* Standard Deviation. A v' . e ‘A5~

=<y '. L ) . PR )

. I3 - T \p o
. 5Because of the codlng procedures used the higher the numerlc'
value_of the mean ratlng, th%plower the level of‘agreement

4 : N
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activities. /éhe third role dimension, Organiiation Commitment,
addressed the extent to which organizations -surveyed agreed with the
' . ' N - » , B
suggestion that they would work willingly with the community college
on a particular community service prc ject having relevance:rto the

A 3

organization's;qoals.- The Organization Commitment dimensicn mean

;respondents showed general

M

agreeme<t\<fting\®as 1.98 (SD=0.7
,rtment,_thevfourth role

agreement to khe snggestion.L'COll
ing of 2.51 (SD=Q.81). This .. ¥

. oy o ’_ Y. N
-dimension, received a mean agreemen

mean fell w1th1n the undecided mean range for agreement (2 50 to 3 50)

- P iy

r\v T N s

The College Commltment 1tem proposed that the college shggld allocate '

-

more resources to its communlty sexrvice program.
The Catalyst Role dlmen51on proposed that an approprlate

college role in community serv1ces was one Of encouraglng community

Iorganizations to‘undertake new communitynservice projects havi
. . _ ,
relevance to the organlzatlon s purposes. The-mean.agreement rating~ ' )
, . §
ﬂ
of 2.48 (SD 1.00) showed that whlle organlzatlons generally agreed .
. ) P :

N

to the smggestlon'the mean\response approﬁghed the nndeCLded range- f;~ T e

‘The Comprehen51ve Role drm@n51on w1th a mean agreement ratlng of 2 84
-(Sb=1.07) recelved the hlghest mean ecore of any dlmen51on. This

. ' ' Vad . ) »
mean fell in'the undecided range of reSponse.. The Cqmprehensive'Role
’ ! 1 T \\ L . )

'n,proposed that ‘an, approorlate communlty college communlty serv1ce role

BT L . . . O . o “"r Lo

~is in plannlng a comprehen51ve communlty serv1ce program for the o T
. . ; v . . N - Lo R - N . . " ‘ ’ . o N »
community. Co ] . " w0 L ,

. . . - S .

Preférred involvement in community service. . Table 6 reports
the frequency'ana‘percentage of organizational opinion concerning the
. . ' . - -, ’ . ) ? . .

degree of college involvement in the Catalyst Role and the Comprehensive

T
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Table 6

. &Q
Degiee of Involvement in Catalyst
or Comprehensive Role
Dimensions
. N=60
_ Mosgt Actiye Least Active
o . ) Involvement . Involvement Tota%
o S F % F S %
catalyst Role ™ 51 85.0 9 15.0 60 100.0
' Comprehensive Role 9 15.0 51 ~ 85.0 60 100.0

ROle. Fifty-one or 85.0 percent of organizatié@s responding inaicated
) . . ' ) el
that'the college should be most actlvely 1nvolved ln the Catalyst Role.

This response‘suggested that even though the Catalyst Role dimension,

received an overall mean agreement ratlng Whlch fell toward the - lower

A . . . ”
limits of the mean range for agreement, organlzatlons, when forced to

] \ ) . . o
decide between it and the Comprehensive Role dimension, clearly preferred~
A o : ST ST e ’

the former. . -

\

Test of Hy

T - > A ‘ .
esis TwO. Hypothesis Two ptedicted that. there

»

would be no dlfference between thf observed and- ex?ected equl-probable
. &

distributlon ‘of agreement ratlngs for each of the six- selected

2 FE * :
dlmen51ons of- the communlty college’communlty servmce role. “To ‘test

¢ . . _ R .

thlS Hypothe51s, all responses were: subjected to a one sample ch1 .-

square test.  As shown in Table 7, Chl square values‘ 51gn1f1cant

beyond the , Ol level were obtalned for all dlmen51ons except the‘,, ;

a

. Comprehensive Role dimension. Accordlngly, Hypothesis Two .was rejected

¢ ) : A ’ -



3

- c. Not significant.

“Table 7
Chi'Sqﬁére-Values”for‘the Six Dimensions of )
Community College Community ‘Service Role . = " ",
Role Dimension o . IR Chi'Square
. . a\
Legitimacy - Lo L o -~ 95.839
. Scope T o 29.246%
Organization Commitment . ~ = "~ 78.820%
College Commitmentl'_  R "'Ahi‘j221§57é’ o0
‘Catalyst Role el s ¥3.774°
Comprehensive Role:- o g ( ;0}918C

G -

a.Significant at the .00l level.
b Significant at the .01 level. .

-
)

for each role dimension, except the Comprehensive Role. For the

Comprehensive Role dimensién the differences between the observed :andyy,
- . . . A

expected frequencies could be attributable to chance variations in

frequencies. Given the one exception, this analysis indicated that
. /’/_ ' - o "' o _ R .
respondent opinion regarding the remaining five dimensions of the

community college community service-féle was not attributable to
chance variations in frequencies. :
: . . . . ]‘, . . -

It was possible to identify variations in the pattern of
response 1oted above when the mean agreement ratings were grouped on,_

the basis of the\ll.éharacperistics of organizations, their membecs

or c.cir leaders. These variations were reported because they suggested

differences in opinions about the six dimensions qf Commuhity college

bommunity service role that could, in part, bq”attriﬁhted to-a

‘particulariorganizatiohal}ﬁember or leader characteristic and herztofor

. . . ¢ e
8 . -
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~ have been masked in the analysis of data.-

Organization Age

1

I adk

Regardless of the length of time the organizations had been

established, the Legitimacy, $edbenand Organization Commitment

dimensions received mean ratings within the range of agreemeng (1.00

to 2.49). As reported in Table 8,

old organizations (more than 20

g o '
years) were undecided in their mean agreement rating relative to . the?

'College Commitment ‘dimension (mean=2.78; SD=1.22)'and,the Catalyst

.Role dimension (Mean=2.63- SD=O.91). All organlzatlons, lrrespectlve

- of the length of time they had been establlshed, ;ndlcated they were

undec1ded in their opinion concerning the'Comprehensive Role

dimension, with old organizations

rating of 3.00 (SD=1.05). ,

Average Age of Persons Served’
by the Organization‘

reoording the lowest mean agreement -

b

e Table 9 1ndlcates that for Legltlmacy, Scope ana Organlzatlon

Commltment the re- grouplng of organlzatlonal responses on the ba81s

of average age of persons serVed did not alter -the finding that the

}

e R mean’ratingsvfellfwithin the range of agreement. " The mean agreement

unde01ded range for College Commltment (mean =2.68; SD O 81)

e+ - LThe mean‘value of 3.22 (SD=O.83) ascribed‘to thefcatalyst"ﬁv% Te

a

-and Comprehensive Rolefdiménsioﬁs

e persons zero to 19 years-old were

" role alternatives. Regardless of

mean agreement ratings pertaining

t

N S .
ratlng for organizations serving all ages of persons fell into the

S i

- - - 5

‘indicated that organizations serving

undecided in their opinion to these

the age of pefsons.served, all

torﬁhe Comprehensive Role fell into =

74
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. Number of Organization Members

the undecided range of agreement (2.50 to 3.50). .

t., . L -

‘uﬂanmlnatlon ‘of Table 10 revea]ed that the size of organlzatlons

,2 4
(S

had no effect on tbe mean agreement ratlngs given to the Legltlmacy

,dlmen51on (mean=l.89; SD=O.62), the Scope dlmen51on (mean=2.36; SD=0.82)

or the Orgahization- Commltment dlmen51on (mean=1. 96 SD= O 76) TAll

values 1nd1cated.that organlzatlons agreed w1th ‘these three role

dlmen51on statements. - -

w"the data revealed a

s
- - I 14

For this organizational characteristi

)

particular trend. ‘As the organlzatlon size 1ntreased the ‘mean rating
of agreement con51stently decreased for every ro}e dlmen51on statement
La ]e organlzatlons w;th more than 200 members were unde01ded

“-in theis opinion about the College Commltment dlmen51on (mean=2.83;

77

-

Sb=0.79), the. Catalyst Role (mean =2.83; SD=0.92) and the Comprehens1ve fy,”,

Role (mean 3.223 sb=1. 17) i Organlzatlons with 51 to 200 members

- o
©

recorded mean agreement ratlngs in the undec1ded range for College

Commltment (mean 2.63; SD=0. 62), Catalyst Role (mean 2.81; Sb=1.17) .and

the Comprehen51ve Role (mean= 2 75; sb=1. 18) ’ Small organizations,

«

having zero to- 50" members agreed with all other organlzatlons in thelr

undec1ded oplnlon w1th respect to the Comprehen31ve Réle (mean 2 55;

SD=0.86) .

Average Age of’ Organlzatlon o _ S . -
Members

~ s
\

\ . . : &

: o e e . . -
The differences in mean’' ratings of the six role dimensions
. haid ot - . N

N Lo . TR :
—— . s M . . '

‘'when organizations wereﬁé}éuped'bn the basis of the. average age of

“their members (Table;ll) indicated that mean ratings foruLegitimacy

©

B . <
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, .

' fell within the mean agreement range kiQoo to 2-49)\ Orgaqazations

. . ' ; .
\d . -" - - \"\ | .
¥

(meap=l.9l;‘SD=0.621,'$co§e (mean=2.3%¥; SD=0.82), Organization Commit-

R .
~ . = : . [ . [N

ment (meanzl.98; SD=O}76)fand College Commitmentf(mean=2.48; SD=O:79)

o

\'_-79

8

“having members of ‘all ages recorded tle lowest medn ratings for these

dimensions, but all were within the iimits of the mean agreement range.
’h Organizations havingxmembers i% thebzero~to.§§iage range
B . ~ . o «
'recorded‘mean agreement ratingsffor the Catalyst Role of 2.60y(SD=O.94)
and.ComprehensiveuRole‘oé 3.00° (SD=0.92). -These”valhesh both witbin -

A\
N N

<

the undecided range, corresponded with the'opinions ©f organizations
A ‘ o . . 5 s

with members in the 40 to 69 age range‘for the Catalyst»Role and with

L
o NS
v

the oplnions of all other organizations regardless of the age of members

for the Comprehensmve Role. The 18 organizations having members of i}l
ages reported a mean agreement rating‘of 2.28 (SD=1.13) for the .
v - h r ' ) ‘ . :

7 s '
Catalyst Role. L - .

Average Annual Income of L
Organization Members

PR

i

The differences in means on the six role dimenSions basqﬁ

¢

on the average annual income of organization members (Table 12)° revealed

n

that the higher the: average annual ‘income of . merbers, the lower the

* mean rating‘of agreement to the six role dimensions.' Although all-

- "'X . 5

.dimen51ons, except the ComprehenSive Role dimcnSion, received ratings

)

w1thin the mean agreement range {l.QO ﬁ?f2'49) by all organizations,

those organizations with members havinguan average annual income eqhal

-to or in excess of $lO OOO 00 were undeCided 1n their opinions relat1"<

to the College Commitment dimenSion (mean 2 78 SD=0. 88y and the . -«

. ca%a Role~4mean=2 61; ﬁiD 1.03). The:Comprehensive que agreement
ad . . . . .

-,&‘ . Lo

Y LT ' ' "
“ v‘.‘y -o L ;‘;r ) ‘ . o - B
04 - o ‘ o

L
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, :
s SN
" Latings for both "low" and "high".average annual income f%}l‘within ~

" .

the pndecideé mean'range (mean=2.54;'SD=O.99‘and mean=2.91; SD=1212,

“ ’ .

respectively) . S ' S 3
LI . . : ¢ -
ﬁercuﬁtage of Female and Male =~ . .- . ‘. N g
Qrganization Members y ' ¢ -

14

Inspection of Table 13, which reports mean ratings of agreement
¥ | = :

te . ' . ) . ) . o . . ) -~
on the six role dimensions when organizations were groupeéd on the Af
. - e . ’ v . - -~

. basis &f the percentage of women and men members, revealed that, regard-

L]

less of.theﬁpercentageiof'femalés and maleé,,the organfzations cdncurreé

in_ﬁpéir agreeménﬁ'to the dimensions of\Legitimacy,JScope, Organization . .

~  Commitment and College Commitﬁent role dimensi;ns.r OrganizationSYW¢re
ungecided in’ﬁheir Qginion'rélative to the)Catalyst and Comprehensivé;
Role d;mensiéné. fTﬁe éz\éfqanizations‘having a highf(GO to lOOy
percentaéé of feﬁale membefs ana a éo;rgspondingly low'izero £0ﬂ40)‘

percentage of male members recorded a mean rating/gngTHI (SD=1;;4) _
1 o . ' L - . - R 14
for the Catalyst Role dimension. . This value fell within the agreement -
raﬁée. This was the onDy exception to the general finding that
/ regaialess of the percentage distribution of female and male méﬁbers
all organizations were undecided with regard to the suggesged Catalyst

KanQ?Comprehensive Role dimensions. Generally, those 10 oigahizations

_:with an approximately equal (41‘to_59)-percentage‘pf'mén and women

»

tended to record. lower mean agréement ratings fhanj’hd %hoseiorganizations

which had a high or low percentage of men-or women. S L

4

Organizational Purpose

~,
. .

: © A review of the mean agreement ratings to the selected role
dimensions when organizatidns surveyed were grouped on. the basi’s of

-
-

Y

82



83

oo

.\\N . ”
.7 : & s
: ) . , c
.8 ; y .
— , . . . m Q . e
nﬂM - v
90°T  8LtT . T2t sez . 1670 09T 1 56°0  €9°¢ oTou saTsuaysaduoy
20°T - ¥&TT . pItT 7°2 LO°T - ov'e 88°0 - €L°C . - 9T0¥ 354 efe)
6L°0. 8v'Z  19°0 dvﬂm 9Z°'T 09°z L9°0 | Sv°z _3UBWITUMOD 868TTOD
9L°0  86°I S50 £L°T €01 0z°Z fo pite - JUBWI TUMIO) UOTIRZTURIQ R
3 i . , . T :
2870 - €£°¢ Lg v gTte 8T°T '05°2 85°0 ' 9g°z- ‘ - adoos
29°0  T6°T 990 78T "¥6°0° 00°2 86°0  $6°T Koeur3thar
as  veegs as  uesy --as uesy as  -ueoy uotsuswiq sToy A
pS=N - " ze=n 0T=N 7Z=N . :
TB30L - . (%09-0) oTeW #0T = . = (%65-Tp) _ .(%001-09) @Tew ubtH :
, - (300T-09) @TPWa4 YBTH uoTIngTIISTA Tenba, (%0v-0) STeweg Mo .-
~ ;
. Lo ‘ o SIqUIW STl rc.m. . -
Cen s - @Tewsg 3JO UOTINQTAISTQ abejudozag ayy . ,
- .. Aq sbutiey juswesiby -uesy uoTsuswIg 9T0Y e -
. o o €1 arqey ¢ . .
- . ' ! . v
#.\ \ e
\ ._ .
. I B . _



o

C

- Degree of Involvement in Communlty ’

- 4

~— P

e
cn

‘the . .r self.as51gnment to soc1etal groups having oge of four soc1al

serVice pqrposes in the communlty 1nglcated .that dlfferlnguorganlza— T
. (S

tiomal goals dld have an effect on thelr oplnlons relathg to agregement

/" ce

w1th the six dlmenslons (Table 14). SN C

Cultural organlzatlons con51stently agreed with the dlmenSlon

1tems and recorded .means from 1. 73 (SD=0.47) for Legltlmacy to 2.36 s
(SD l 03) for Comprehen51ve Role. Publlc health organlzatlons' opinions
. ~

revealed their agreement w1th the Leg;tlmacy dlmen51on (mean 2 OO

'

SD 0.73) and. the Organlzatlon Commltment dlmen51on (mean—l 82; SD 0. 87)
LA ‘

“Public health organlzatlons reported undec1ded oplnlons relatlve to the‘

“

" Scope dlmens1on (mean—t.BO SD=0.86), the College Commltment dlmen51on

z
N

(mean=2.73; SD=O.80), the’ Catalyst Role alternatlve (mean=g.69; SD 1. 20).

and the COmprehen51ve Role alternatlve (mean 2. 40 - SD=0. 91) P The elght

recreatlonal organlzatuoqs were undec1ded in’ thelr oplnlon relatlve &

to the ocope dlmen510m““mean 2. 76 SD 0.89), the College Commltment

‘((v -

dlmen51on (mean=3 00; SD~O 53), the Catalyst Role alternatlve (mean=2. 88°

SD—O 83) and the Cﬁ%prehen51Ve Role alternatlve (mean—3.00;'SD=O.93).

These organlzatlons' O agreementcratings oY 2.13'(SD='.83)

and 2.25 (SD 0. 71) fo;‘

dlmen51ons respectlvely;} cial welfare organlzatlons,

~ Ny Eate

vy . hid

w‘

84

~

agreement 1n oplnlons relatlve to all dlmen510ns except the Comprehen51ve

Rolé alternatlve (mean 2 67 Sb= 1. ll) was expressed.

Service Activities

As reported in Table 15, regardless of- the degree of organlza—
- t — -
tlonal 1nvolvement in communlty service act1v1t1es, all.organlzat;ons

Th P . ’ ' ', ’ %.

&
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Ly 3 . N 8 r & : f A
T agreed with the Legitimacy, Scope and Organization Commlﬁmenb dimensions

) . A :
B S and were Undec1ded relatlve to the College Commltment Catalyst Role

%

! Lo N ‘ ' . .
o and Comprehensive Role dimensions. Those 29 organizations that

-

»

¥

n;ﬁ"‘ undecided in 1he1r oplnlon regardlng the\College Commltment dlmenslon

(mean 2.66; SD—O 61) These'same organizations and those involved to
'~i a low degree?in'community service activities reported mean agreement
o ;Vratlngs of . 5 25 (SD—O’87) and 2. 54 (SD—O 88) respectively for the

s .
e - . ~7,<

Catalyst Role altefnatlve. These»ratings fell within the undecided_.
& range of~agreement._wRegardless°offthe degree of. involvement in .

. communlty serVLce act1v1t1es, all organlzatlons rated the Comprehensive

o

ﬁRBLe alternatlve in the undec1ded range of agrcement.

\:“.,_ \ 'avf ] N ) -

‘Method of Leader‘Selectionj *

. T_ C Examlnatlon of Tabl%ﬂl6 revealed that gegltlmacy and Organization
By \ C g \
- -v:~Fomm1tment recelved‘ratlngs Wlthln the mean range of . agreement (l 00 to
BN - o ’ - ' LY L .

u‘j2 49) from all organlzatlons regardless of whether their leaders were

elected, app01nted or employed Organizations having appointed aders

N T

were unde01ded in thelr oplnlon relatlve to the Scope dlmens1on (mean—

2 67 SD l OO) and the College Commltment dlmen51on (mean 2.56;. SD=0.88);

Although,these same organlzatlons agreed with the Catalyst Role L
: L .

dlmenslon (mean 2 OO SD -0.87), those organizations with elected leaders
and those wlth employed leaders recorded undec1ded agreement ratlng of

v . .
2.55 (SD 1.19) and 2.67 (SD 0.92) respectlvely Organlzatlons having *

employed leaders recorded undec1ded agreeément ratlngs for. Scope (mean—

fff 2. 50 SD 0. 93) and College Commltment (mean—2 . 58; SD—O 88) dlmen51ons.

e

_Irrespectlve of the_method of_}eader selectlon, all,organizations‘

.
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RCIN ! . L .
Role dimension. . i _) o .

T
[

concurred in their undecided agfeement rating for the Comprehensive
¥ i

. f

Tenure of the Leader

As revealed in Table 17, those organizations with leaders
' . ‘ |

-having a tenure of up to one year,'recorded mean agreement ratings that

. wereigénerally higher in thHe mean range‘for‘agreement than did thnose

organizations hav1ng leaders with Ate of two. or more years.

ThlS fl. ing held for. all role di ekcept Legltlmacy Organiza-

. ".. I .
tlons w1th short tenured leade s' were uldecided in their agreement

s

relatlve to the College Commltment dlmen51on (mean=2. 53 ' SD=0.77) and

‘"the Catalyst Role (mean—2 58; SD= 1. 17) Organlzatlons with long

. in the undecided, range. g -

'tenured leaders were undec1ded in thelr agreement relatlve %o the

Catalyst Role alternatlve (mean 2.52; 8b=1l. OO) Regardless of the

-k

tenure of the leader, all organlzatlons rated the Comprehensive Role.

N .

‘Analysis of Variance. : _ \ R . - ;

Lo
3
<

The aboVe descrlptlon suggested that when organlzatlon responses’
were grouped accordlng to the 11 organlzatlon, member,and'leader'

characterlstlcs, some varlatlons in the general flndlng noted at the

outset of this sec 1on weré ldentified., It -can be suggested that

bwknowledge of such d partures should be con31dered when deClSlonS

oy

concernlng Fﬂ% college communlty service role are made

In order to .more prec1sely 1dent1fy the effect grouplng by the

K

ll characterlstlcs had on, the organlzatlon oplnlon rfvardlng the role

dlmenSlOnS and to test Hypothe81s Slx, the means were‘analyZed,byﬂa

. s -
1
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u

,significant to. the 05 lev%l are reported. . o

" member income. S - -

N og. ’ VA ‘P‘ A

, " & . ) ‘- »
. One-way analysis of variance. The details of this treatment were
i ‘

PRI
T

outlined in‘Chapter 3. Table lB“%eports the flndln s of tLis‘analysis:
'9 :

s

'only those dlfferences 51gn1f1cant at the -10 level after an F rati9

t

's

_As shown in Table 1s, dlfferenr\s in op1nlon wére statlstlcally

51gn1f1cant between young and old orjanizations nd establlshed‘and,

U ' B e

' old organlzatlons for the Organlzatlon Commltment roleeklmen51on.

f . <>

For this same dlmen51on, dlfferences i opinion were statlstical y

f@ N
51gn1f1cant between organlzatlons g&:h a low and hlgh average annual-

1

<
1o N

For the College Commltment role dlmen51on the organlzatlon age,
” . . . . R [
number oL members and average annual member income characterlstlcs

O

yle ded statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfferences.“ Oplnlons about thls'

role dlmens1on were. 51gn1f1cantly different between young and old

organlzatlons, establlshed and old organizqtions, small and medium

.

91

vy

M

‘sized organiaationsp small and la¥ge organizations and between ) o

organlzatlons w1th a low and- hlgh average annual member 1ncome.

1n‘the oplnlons of organlzatlons of small and medlum size regardlng a

the Catalyst Role.,,

N
.‘,,

-f/--l, L . i @ .
. T N .

o=

\

These flndlngs 1nd1cate that,the organlzatlonal age, number -

DR

of members or- average annual member 1ncome characterlstlcs contrlbuted

«

to statlstlcally 51gnif1cant ‘ifferenc>s ln oplnlon regardlng{the
g

»

Organlzatlon Commltment dlmenslon,.College Gommltment dlmen51on aﬁ%

Catalyst Role dlmen51on.i Thls would suggest that certaln characterls~

o

thS of the organlzatlons and thelr members 51gQ1f1cant1y affect the’

I

—

S@atlstlcally 51gn1f1capt dlfferences 1n opinion were also 1dent1f1ed ( g
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x - Table 18 Iy
h - : L e o . 3 j-
o “Scheffe.Comparison of Means: Role Dimension
v ' - Adreement Ratings by’ the Characteristics
f “ 4 of the OirPanizations, Their Members -
Yo » *  or Their Leaders
VoL ~ . o
¢ - v
; _ 1 - Groups ,
Role . . Significantly . ‘%5
. Dimensiop ;Eggracteristic .Different ” N Mean - F - P
e - M * o . N 3 N
‘ ’ > / . . 4 ) . ‘ - ‘ ﬁf :.
© Organization- Organization young 12 - 1.58- 4.63" .0474
-~ Commitment Age ‘ - old - @2 2.5 o .
‘ > . established 16 1.68 .4.63 .0692
old = " 32 '2.2%5 :
,Average Rénual c>low 26 1.73 4.6l - -0369
a ~ Member Income high 23 © 2.17°
- College - Organization youn_z{ 412 2.08 5.08 Y6492
- Commitment - Age ©old - 32 2.78
. T establ/i}hed' 16 2.17 5.08 :0391
‘ old .~ . . 32 2.78 . :
 Number of Usmall . 23 2.14 5.64 .0864
' Members .. medium 16 2.3 .~
! o L Small 23 - 2.14 5.64 .,0092
ER ‘ " Plarge 18 . 2.83 -
o o S ’ : - '
. o . Average Annual low - - 260 2.23 "4.20 .0459
o ~ Member Income high S 23 2.69 S
SR Catalyst - ‘Number of small 23
"Role _ ‘Members medium le .
. ) o L . , E
~ 0 e
" a. Scheffe 1« . 5
o ) N, — ‘\ .
‘:"% ‘ N ’.
. e,}
vy %
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e

(I

"

¢ -

a%rganiaation opinion regarding the .role of college community .services ..

4

and that decisibns regard#ng»the community college community service

role should consider these characteristics.
G, s

[
-

~ However, nn;examination of the means forrbrganization
Commitment shows that'althOUgh a statistically significant difference-
. \ =t
ex1sted between the ‘means regardless of organlzatlonal age and average‘
' v “-l :
annual\@ember income, thc means fell w1th1n the agreement range of

response (1.00 to 2.49). Thus, it wodld_appear that where means for

one’ group feﬁh\into the agreement-range of response.and where means
4 :

for the second group fell 1nto the undeched range of response, as’

was the case for the College Commitment and Catalyst Role dlmen51bﬁs

reported in Table 18 the 51gn1f1cant differences could be of greater
. ¥

1mportance-1n college'd§c1slon—mak1ng r- .ative to its community serygce

. ’ ) o W

role. v e _ ¥

2

N . . .
s . Lo .

Test of Hypothesis Six., HypdthésiS»Six predicted that there

S

would be no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in the mean agreement ratlngs of
v .

. A

\~the 51x selected dlmen51ons df the gommunlty collegejcommunlty serv1ce

’

-role when»these ratlngs-are re—grouped on the basis'of'characteristics

of the organlzatlons, their members or their leaders. ‘On the ba51s

. - e S

qf the above amaly51s, Hypothe51s Slx was rejected for the. Organlzatlon
i

T Commltment College Commltment aﬂd Catalysﬁ,Role dlmenSlons.' Organiza-"

'tr@n age, ‘the average annual ‘member 1ncome and the number of members

o=

Kx' i N - -
revealed statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n oplnlon.
¢ .

4
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Discussion
R fA
The analysis of opinions regarding the six dimensions of
1

community %ollege community service  role suggested that community

serv1ce aqtiVities were a legitimate und appropriate part’of the

a

collecc role%khThe organizations surveyed generally agreed that

; - N .
they would Will>ngly work With the college .on particular community\
S

.

service projectsvhav1ng relevance to their goals. The suggestion

t i’*

that t: * college should expand 1its program of community serVices
: M

-

received.general consensus byvorganizatiONu Larveyed. The suggestions
that”the college should allocate more resources to its commdnity
service program did not receive general support.

Community organizations generally preferred a college

L S . , .
commu’ ty serv1ce role of ehcouragement to. local organizations to
undertake new community service projects. . This Catalyst Role received
more gef l.agreement and appreciable- support. compared- with the'

B . . P ~

ComprehcA -ve‘Role dimension. }fhe latter dimension proposed that an
appropriate college‘community service role wasjto plan a comprehensive

broadly—based community service program.

: ~ . . « . -

'/ When responses to the six role dimension statements were

3

analyzedlby the 11 characteristics ofithe organizations, their members

and leaders, certain departures from the general trer . oted above

were identified.f The effect was one of lowering thg san ratings.
Organizations that had been established for more than 20 years
. ST ©

: ‘ ~N
) generally reported a lower agreemenr rating for aXl dimenSiohs as
did those with ‘more than 200 rembers. Those organizations'serving .

persons in the zero tq 1Y age .range .recorded the lowest mean

'

L i
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2 = o , :
agreement ratings for the Catalyst and Comprehensive Role alter-
| VN
nat%yesﬁ N
0 The organizations hr 3 a high average annual member income
rated all dimensions lower than did organizations having members with
. ) :
a lower average annual income. Except for the Catalyst Role and
vComprehehsiVe,Role, organizations with an approximately equal distri--
bution of women and men members~tended to rate dimensions lower on

the agréement scale. o

¥ Recreational organizations indicated lower general agreement to

the six role dimension,iE?hs_thén d&d"cultural, public health and soqiai.

welfare organizations. Cultural organizations rated all dimensions,
. including the Comprehensive Role alternative, within the range for '
,agreement (1.00 to 2.49). Regardless of the degree'éf invoivément

in community service activities, all organizations' tended to concur
‘n their opinions relative to the six dimensions.

w

Organizationé g

in their undecided op il on relative to the Catalyst Role. ' Those .

K RS
. organizations having ¥

& :

‘lower mean agreement ratings than did those ofganizations.whose leader

'

remainea in tﬁét:position;for morevthan two'yéars.
,‘Ahalyéis of variance confirmed the‘stétisticai significance

gf certain of tﬁese variations. Specifically, statistié&lly

siéﬁificant diffzréncés:for‘Organizatiqn Cqmmitmeht, College Commit-

ment and the Catalyst Role dimensions were found when the data were

re—grbhpea on the bagis of-bfganization age, number'of members and

average annual member income.

N

e same leader for up po one year tended to report

95



v

" Hypothesis Two was rejected.

Summarz

The agreement ratings on the six role dimensions indicated that
. : ; . . ~

all organizations surveyed perceived community service activities a
. ' -4 ‘- . ? .l‘ V - . -. y -
a legitimate c®llege function in the community.. A majority of these -

same organizations were committed to cooperate with the college in
certain community service projects which have relevance to organiza-

3

tional goals. The«CaéElyst Role was perceived as a more desirable

«

role for community college involvement in community services than

was the Comprehensi&e Rsle:‘
Tge cﬁi squaré %né sampie tést verified that thevobse;ved:
frequency of‘}esponse§ for.éachnaimension, éxcept the Comprehensive
Role'dimension,lwas siénif%pantly diﬁferent froﬁ‘thefexpectedvéquif
é{@béile responsef Thus,’except for ﬁhé,Comprehensive Role,

" The wffg}rs of the one-way analysis of‘variance suggested

that Hypothesis Six be rejected for the Organization Commitment, 2/

College Commi tment and Catéiyst Role dimensions since statistically :"/

) - .
significant differences were found to exist when responses were

groupéd'qn the basis of organization age,  number of members and

'éveraée annual member income:.
! ) . . .
THE ‘IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNITY
SERVICE FUNCTIONS
The 62 i%cal'community organizatioﬁ-leadersfprovided-their
‘perception of how'important_eéch‘of the eight community ‘service

functions'would be in assisting their respective organizations to

‘AadhieVe their goals and objectives. LQ§der§ used a fiyé’point

]
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rating scale to record their opinion. Details of thé-procedures

. used to analyze"theéé data were outlined in Chapter'3fﬂ -~

-4

Importance Ratings for the
Total Population =~ =

s a

-

The ratings Qf community service funé?ioh impor%ance for all
1ocg1 cémmunity organizatidns aré presenﬁéd in Table 19. Ail mean
ratings fell within £he'range of l.OQ‘td 2.49 aﬁd'suggeSted théﬁ
organization leaders perceived.all functions.as-important4éctivities'
of a cémmunity collégéwcommunity Sefvice program designedlﬁoléssist
local coﬁmuﬁity orgégizéﬁions in achieving thei qcals. Interdgency
Coééer%tioﬁ was perceived as being of higheqf importance (mean;i.Bl;
SD=O.99).',Public Fo;um was pgrceived as béing of lowest importance

(mean=2.35; SD=1.01).

!

Test of Hypothesis Three. Hypothesis Three, which predicted - -

-~

that there would be no .difference between the observed and the

expected eqﬁifprébablg distribution of'importancé“ratings fo:%éach

- " ) ] ; - L . v ‘ . )
of the eight community”sery;ce.fdhctions was rejected on the .basis :

>

of'the chi .square vglue-(Tabler20)1':The”differences between thex

observed and the expected frequencies'were,not merely chance variations

in freduencies.‘
,In order -to address the question of whether certain charac-
. ) i ’ D . : ’ N g s (' v A}
teristics of the organizations, their members or their~leaderskwould

affect the percgi?éd importance'of the community service functions,
the data were grouped.on the basis of the 11 organizational, member
and leader charQFteristics}' Thus, it was possible to. identify

departures'fr6m the gener;i finding for the population reportgﬁ-above,'-

v N



Table 19

Means and Standard Deviations of Commﬁnity
Service Function Importance Ratings
for the Total Population

oo N=62
Communi ty Service Function Mean ' SD
Community Analysis =~ 7 1.89 0.8l
Interagenéy_CoOperatiqn S 1.81 - 0.99
Advisory Liaison _ o N 2032 1.10
Public Forum 23 1.01
Civic Action . ' o » 2.34 1,13
Staff Consultation : . ': 2.06 . 0.88
Cbnferénce Planning . 2.37 1.00
Facility Utilization . o 1.90 -~ 0.88

Table 20

Chi Square Values for the:Importance Ratings of
the Eight Community Service Functions

Community Service Function ] _"' * Chi Square®
Community Analysis S ' " 90.710
‘\' Inferageﬁcy Coopération . S 75.903
. Advisory Liaisén’ o _ S 25l000
. Public Forum ' . o .~ 33.032
| Civic Action . 31104
Staff Consultation - 54323
. : Conférence Pianning .v ‘ | . '30.032-

Facility uUtilization IR o 66.806

a Significant at the .00L level.



Organization Age ' _ Y -
. I4

Inspection of the mean ratings of imporfancé:(Table 21) when

_grouped on the basis of the length of time the'or&énization had been
. . o
: ' (- '
established in Victori¥a revealed- that, in general, organizations
surveyed peréeivédvafiufhngtions as important.. The Interagency

Cooperation function was perceived as most important (mean=1.82;

a) by all prganizations~when‘grouped on this basis;

+

Examinatién of mean importance ratings for young organizatiens,

PR =1

in existence for not more than five yearé,'indicated that these feTl

into ‘the undecided mean response range for thé Conference Planning

» , -

function (mg?n=2,58; SD=1.00) . ' Established organizations, in existerce

‘for six to 20 years, were undecided about the impoftancequ the Civic
Action function (mean=2.63; SD=1.20) and the Conference Planning

function (mg3p=2.50;'SD=l.2é? in meeting their needs for service.
~ tT
O0ld organizations, in existence for 20 or more years, indicated that

all functions were perceived as important except for the Advisory .
: . : T ’ .0 S 0

Liaison functidﬁffmeah=2.63;-SD=1.18) and the PubliC’Forum.function
(mean?2.59; SD=1.0l). ‘This analysis suggested that the community
. service furictions are viewed as important by a high majority of"
s A . L

organizations surveyed irrespective of the length of time the

ofgaﬁiﬁ%tibn had been established: Young ongahizatidns were undecided

about the importance of. the Conference Planning function in meeting

' their needs for service; established organizations’were‘undecided’

P

!

about the importance of the Civic Action and Cbnferencé Planning
functions in meeting their needs; and old,orgénizétions were undecideg
. ) . y . o

about the importance of_ the Advisory Liaison and Public Forum functions

in meeting their needs.
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4

'of Advisory Lialson (mean—z 83; SD—l 29), Public Forum (mean—2 83,i

N & ’ !
had
Average Age of Persons Served
by the Organlzatlon

Scrutinxiof the mean importance ratings reported in Table 22
showed that most organizations, regaq§less of the average age of

persons.served, perceived all functions as important. Interagency

Cooperation was considered the most important (mean=1.82; SD=0.99) .

;

Qrganlzations serving youthful persons (zero to 19 years) were
undecided in their-ooinion of the importance of thevAdvisory Liaison
function (mean—2 56 SD—l 13), the Public Forum function (mean=2.56;
SD=1. 42), the Civie’ ACthn fur. tion (mean 3.22; SD=0. 97), the Staff
Consultatlon function (mean=2.56; SD= O 73) and; the Conference Plannlng “

B

function (mean—3 44 ‘SD= l Ol) in a551st1ng them in ach1ev1ng their
L <

. . )

goals. Organlzatlons serv1nc middle- aged persons and persons of all

ages perceived all functions as lmportant. leen the exceptlons for '

organlzatlons serv1ng young persons, ‘this analysis suggeSted that most
)

organlzatlons surveyed, when grouped on the ba51s of the average age

of their clientele, percelved all eight functlons as 1mportant college

services which could assist in,the achievement of their goals and ,

o

objectives.

The Number of Organlzatlon Members

e -
- . . -

An analy51s (Table 23) of the mean 1mportance ratings of the
57 organlzatlons respondlng to this factor showed that most.perceivea"
the functions'as 1mportant. Interagency Coogeratlon was viewed as

most amportant (mean—l 77; SD=0.98) in meeting organization needs.

' Large organizations were undec1ded in their oplnlon of the importance

f
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. B ¥

Sp=1.15), Civic Action (mean=2.78; SD=1.22) and'Conference Planniné
(mean=2.56; SD=0.92). Considering these'exceptionsﬁ‘this analysis - -

indicated. that, irrespectiveﬁof ;he/nu@ber'of tnembers, organizations

iy

tended ‘to perceive these functions as ifaportant college’¢ommun§§i\;\.'

services. ' o C L , ’ - X

Average Age of Organization
Members : S

A review of the mean importance ratings ascribed to the eight

a !

community service functions indicated that all tended.to be'viewed as

- i : : - - B . _
impoftant when organizations were.grouped'on the basis,of,average age
ofxmembers (Table 24). Interagendy Cooperation emerged as the function

pereeryed as being of highest importance (mean=1.72; SD=0.92).: Only

-

two eXCeptions to the general findiné of'importance?of all functions

were found Conference Plannlng was consrdered by organlzatlons with

youthful members as belng of undeblded lmportance (mean—2 56, SD=0. 93)

in meeting thelr needs. Publlc Forum was cons1dereﬁ by organlzatlons
. ’ i

with middle—aqed_members;as being of un ecided importance ‘(mean=2.56;

SD=0.96) in meeting their needs.,
g . ' /,‘ L B '

Average Annual Income of
Organization Members .

mean 1mportance ratlngs, when gr uped - on the basis of an average
- annual 1ncome of zero to $9, 999 OO and SlO OOO OO and abovefwhere

noﬁ affected. This'is, all mean ratings fell w1th1n-the 1mportant
’ . ) A\ : . o . . B

" rande, with. Interagency Cooperation beingzperceived as most-important:

(mean=1.09; SD=0.80) col’ g

service designed to assist organizations
- : . Y
Jl .

invachieving the%f goals.

./
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.-

Percentage Disfribution of Female
and Male Or$anization Members .

'

A ) ) . . ) \" o
, Examination . = the'mean 1mportance”rat1n§s revealed that éﬁd
—_ ‘4, _ P L s .
:functlons tended to be percelved as 1mportant when organizations were
. . _ ,

grouped on the ba51s of percentage of female membershlp (T 26). .

kg
- 4

The Interagency Cooperation;function was considered as moSz'important °
_ S ’ A PE ‘

(dg;m_:lﬂz; SD=0.90) . ‘ B '

For_organizations,having“a low percentage of ﬁemale'membézé

~and a high pereentage of male memhers, Civic Action, Publlc Forum and

N Conference Plannlng functlons were perceived as being of-undecided

o

1mportance 1n meetlng organlzatlon needs for serv1ce w1th mean,;atlngs ' -

v

,of 2.50 (SD 1. 10), 2.68 (SD l 04) and 2.82 (SD=1. 05) respectlvely

leen the exceptlons noted for those organlzatlons having a low :

7

B percentage;of female members and a hlgh percent e of male members,

thisfanalysis,sUggested;that most ordaniéations, regardless -of the

r

percentage‘distribution of female“ahd male members,lperceived all

" eiy.  functions ‘as important.

Organizational Purpose - - TSR

- . R . .
» . o

-

Each of the 62 organlzatlons surveyed a851gned themselves to

s

~one of four groups on the ba51s of thelr organlzatlonal purpose. " The

1nformat10n : ted in Table 27 §howed that the me&n 1mportance

apratings for'all.communlty organizations-fell within the important
range (1.00 - to 2.49) regardless of organlzatldnal purpose - Interagency
<> .

Cooperatlon was percelved as most 1mportant (mean 1. 81 SD—O 99) by
¢

K-}

the organlzatlons when, grouped on the ba51s of thelr 3001etal purpose.

Publ;c healtk\organizations indicated that they were undecideq

al
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in thelr opinions of the 1mportance of the Advisory anlson functlon

. (mean=2.63; Ssb=1. 26) and the Public Forum function (mean=2. 50 SD=l.lO)v

“in meeting their needs for se .ce. Similarly, those organizations
— :
« -
(\\v‘w1th a recreational purpose departed from the general flndlng 1n the ‘
— 7 e 4 :

/ .
case of the Adv1sory Liaison, Public Forum, Civic Actlon and Conference

| Planning functions. In these 1nstances, the mean ratings of 2.50 . L

(SD 1. 41), 2.88 (SD=0. 83), 2.63 (SD=0. 92) and 1.63 (SD=1.06) respectively
fell within the undehlded range.. These were the nly exeeptions to
the general;finding that organizational purpose did not affect the

mean importance ratings ascribed to the eight commuhity service functions.
. 7 .

&

Degree of Involvement in Communlty
Service Act1v1t1es a

Table 28 prov1des a summary of the means ‘and standard dev1atlons

§.
of the elght communlty serv1ce functlon 1mportance ratlngs -when these

_ratlngs were grouped on ‘the- ba51s of organlzdtlonal 1nvolvement in

communlty serv;ce acti ‘ities. ' An examination of the data revealed.that
“'1rrespect1ve of the degree of 1nvolvement, organlzatlons tended to
;‘jrate al%@communlty serv1ce functlons as important 1n meetlng thelr‘
needs for serv1ce.‘ Interagency Cooperatlon was percelved as most

1mportant with a mean ratlng of l 77 (SD—O 91)

o Those organlzatlons, purportlng to _be 1nvolved minimally in ‘

2

communlgf serv1ce act1v1t1es, departed from the general flndlng wFor-‘

) those 13 organlzatlons, the mean ratlngs'for Adv1sory Llalson (mean 2. 77

-

SDh=1. Ol), Public Forum (mean 2. 62 SD= l 26) ClVlC Actlon (mean=2. 92 ‘ d S

1SD l 19) and Conference Plannlng (mean—2 69; SD=1. 25) fell #i hln the

L undec1ded range. ' The mean ratlng of 2 67 (SD=0. 97) ascrlbed t




111°

IRV
i
06°0 06°T L0°T STz - z6'0 €6°T . | 6970 £9°T . UoT3RZTTTAN A3TTIOR®
66°0 Sg£°z sz°T 69T - 9L°0. 00°¢ . - 160 19T , Butuueld 90UBIBFUCD
060 L0'T | Lzt 9tz . - 780 L6'T v9°0 | ¥6°T _ UoT3e3TNSUOD FFe3s
90°'1T - LZ°2 61°1 26°C . ﬂm;oL L0°2 2071 11T ' UOT3DY OTATD
_ . ’ f - B - . . . \ .

L6°0  2E72Y 9Z°'T  79°2.- 06°0 PpE°T .. 0870 : 90°¢C S wnzog oTIqnd
90°T 82z 101 LL°Z 00°T t1°T STUT TTUe. ~ uosTerT KI0STAPY
16°0. " LL'T . ELT0 gz 8L°0O .Z9°T - CpTT L9t L uot3zeradoo) Aousbersjur
. TL0 s8°T o ou.o_‘,mmﬁﬁ 6970 . om.ﬁ €L°0 8L : sTsAteuy A3Tunumo),
_ : . . . \ o -

v - : . T ! ‘.

as uesy as ‘uesap - . das uesy as uesy .,_ ‘uorzoung .
09=N N €T=N - . 6z=N . g8l=N T : - e

Te30L Mog - © 93RI9POW - - . ubtH | , . o
A ! __._ »
. . SOTITATIOV B0TAISS . S ) o . :
A3 Tununuo) uT JUSWRATOAUT FO @3xbag ayj ,
Aq sbutiey souejxodul uesSK UOTIOUNJ moﬂ>nmm.>pﬂanEoo o .
' 8z a1qeL
. , . - 2 \
o - .



112

~ : . L
' Conference Planning by organizations highly involved in community

. S . - . ‘ . A\
service activities #n the community indicated that these o+ nizations

' were undeCided as to the importance of this college service in i
/
) - R

aSSisting them in achieving their goals-and objectives.
. - M '

<

- Method of Leader Selection

Two items gathered information relative to the method used to

i

select the organization leader and the tenure of the leader. Table

- ©

29 reports the community service function’mean importance ratings when

these‘were grouped according to the method used in seléecting the

zteader. © A review of the mean ratings ‘for ‘the eight functions revealed

- that, regardless of the method of selection, all functions tended to

be perceived '‘as important. Interagency Cooperation was viewed as
being,the;most important (mean=1".81; SD=0.92).

. ngpz -
For those organizations haVing appOinted leaders the AdVisory

'

Liaison fiunction (mean—2 56 SD l 33), the Public Forum function

(mean 2 56; SD=1. 13) and Conference Planning function (mean—2 67;

' SD 1. 00) fell within’ tge undeCided mean range . value. This suggested

that these functions were not perceived as important in meeting
- organizational needs when the data were analyzed on the basis of the o

method of leader selection.

(g

a

Tenure of Leader

‘“Inspection of the mean ratings for all community serVice

\
»

functions showed that” regardless of leader tenure, all functions tended

7
' to be Viewed as'importgpt (Table 30) Interagency Cooperation, with‘

‘a mean of- 1.80 and stahdard deViation‘of 0.90, was perceived -as most

' important-
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The mean fétings‘of 2.53.(sD=1.12) for the Advisory Liaison - ‘. ';;i
function and 2.53 (SD=1.31) for the Conference Planning function by ' -1*”5Vi

those organizations having short leader tenure *(zero to oﬁe,yeaf)“

placed these functions in the undecided range.. These were the only”

g

i * W

exceptions to the general finding. ‘ . . : BT

. . } . . . . o I

Analysis of Variance ' ' LS

The above:description suggéSted that, although the general

finding that éll community:éeryicévfgnctio;;\ﬁe{? perceived as important
co;lege activities for méetiné organizétional.needs for service, in
some iﬁéﬁanées the ofganizational,‘hember‘or leéder characteristics i
caused thé‘mean-importénce raﬁings to fall in the undgeided range
?f'resﬁonse. Tf a’chlege,éommunity service program is to effecfively
serve communitybérgaﬁizatioh neéds, it can be sugéested that knowledge
of otgahizatibg opinipn relative éo pos;ibie community-service
éé@ivities should be considéréd when plépﬁing gbe qéllége;cpmmunity
.service program. Thisvwduld be.éépecially importanﬁ when decisions
regardihé.éo;legé acfivi£ies.directed>at a particulgi typé Qf \
: o%ganization.are made. . S |

In Qrder té'mofe precisely iaéntify t?e éffect,gfouping by tﬁe/
ll(charac£éri§tics héd_ph the pefCeivedjimportance of the eighticomz
munitf setvide'fﬁngtiohs ihxmeeﬁing organizétibn'needs fér’servicgl
and t9 fést'HYpéihésis Sé&en,_the means were anaiyzea byﬂa‘bne*way %;:
;naiysié Qf variance. -Table 31 repofts'the findings of this analySis:
only ﬁhQSe differences significaﬂt ét ihe ;loglevél'gffervan F ratio
Sign;fié%nﬁ.aﬁ the .05 ievél are feportgd. . : ' . o

As Table~31 shows, differences in perceived importancé_were



‘Table 31

Function Mean Importance Ratings by the

Scheffe Comparison'of Means: Community Service

N Characteristics of the Organizations, . -
. Their Members or Their Leaders
v Community ) ‘Groups ‘
Service Significantly
s Function Characteristic- Different N Mean F pa
“Community Organization young 12 1.50 4:89 .0370
“. hnalysis. - Age - ~old ‘ 32 2.18 .
& T : " established - 16 1.62 4.89 .0655
- old 32 2.18 .o
Advisory Ofgani%itiqn established 16 1.81 3.17 .0515
Li#ison Age&Y{\5ﬂ' old 32 2.62
‘ ‘.'-'L“I. N ) D
Number of ™ - small 23 2.00 3.15 .0542
o Members arge 18- 2.83
Civiec Action. Average Age‘_  youthful 9 3.22 3.76 .0332
g of Persons adult 18  2.06
TS~ servea youthful 9 3.22 3.76 .0749
' all ages 34 2.29
RN L : N =
_5§ ‘Degree of high' 13 2.11 3.49 .0978
Involvement low = 18 2.92 o
in Community moderate . 29 - 2.06 3.49. .0488
' Services low .~ -~ ° 18 2.92
Staff ‘Average Age youthful 9 - 2.55 3.09 .0978
Consulta- of Persons,- o : , -
. ‘ . all ages 34 1.85 -
. “tion Served- -
Conference Average Age youthful - 9 . 3.44 7.31 .0094
- Planning . of Persons’ "adult - 18 2.27 .
Served youthful 9. 3./44 7.31 .0018
‘ o -all ages 34 2.17 S
Percentage of HighﬂFémale/' _ g :
Female and "Low Male 227 2.00 3.94 ..02%7
Male Members "Low Female/ : '
IR ‘High Male 22 2.81
Degree of . ‘high 18 - 2.66 3.86 .0710
,InvdIVement - moderate - 29 2.00 .
in Community -~ ~ low _ 13 2.69 3.86° .0985
moderate 29" 2.00 o

.Services

é.Scheffe
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statistically significant between young and old orgahizatiens and

~

_established and old organizations for Community Analysis. Established

~—

and old erganizatlons differed significantly id-their perception of
the”importanee of the Advisory Liaison funcfion in ﬁeeting their -
respective-needs. For this same fgncrion, organizatdons with a smallk
and large member/Llp 51gn1f1cantly dlffered4}n thelr opinion¥®  The
age of the persons served by organizations resulted 1n 51gn1f1cant
differences in perceived importance of the Civic Actioq, Staff

Consultation and Conference Planning functions. For Civic Action

) and;CohferenCe Planning, significant differeﬁces were found between,.

. W
those organizations-Serving a'YOuthful and’adult’cl;ed;ele as wellvas B
a‘yogthful'clientele aﬁd“persons of all agesr Statistically significant
.difgeredees'exisfed between organizations serving a yourﬁfulfélientele "
—and persons of all agés for the StaffLCQnsultation functioﬁl ‘r

Significant differences in opinion concerning the importance

of the-Conference-Planﬂing function in meeting organization rieeds

;,3'-

existed for those organizations having a highbproportionféf female
members and a éorresPondingly‘lpw proportion of male members and

'_those organizatiohs having a low proportion of female_members and a

correspondlngly hlgh proportlon of male members.

‘ The degreé&gf organlzatlon involvement in commun"v_serviée
i . |
activities resulted in statistically'sighificant differez'»F‘ih the
' . . '. . () . . . . i ;
perceived importance of both”the Civic Action function arn.: the

Conference Planning function: in meeting organization needs for service.

In the case of the Civic Action function, differences existed between
those organizations involved in community service activities to_a- .

P, . } ¢
G D :
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‘Hiéh;éh& low de;ree and between those'oré&nizations invo ed to a o
e .- o A C : ‘
moderate and low degree. For the Conference Planning function,
. - . . - K ¢ .

<

. ~ . M . " 5) . . e
differences existed between those organizations highly and moderately
i > : . T

involved %%d between Ehdse,orgahizatiohs minimally (icw)'and‘moderaﬁely

involved_ in community sexvice activities.’
These findings indicate that the organizatidn'age, the number -
of members, age of persons served by the organization, the proportion

of female and male membership or‘tgﬁmgggpee of fnvolvement in‘community_
. N o . . :

service activities contributed to. statistically significant differences - .
' ‘ R o . - . )

in opinion conc¢erning™the perceived importance of certain community -'f, -

service functions in meetiﬁ%'orqanization“needs"for service. = The ’

functions affected were Community Analysis} Advisory Liaison, Civic
Action, Staff Uonsultation and Conference Planning. » . ) J
SN g .
An exay!ﬁation.gf the means for the Community Analysis fingtion

"shows -that élthough‘a stétistically significant difference exists,

2% . ~ : \ . '

the means fell w;thiniihé”important range of response (1.00 to 2.49). .
"Therefore, it wouid appear thétvwhere meaﬁs fofﬁthe first group fell

in the.important range.of résponse and where meané for the”second

‘bgréup feil intéiéﬁéfuﬁdecidéa ranée of_respéﬁse (2.50 fd 3?50),‘as'
oé;urréd'in all other'césés reporﬁed in Tabie 31, that the statistical = .
‘differences could be of greater>utility in désiéning the college |

community service program.

[

Test of Hypothesis Seven. Hypothesis Seven predicted that
there WOulaxbéino‘significant differences in the mean importance
; , e - . ,
.ratings of the eight community .service functions. when these“ratingé’f/i
3were.refgrouped‘on the basis of characteristiqs of the'organizatipns,

o
. . . . .
“ N - .

=,
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their members or their leaders - -On the ba51s of the precedlng b
'

i

i analy51s, Hypothe51s Seven was rejected for the Communlty Analysis,

'Advzsbry Llalson, C1v1c Actlon, Staff Consultation and\Conference

Plannlng communlty serv1ce functlons. The characterlstlcs of

'or anlzatlon age,,the number of members, the average age.of personsf"

\s rved, the percentage of feméﬁe and ‘male members ~or -the’ deg&ee of

A . - . \ -
BN -

'1nvolvement in communlty services revealed statlstlcally_significant

g

Discussion )
T*-.—'_'_ “J’ . . . -

L)

All comnunlty service functlons were rated as 1mportant s »

L'act1v1t1es ofta communlty college communlty Serv1ce program de51gned .

o

to a551st local communlty organlzatlons in ach1ev1ng their goals. The

-

chi square one sample test showed that the obserVed frequency of

response for each functlon was 31gn1f1cantly dlfferent from the

'
5w

>

expected equl—probable response. The dlfrerent'mean values for each [
functlon 1nd1tated an. order of 1mportance (See Table 19). Interagency
Cooperatlon (1.81) was con51stently viewed as. most 1mportant
Communlty An81y51s (1. 89) was rated as second/ln 1mportahre, Fac111ty
"Utlllzatlon (1. 90) as thlrd Staff Consultatlon (2 06) asé?burth

Adv1sory Llalson (2.32) as flfth Civic ‘Action (2. 34) as 51xth,

<

Publlc Forum (2.35) as seventh ‘and Conference Planning (2.37) as

i

elghth.

\

. Organlzatlon a551gnment to a partlcular soc1etal group deter-’
A

mined on the ba51s 06 organlzatlonal member or leader characterlstlcs

tended to cause the mean 1mportance ratlngs to fall in the undecided

a

" range- of response for certain community service funct}ons, noteably

2 - o~

¢ " e : W



were undec1ded in thelr 1m@prtance ratlngs for the Staff Consultatlon . T

‘ilnctlon The ‘Public Forum functlon was ascrlbed an undec1ded = ‘ R

serv1ng persons ln the zero to 19 age range, hav1ng more than 200

'activities, hav1ng an app01nted 1eader or hav1ng a short tenure leader.

120
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. Staff Consultation, PubliciForum, Advisory Llalson, Civic Action and

-~ . . LA

‘Conference Planning.' Organlzatlons surveyed serv1ng “Pouthful persons,

5 : W FE , v .
importance ratlng by those organlzatlons surveyed hav1ng atfléast-one R

of the follow1ng characterlstlcs in ex1stence for more ﬁhan 20 years, . -

serv1ng persons’ in. the zZero to 19 age raﬁée, hav1ng more than 200 ??7‘.

members, hav1ng mlddle-aged members, hav1ng a low percentage of female

members and a c£§respond1ng1y high percentage of male members, ascrlblng

to a publlc health or recreatlonal purpose, hav1ng a low degree’of

1nvolvement in communlty service activities; or_having an appointed

leader.

\
An undecided 1mportance ratlng was a551gned to the Adv1sory

L1a1Son functlon by those organlzatlons surveyed hav1ng at least one .

o

of the foliow1ng characterlstlcs. 1n ex1stence for more than 20 years, \\iﬁ

°

members,* ascrlblng to a publﬁc health or recreatlonal organlzatlonal

purpose, hav1ng,a low degree of 1nvolvement 1n communlty serv1ce

»

’
K . . . ?
\ “ B

ticss 1n-exlstence for six to 20 years, serv1ng.persons 1n tﬁz%apro

to 19 age range, haV1ng more than 200 members, hav1ng a low percentage '\'f'

of female members and a. correspondlngly hlgh percentage of male members, P
< ‘ , .

ascrlblng to a recreatlonal purpose, or hav1ng a low degree of 1nvolve~
- . < . -—‘

ent in Communlty ser¥%ce act1v1tles.

g




v

! Conference ﬁfanning was similarly'perceived‘by organizations. .

sdrveyed hav1ng at least one of the follow1ng character1§t1cs ‘in -

\

> o 1

ex1stence for up to 20 vears, serv1ng personS'in’theﬂzero'to 19.age

range, hnving more~than 200 members, having’membgrs in«the zero tot
. " - ‘ | ! l ; ' ¢ " ' .

39 age range, having .a: low percentage -of female members and a.'corres-.

-
i

pondingly hign percentage.cf;male members7 having a recreaticnal
organizational purpose, naVing high and low involvenent in~coﬁmunity
‘ serbicelactivities, having an appointed leader, or having a short
.tenure lcader: | |
'?he'analysis of variance proceanres eonfirmed theKStatistical

‘significance of certain of these;variatibns” Statlstlcally ngnlflcant

."

dlfferences for Communlty Analy51s, Adv1sory Llalson, ClVlC Actlon, ' ,f

- . #

Staff Consultation'and Conference Planning were found. 7

Summary S

. ) . . S . . A-;r,:‘? b ,";
Differences in the ratings ofjc5mmunity;SErvice,function

-importance as,perceivedpby oréanization leaders on Part_Ifcf the CLOS

.

"have been reported in;this section. %he 1mportance ratlngs were .

‘analyzed by ll varlables Wthh sollc1ted 1nformatlon pertalnlng to
characteristics of the.Qrganizationsfsurveyeq; their members-and. their

P

1eadersi . , ‘ : Co .

The ;otal mean. 1mportance ratlngs for each functlon for each.

varlable all fell w1th1n the: 1mportance range of 1. JO to 2. 49 The :

-

. chi square one sample test verlfled tbat the observed frequency of

re%ponse for each functlon was 51gn1f1cantly dlfferent from the

- ’ ’ ' ) e

expected equ1—probabie response thus rejecting Hypothesis-Threer

- 2 . .~ . . E . -
< . - - . N . . . : L

- The results of the ofte-way analysis of variance led to the
. Y . - . 3 . A . -

. P
. ' . . . il
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rejection of Hypothe51s Seven for the Communlty Analy lS, Advisory
Llalson,>C1v1c Actlon, Staff Consultation and Conference Plannlng
functlons. Statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in the perceived
.importance of the(five functions_in meeting organization needs for
serv1ce mere found to enlst when the responses were grouped on the
basis of: organlzatlon age, the number of members, age of persons

' served by the_organization, the proportion of female_and male member-

ship or the degree of involvement in community service activities.

4 -+

)

“» " LOCAL COMMUNITY ORGANIZATION RANKINGS OF o
COMMUNITY SERVICE FUNCTION PRIORITY:mees

s . o

: ;/ﬂ” Thexprev1ous two sectlons have prov1ded 1nformat1on galned
from local -community organlzatlon‘ratlngs of" selected dlmenslons of
| "the communlty college role and of the 1mportance of elght community
serv1ce functlons rn a551st1ng organlzatlons to achleve thelr.goals‘
and objectlves. .In order to ascertaln the relatlve prlorlty of :
,1mportance of these eight c;mmunlty serv1ce“functlons organlzatlon'»
é leaders were ashed to rank the elght.communlty serv1ce functlons on}

the basis of thelr organlzat;on s need for communlty college serv1ces

de51gned to a551st 1n ach1ev1ng their goals

It was suggested that leaders use a two- step ranklng procedureJ

<

to.- dec1de the prlorltles. At the completlon of Step I, leaders had

determlned for thelr organlzatlon, the two hlghest prlorlty functlons,
o
the four moderate prlorlty functlons and the two. 1owest prlorlty
s

functlons.. ‘Step ir 1nvolved respondents in dec1d1ng the relatlve’

'

prlorlty 'of the functlons w1th1n t hlgh moderate and low prlorltyrv

categories. Scores of one to elght were as51gned accordlng ‘to rank'

) ’ N o . . k3
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Details of the procedures us A to analyzé these data were outlined

in Chapter 3. .

Community 9erv1ce Functlon Priority , .
Rankings for the Total Population ' ‘

Table 32 presents the means and standard deviatiqns of the
-]
leader prlorlty ranklngs of the elght communlty serv1ce functions.
Community Analy51s and Interagency Cooperatlon rece1Ved the lowest

. 5
mean scores and were percelved‘as the hlgh pr ority functlons Publlc
o

Forum and C1v1c Actlon were percelved as. the low prlorlty functions.

The remaining funotlons, Staff ansultatlon, Facility Utlllzatlon,

Advisory ~,1alson and Conference Plannlng were percerved as- of moderate .
priority 1ndmeet1ng organizeti dal needs for service.
’ A codparlson of the prlorlty ranklngs with the order of the
.commuhlty serv1ce functhns derived from thevmean ratings of 1mportance

-

(Table 33) showed sllght varlatlon in the order of - 1mportance. A

comparlson of the two . rank orders revealed that they were correlated

to the.4Ol level of 51gn1f1cance ; ThlsLanalysls showed that whlle:'

order of 1mportance as determrned’by an actual ranklng procedure
‘dlffers from the order of 1mportance inferred from mean ratlngs of -

1mportanoe, the difference is not appreciable nor statistically

significant.

e |
/ ' L :

High prlbrlty functlons received a rank of 1 and 2; moderate

priority functions received a rank of 3, 4, 5 and 6; low priority

functlons received a rank of 7 and 8

123



Table 32

T Means ‘and Standard Deviations of Community
: Service Function Priority Rankings

] for the Total Population

4

- BN

o

_{

Communi ty éZ}J;:e Function Mean ’SD' Rank
Community‘AhélysiS" 3.29 '72416 1
Interagency Céoperation 3.77 2.21 . 2

A@visofy LiaisQn 4.67 2.06 .5
* Public Forum 5.08 2.27 7 |
Civic Actigp. 5.22 2.27 8
Stafﬁ Cpnsultation 4.03 2.23u" 3
AConferehcqﬂPlanning 5.03 - 2.27 ‘ 6
Facility Utilization 4.24 L R.42- 4
) Table 33 i

A Comparison of the Ratings and Raﬁiingé

of Community Service Functions

4

Order Determined by Mean .

Ratings of Importance:

8

. Order Determined by Mean
Rankings of Priority

Least

r.
5

Most

'\w
B N——

Community Analysis

Fa&}iity Utilization

»CStéff,Consultation
 Advisory Liaison
Civic Action
Public Forum
= ,882 .

Cbnfereqce Planning

Inter_agenc}y Coopera tion '

\ .u-.

‘Highest “Cdmmunity Analysis

Ly
4.

intéragehcy Cooperation

‘Staff Consultation

Facility Utilization
Adyiéory:Liaisonf7

Conference Planning

 Civic Action

Public'Forum‘~'

a;Significant to the :01\1eVel.

s /_A. N

RN

s
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Test of Hypothesis Four. Hypothe51s Fou&_ f/‘ cted that there

would be no differences between the observed and the equi-probable

distribution of priority rankings for each of the eight community

service functions. On'the.baéis of the chi square values (Table 34)
£hi$ Hypothesis was rejectgd. vThe differences betwéeh the observed .
and the expeétea frequenciés‘were ﬁoﬁiméfely chance variations ;ﬁ
frequenéies:
T;; question of whether certai;'cﬁa;acﬁefisﬁics of‘théhiﬁ
organizations,'thgir members,oritheir leaders would affect gﬂé égfcei;éd
relative iﬁpq;tance'of thefcommunify;service functions led to an - -
examiﬁation of the data grogged'on-the basis of the 11 orgagizationél}

" member and leader characteristics.

‘Table 34

Chi Square Values for the Priofitf Rankings-
—of the Eight Community Service Functions

[

Community SerQicé-Functiog . : 'Chi Squa;ea

Community Ahalysis o - A 23,355

jInteragency Cooperation’ CTe ’ }24.419 )
, Advisory Llalson : f_ "‘_ 52.290

Public Forum - . | _ 20.742 . '

Civic Action , | ) 18.032

‘staff Consultation - - R ,.' 27.129

Conference Planning - . 24.806. )

Facility Utilization ~ ° 22.194

.

afsignificant'at the'.dol level.
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b

Organization Age

When - the data were analyzed by organlzatlon age (Table 35)°

the length of time the organizations had ex1sted appeared to affect

B}

the priority assigned to any»partipular function. Community Analy51s
L . : : - .
received a high priority ranking from all organizations regardless of .

" the length of time they hadw%@en_established; gdd organizations, (more
. . L ' ks )
than 20 years) considered Ihteragenoy,Cooperation as of moderate
. o ) ’ B A ":/ . ’ ) ) ’ —
priority whereas established organizations (six to 20-years) ranked

‘the same function as high priority. The Public Forum:function received
. a moderate prlorlty ranklng from young organlzatlons (zerd to five

years) but was ranked low by established-and old organlzatlons. 0ld

v

o
organlzatlons ranked ClVlC Actlon low whereas all other organlzatlons

surveyed ascribed moderate~pri0rity to thlS ﬁunctlon. Staff Consulta—
'tlon recelved a hlgh prlorlty ranklng ﬁrom -young organlzatlons whereas

: all other'organize ir-s ranked this function as moderate prlorlty

Conference Plannlnr i8S ranked low by young and established organlzatlons..

The: ranklngs given to Facrllty Utlllzatlon 1nd1cated an apprec1able

difference of opinion between the’ organlzatlons surveyed grouped on

’ £

the basis of the length of time they had been established in VlCtOrla.

P

Young’ organlzatlons ranked Fac111ty Utlllzatlon as of low prlorlty,

establlshed organlzatlons ranked it as moderate, and, old organlzatlonS‘;

ranked it as'high; The overall ranklng of 4 indicated that regardless

- . v
of the length of time the organization had‘been,establlshed the oplnlon

was that Fac111ty Utlllzatlon should receive moderate prlorlty in a

communlty college community service program des1gned to assist

- : s
organizations-in achieving their goals.
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Average Age of Persons Served
by the-Organization

Table 36 revealed that differences in the pefceived‘priority
of the -community service functions existed for organizations when

these wé;e grouped on thé_basis of the évérage age of persons served.

e

Group I organizations, ‘serving persons in the zero to 19 age range,
. >y _ :

ranked Community Analysis as moderate priority, whereas Group IIX

organizations,  serving persons in the' 20 to 49 age range and Group

. IIT organizations, serving persons of all ‘ages, ranked this function
as high priority. Interagency Cooperation was ranked as high"priority
by Group I organizations but as moderate priority by Group II. '

Advisory Liaison received a moderate priority ranking from Groqp I
and IIIﬂorgénizatiOns. Group I and éroup III organizations ranked

Public Forum’as low priorit’ whereas Group II organizations ascribed
moderate priority to'this function. Staff Consultatidn pecéivedua
moderate priority ranking from all organizations. Conference Planning

'tecéived a moderate priority ranking from Group I and II orgahizations
compared with the low priority ranking ascribed by Group III‘organiza—

~ -~

tions. Whereas Facility Utilization was perceived ‘to be of high

priority for Group I and II organizations, Group III organizations

assignéd moderate priority to this function. .

. Number of Organization Members.

_ An,exahination of Tablé 37'indica£éd‘that différenpésfin_the
éfiority rankings Qf-cgmmunity sérvicé fUnctiqns designéd‘to.assis£ r
organizgfions in aéhieviﬁg their’éoaléiand bbjectivéé,existed_for'

b

6rganizatioﬁ$ when they were grouped on the ‘basis of size' of membership.
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o

Those organizatioﬁs having zero to 50 members (Group I) and those

having 51 to éOO members (Group II) aftribuﬁed the same ﬁigh priority

rank to Community Analysis and Interagency Cooperatibn.,‘These two
func£ions were perc:ived as moderqte priori#y by .Group IIIX organizationé. ;
‘Advi;;ry Liaison rececived a moderéte pfiority rankiné-frOm all organiza—i;‘
. tions. Public Férum was ranked as modgrate.priority by: Group I'organi—
.zations wheréas Group II and Grqué.iil organizations, both haYing more
memﬁé?s, ranked this_function as iovariority. Civic Ac%ionhwés ranked

as low priority by those orgahizatigﬁs having the lafgest membershipq
“but as ﬁbderaté priority by all other organizatiops; Staff_CopsultatiQn
was perce}ﬁed as méderate priority by Groups I and II organizations.

) . . . : . : . ..
Conference Planning received a low priority ranking from Group I .
‘and Group II oréanizations;‘organizatioﬁs with a 1afge'pembership"

(ovef 200) ascribed moderate priqrity to this function;

Average Age of Organigzation
" Members

2 ' T & .
A review of Table 38 which reports the relationship among: the

mean ranks of the eight community service furctions revealed that when

thé’data‘were grouped on the basis of the.évefage'age'of members,
»Coﬁmunity Analeis and Interagenéy Codperatioﬁ were raﬁked as high
priérity %ﬁnqtions. Advisory_Liaison, Staff Consultation and Faciliﬁy
Utilization were peréeived as.being of moderate priqriﬁy; Spméadif—i

fétenCes in the priority ascribed to Public Forum, Civip_AcEion and

<

Conference Planning between the three groups of organizations were

observed. Public Forum rerived.mbderate pfiority rdnking from organi-

zations having members in the zero to 39 age ‘range; whereas” organizations

'
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" ceived as moderate priority by organizations whose membership included

s

o ‘ | | . . . -
having members in the 40 to 69 age range and those with members‘of all

ages pefceiveg this function as low priority. ‘Civic Action was per-
. . N \ ';'.

¢

133

all ages, but received. low priority ranking from all other organizatigns. .

. Organizatidns with members in the 40 to 69 age range ascribed moderate

z 0 v

priQrity:td the .Conferenceé Plannin§ function. :This'function was- ranked
. e | ) ‘ : _ ; .
as low priority by all other organizations. R -

e
vy

' Average Annual’ Income of ° , L

Organigation Members - o - 2

An examination of Table 39 revedled—that regardless of the

”

average'annual income of members,}Advisdry'Liaison and»Faci'lity‘v~

.

Utilization received a moderate prlorlty rank and Publlc Forum a

—— )

.-‘N‘ o

low prlorlty : :nk. For organlzationsmuﬁpse members average annual PSSR

S""\ N S

——— IR

income fell 1nto the zero to $9 999.00 range, Communlty Analy51s

.and Staff Consultation received the.highest priority and Canerence ;

- - Tttt

" Planning and Public ForumvreceiVQQ the lowest priority. vCivic_Action

received a low priority ranking from organizations having more

eaffluent mEmbers, whereas a moderate priority ranking was ascribed

to this function by organizations whose members~were.le5§_affluent.

< . . - i

Percentage, of Female and Male

Organization Members

~ Table 40, which re orts the mean rankings of the eight

community service functions when these rankings were grouped on the

bas;s'of thé‘percentage'of female and male organization members,

~

revealed that organlzatlons w1th a low (zero to 40) - percentage of

.

female members.and a correspondlngly high (60 to 100) percentage of .

'
-

I
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Juale members ascribed to all functions, except Public Forum and Con-
ference Planning, a’éimilar priority as did those‘organizations with
a high (6Q,to 100)_percentage of female members and a corresgpndingly

jlow (zero to 40) percentage of male members. Public Forum and Conference

<

‘Planning were ranked as moderate priority and low priority respectively

by low percentage female-high percentage male organizations. 'These

. . -
same- functlons recelved low and moderate prlorlty ranklngs respectlvely

from hlgh percentage female low percentage male organlzatlons
Those Organizat3ons with approximately the same percentage
(41 “to 59) of female and male members ascrlbed low priority“to Fac111ty

Utlllzatlon and moderate prlorlty to Civic Action whereas other
‘ oréanizat;ens having-either a preponderance of women or men ranked
) : : : ; :
Facility Utilization és*mdderate,priority and Civic¢ Action as low-

priority. e - . S ~

Organizational Pufpose I
. An examination of Table' 41 revealed that Community.Analysis
recei%ed-a-high priorfty ranking from social welfare, recreational and

public heaith orgeﬁizations but moderate priority from cultural
) . T e L = o |
organizations. Public health organizations ranked Interagency Coopera-
“ . - - . » “ .

“tien as moderate_wﬁereas ali_other'orgaﬁi;ationé berceived tﬁié
function to be a high pridrity-ectiyity of the community college

community service program. Advisory Liaison was generally perceived

v

: as'moderate priority by all but cultural organizations. Civie Action

received a low priority ranking from public health and social welfare
\forganizatioﬁs.'_Cultural organizations ranked Staff Consultation as
*.high priority; all other organizations ranked this function as moderate

136
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priority. Conference Planning was ranked as low priorityvby social
welfare organizations: but as moderate.priority by all otherslz
1 Facility Utilization function, ranked asjmoderate
priority by cultural, recreational and social welfare org&hizations,
: ' , I : e o '
received high priority rankins from rubliczhealth organizations.
) ‘ . . - . .
Degree of Ifivolvement -in C ity o . o tj ~
Service Activitiesv o . e

ar

When organizations surveyed were grouped on the baSlS of their

involvement in community serVice actiVities (Table 42) Community v

v
,

AnalySis was universally ranked as high priority Similarly,'Advisory

Liaison received a moderate priority ranking and CiVic ‘Action- received

- ¢!

a low priority ranking from all organizations regardless of their

a2

involvement in community service activities.

Interagency Cooperation received high priority ranking'from

organizations moderately involved in community service actiVities

v

but only a moderate priority ranking from all other organizations.

'Those organizations involved in community service actiVities to a

moderate or low extent’ agreed in their low priority ranking for the
Public Forum function. This function»revealed a moderate priority
'ranking from highly involved organizations Staff Consultation, -

perceived as a high priority function from those organizations hi;hly7
‘ . —_ Dy , 5
involved in community serVice actiVities, received a. moderate priority

-

: ranking from other organizations These same'orqahizations ranked '

'ConferencevPlanning as lOW»priority,' All ofher organizations perceived
) Y N : . .

this function as a moderate priority. Facility Utilization was .

perceived as a high priority function by organizations involved in

138
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community service -activities minimally but as a moderate priority

function by all other organizationsl

Method of Leader Selection

. ° N
Several dlfferences in the prlorltyuraﬁflngs of the eight

;.’ -

communlty service functlons were ‘revealed when organlzatlons were

grouped on_the ba51s of the method of leader selection @ﬁ@ble 43).

Community Analy51s was ranked as hlgh priority by organlzatlons with
. A‘ , ' ’
‘ app01nted or employed leaders whereas those organizations w1th nlected

1eaders ranked this functlon as moderate prlorltyl Organizations
haV1ng elected or employed leaders ranked‘Interagency Cooperatlon_

as _high prlorlty, all other organlzatlons percelved thls functlon as
moderate prlorlty AdVLSory Liaison was ranked as -low priorlty by
ordanizations;with employed leaders. All other organiaations'

ranked this function as being moderate priority. The Public.Forum '
fnnction~received low priority ranking from organizations haying'
appointed or»employedﬁleaders but as moderate'prioriQX from those

organizations with electedileaders. Those organlzatlons having .

elected or app01nted leaders ascrlbed Jlow . prlorlty to ClVlC Action -

i3 J L

whereas organlzatlons lead by employed persons peré&»ved thlS functfon

v

\

as moderate prlority.. All organlzatlons ‘ranked Staff Consultatlon

.?S moderatezﬁrlority‘and,‘with the exCeption of organizations having

elected leaders; perceived Conferenée Planning‘as~moderate*priority

Fac111ty Utlllzatlon mas ranked as hlgn prlor?ty~by those organlzatlons
B . N

w1th elected and app01nted leaders but ‘as moderate priority for those

organrzatlons‘hav1ng employed leaders.
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e

Tenure of Leader -

‘ Table 44 reveals that organizations with‘short*tenured leaders

ranked the Conference Planning . function as moderate priority whereas
the organizations having long tenured leaders ranked the function as

low priority. For all other functions, regardies§!of the tenure of

o
n

.-the leader, organizétions concurred. on the priority rankings.‘
. <

-
0

Analysis of Variance

The data from Part III of the CLOS Weré analyzed to,determine,
if, for the entire population) any.statistically significant differences L

:existed_in the hieraréhidal_order among-the eight community service

functibns (Table 32). This analysis showed that statistically
 significant differences existed between the Communitg Analysis function

and the Civic Action function, thévCommunity Analysis function and ) iggg'
the Public Forum function, the@Community Anaiysis_fﬁnction and the
Conference Planning function and the Interagency Cooperation function

and the Civic Action function. Table 45'summar12es.thesé findings.

fTest>of,Hypothesis Five.. Hypothesis Five predicted that

there would be no gignificant difference in the overall mean priority“

1~:e dight community sefviCé‘fﬁnctionSn"On the
: . ji, ST : , L »
- basis of the analgﬁi_§§§ported above, Hypothesis Five was igjected.

ifferences reported were not attributable to chance. ' It would

7, .
: 0 .

é@@#lthat when all organization féspdnées are cqnsideréd together;ﬂ

the percéiygd' lativé importance of éertéin funCtionsIdifféfs

.,significanti??{%oﬁ'fhé'pérceivedlrelétive‘im?ortance of §thers and
that such différeﬁces,may bee0me reflected ip decisions regafding

college communityv service activities. ' : o
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Ao Table 45 b

Scheffc Multiple Zomparison of Means: TN
Differcnces in Community Service °
Function Priority Rankings for
‘the Total Population

N=62 o o 71/» PSS
%JA . S ' - a
% : Function . - N - Mean F P
. _ ‘ ) L L I
Community Aralysis. b 62 ' 3.29 | 5.89 .0023
Civic Action . ' 62 5.22 iy, .
Community Analysis .62 3.29° 5.89 .0078
" Public Forum .62 5.08 ' )
Community Analysis. 62 3.29 - 5.89 .0114
Conference Planning 62  5.03
. ‘ , _
%4 " ‘j }l ﬂ; :
»Interagency Cooperation 62 “3.77 5.89 .080¥%

Civic Action ' T62 ' 5,22 ‘ '

a Seheffe . ‘ . o - ‘“ K

In order to more prec1sely 1dentlfy what statlstlcally 51gn1f1—

‘ "
/cant effects, 1f any, the 11 characterlstlcs of the organlzatlons,

<

thelr members or their leaders. had on the percelved prlorlty of the
- eight communlty service. functlons and to test Hypothe51s Eight,
the means were analyzed by a one—way analysis of variance.

- Table 46 reports the findings of this analysis: only those

differences significant at the .10 level after an F»ratio'significant

L]

at the‘.OS level are reportedrﬂ



(o

Scheffe Comparison of Means: Community
' Service Function Priority Rankings *

"Table 46

by, the Characteristics of the
Organizations, Their Members
or Their Leaders

s

short t are

orgar
sic
exi
sic

ti

A3 fer

A

2SS W

-nt .1fferences bet.ecn

at 4dif

. ser-ting p

leaders and those

er groupzd on the .

ferenCGS:in.th

Json of -

Commut ity - Groups
‘Servite > . Significantly . @
Function Characteristic - Different N Mean F pa
Community Tenure of short 19  4.00 4.39 .0415
Analysis Leader ] long 31 2.74
Public Forum ~ Organizational : cultural . 11 6.36 2.77 .0998
. .. Purpose social welfare 27 4.40
Civic Action Average Age of youthful ‘9 7.00 3.77- .0267
Persons Served all ages 34 4.70
* Tenure .of © short 190 6.21 5.41 .0243
Leader - long 31 4.64 - ’
‘Facility . Number. of, small 23 5.21 6.14 .0045 -
Utilization Members large 18 2.73
) medium 16 4.50 6.14 .0875
large ———— 18 2.72
. Tenure of short 19 2.68 8.33 .0058
 Leader long 31, 4.51
a Schfffe
: /
Signi” ~s in the mean priority ascribed to the.
: Community " alysis flaction ~d between those organizations having

.~ 'ng long tenured leaders. When

sis of organizational purpose, .-

the Puh’ic Fo' um fu - -on. " For the Civic Action function,

an priority existed between organiza-

-hful Age and organizations serving

u” tural and social welfare organizations
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- : : BE AR

. persons of all ages .as well as between organizations having short

and long tenured leaders. Significant differences in+<the mean priority

ascribed to ‘acility Utilization function existed between organiza-
1~ N - - ) .

tions having- a small and large membership,.a medium and large memoer— A

o,

ship and short,and“ipng temured’leaders. These findings suggest that
B

u ' ('

certaln organlzatrons percelved the relatlve 1mportance of four
communlty service funct. esigned to assist organizations” in achieving

Ctheir goals in signific. ifferent ways. _
2 R , L
Test of Hypothesis Eight. Hypothesis'Eigﬁt;predicted that 3

there would be no significant difference in-the mean.priority rankings

when these ranklngs were re- grouped on the ba51s of the characterlstlcs
\/J N

of the organlzatlons, their members or their leaders. On the basis

of the above analysis, Hypothesis Eight was rejected'for'the Community

"Analysis, Public Forum, ‘Civic Action and Facrllty Utlllzatlon functlons

The characteristics of- leader tenure,_organlzatlonal purpose, average
age of members served Jor the number of members resulted in statlstlcally
significant dlfferences. R , d R

Discussion .. ‘ R &

. , A :
Organlzatlons collectlvely ranked Communlty KnaIYSls as flrst

priority act1v1ty in a communlty college communlty service prpgram _fﬁfd
de81gned to a551st local communlty organlzatlons in ach1ev1ng thelr

".s‘.

goals, Interagency Cooperation aslsecohd, Staff Consultation“as third, .

-Facility Utilization.as'fourth, Kd%isory Liaison as fffth, Conference

Planning as sixth, Civic Action’ as seventh, and Public Forum as
' e '

“lr'

eighth.
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"

‘Thi chi square one sample test verified that the observed gj

frequency for each function was sigqificantly different from the

exbeeted equi—ppobabléiresponse thus rejecting Hypothesis Four.

;o ) Statietieally significant differenqu'existed in the overall
' mean priority fankings for Community Analysis and Conference Planning,

»

NCQmmunity_Analysie and Civic Action, Community Analysis and Public {}

‘Forum, and Interagency Cooperation and Pgblic,Foruml Hypothesis Five

predicted that there would be no significant differences in the overall  .°
: : ’ o _

/meanipriority rankihgs'ascribed to- the eight community service-functions,
On the basis of the:abote findings, thiéfhypothesis was rejected. The

N -difference;\ﬁn priorities ascribed o Cemmunity Analysis and Conference-.

.

Planning,'Civic Action and Public Forum were not due to chance.

Similarly, the differences in priority asé;ibed by orgahizations to
Interagency Cpoperation and'PublieﬁFerum were not due to ehahqe.'

[

Severaird;fferences in priority rankings within societal

groups as determined by the characteristics of ‘the’ordanizations,

their members or their leaders were obeerved.'
Hypothesis Eight predicted that there would'be no significant

dlfferences 1n ‘the mean prlorlty ranklngs ascrlbed to. the eight
"%&5

4 J
communlty serv1ce functlons when' rankings we§e rﬁ—grouped on the basis

i

i

of characterlstlcs of the organlzatlons,,mheir members or thelr leaders.

l 5%

On the ba51s of the analy31snof varlance, thlsfhypothe51s was”fejegted;

P

S - Y

The dlfferences//g/priggity ranklngs ‘were, mot due to chance when

— _F

organizational responses were groupeq on the bas;s pf average»age of

'”persons,served, the numbe: of organizatiOn'members, organizetiqhal

purpose and tenufebof'the:leader.;"Dif%Ering eharaCteristics of the




',L.;

considered in developing a colié@eiéommunity serice program designed

organization, its members br its leader affected the perceived priority
of community service functions. such characteristics should be

“ : ’- 7

to assist local community Srganizations in achieving their goals .and
Ly ) t ] ) ) .

. pe
objectives.- ¢ . 0o , a, ' _ 3
‘ : P o
o . 4 ‘ " L -
" Summary . : S ook

P

- This section of~the‘chapterfdevoted to.the findings of this

s
s

study, has described the differences in the radﬁihés of communify
service function priority for all organizations surveyed and for.thése

o

'same organizations when their responses were grouped on the basis

of 11 factors which reflected charabterggtips of the orgahization)(
£ ract _ : chart ) . : v _

its members and its leader. =+ . " SR - v =
= g N . o an . » . . ) ot .
*The findingé suggésted that the‘hierétchica} order of. the .
. R : - : § " NP T
eight functiphS.as determined by meén ratings éhd_ﬁéan5téhkings . ’

correlated higkly. «The observed frequency of rankings dlfféreg;'// .
significantly from an hypothesized equi—prbbable distribution. s C

o v

'Siéﬁificént differences in the overall mean'griority rénkihgs Qf L .

a7

the'e%ght functions were reported. Significant differehcei'were”

.

reported in,theupegCeptions of-Certaincorganizatfonét‘grouped4on the,..

basis of four organization, member and leader characteristics, whemn _ :
the relative importance of four functions in assisting these organiza-
; . v . . . . N N
' ]

tiohs in achieving their goals was. considered!’

&
.. B . PN



~ SUMMARY

* This chapter reported the findings of this study. Data were
gathered from two instruments.= The CSFS provided local community
organization member perceptions of the priority that should be-ascribed
to eight community service functions Which could become part'of.a
. o . _ .

‘ communlty college communlty serv1ce'program de51gned to . assist
organlzatlons in- achlevrng their goals and objectlves  The CLOS

a

provlded information relative to local’community organization leader'

perceptlons of the degree to mhlch_leaders agreed on the six suggested
role’ dlmen51ons, the 1mportance to their organlaatlon 2>f these eight -
functlons as well as on the prlorlty ranklng of the elght communlty

.

serv1ce functlons

CSFS Findings S : .

The.data gathezed from the CSFS yere‘analyzed to generate a

coefficient‘of concordance to ascertain whether‘the‘members of»the
»three part1c1pat1ng organlzatlons from ‘whom responses were obtalned‘
{N= 38), ranked the elght communlty service functlons in a manner such.
that their response could be con51dered as a group response. _In the
case of each organization, the-analysrs revealed that concOrdahce‘
enistEd.in the Way members_responded.i Hypothe51s One was re]ected

‘51nce there .was agreement in. the members responses relative to ‘

'Vcommunrty'serVice function priorities for each local community
\ R - o <

@ Raeg

organizationwsurveyed. Members of each organlzatlon ranked the elght

K

5

functlons in a way’ such that the members could be consrdered a group

- - : S

These analyses were repeated»excludlng eacH organization leader's’

7

%

149 .




‘assumption that the opinions of tne leaders,' responding . as spokesmen

-dimension, which suggested Ehat more college resources-should be

¢ . 150

response and the finding, noted above, still applied.c Correlation
analysis reVealgd a very high correlation between. each organization's
sets of ranks. o . e R

A comparison of the fEaders' rankings of\the eight functions

with the mean rankings of the organization members suppbrted the.

for their organizations, were representative of an organization response.

'

CLOS Agreement Ratings Findings.
S : ; 5
The information provided by Part II of the CLOS showed that the
grénd mean agreement rating féi all but one of the six suggested role

/
J

dimensions fell within the.r#nge of agreement (1.00 to 2.49) estaﬁlished

“ for this stu%g. The‘ﬁwe exceptions were the College Commitment

i
ke . . / v

/

BN}

‘allocated to community servlces, and the Comprehen51ve Role dimension

~which suggested that an ap#roprlate role of the community college was

in plannlng'a broadly based, cOmprehensive prog;am of;community
. P ‘ o : — : : . o
services_ for the community. : - , ' M . : -

The 'chi square o e sample test verified that the observed
. R o . . _ ' . -
frequencies of responses/were significantly different'from the

hypothesiied equi-probable responses for all dimensions except the j
Comprehensive Role dimension. On this basis, it WaS?QQSQibi¢”tO /
) g L T : U A
rejects Hypothesis Three. The differences*between'the‘obseived and

"

@xpected'frequency of respenses fer thevComprehensive.RoleldimenSiong

could be dué&: to chance varlatlons in frequency .
T
<. l N

o %he collectlve organlzatlon response to ‘the 51x role dlmens1ons

©
- ‘

indicated that,college involvement in commUnity serviee activities}
: PR L . &y 0 : - o '

n



~

S A ‘ : /
was a legitimate college activity, should be expanded in-scope and
would receive local communit§ organization cooperation. Organizations

s i - v .
R i N M

surveyed‘clearly indicated their preferences, for a college community

serv&@e role thaﬁ encourages local communlty organlzatlons to undertake

U‘ ‘

[ 11,
‘new communlty service act1v1t1es.

Al

& ;‘””These findings generally applied to mean agreement ratings
. EA :

'when these were re—grbuped on the basis of the 11 characteristics of

exceptions to the general findings were'observed. Those factors

the organizations, their members or ‘their leaders. Within any

particular societal group, formed on.the basis df the 11 factors, \‘

¥

having the effect of lowering the mean agreement ratings to ‘the

undecided range of agreement were: old organizations (more'éhan 20

Year . a large (200 or more)- membershlp, a youthful (zero to. l9
. . Q v . . . .
age range) cllentele, a youthful (zero to 39 agekrang ) membershlp,

a high aVerage annual member income, a»reCr§ationa1 organizational

& -

purpose, an.elected or employg@vleader, and -a shorf (zeyo to one year)
tenured leader. All dimensions of the community service role examined
in this study were affected by at least one of the characteristiosj/7'

4
-

listed.

The results of an analysis of variance'showed that signifiCanE

differences in tne mean‘agreement ratingsfexisted’when responses

/
were. grouped on Fhe basis of organlzatlon age,. number of‘members

and average annu#l member 1ncome. " Hypothesis Six was therefore rejected

butgonly in‘rel'tion to the Organization Commitment* College'Commitment

and Catalyst Ro e}dimensions.
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CLOS Importance Ratings Findings

L. : D

The informatlon gained from Part I of the CLOS revealed that

theAgrand mean importance ratings for. each “community serVice,function
fell within the:range of importance (1.00 to 2;492 established~%bﬁ%the
) . - ! . & 55,

-~ : - : . - 2 o )
study. This finding applied to.the mean importance ratingéﬁwhen these
: , .

were re—-grouped on the basis of the 11 factors reflecting characteris-
‘tics of. the organizations surveyed, their members or their leaders.
The chi. square one sample test verified that the observed frequencies N

of overall importance ratings were_signifioantly different fromfthe

3

hypothesized equi—probabk%;responses; thus, Hypothesis'Three was

rejected. . o |

)

1 . -

v - Within any particular'societal group, formed on the basis of

<

» . . S i - R . Y
the‘ll variables, exceptions. to the general finding were noted. The

following organizational factors had the effect of lowering the mean
) . ' - - P ‘ . ! o R
importance ratings. of certain community service functions to the point

at which they fell in the undecided range of’response (2.50—3;50):

an éstablished time .(more than 51x years) of organi: a;gon ex1stence

~—
e

s Ta
in Victoria, a large (more than,200) number of members, a youthful

T,
22

szero to 19 age range) clientele, a low percentage (zero>to 40)

ofafemale members and a correspondingly high. (60 to 100) percentage A

ey - s
of maleamgﬁbers, a recreational or public hOWl%g organization purpose,
- a youthful (zero to 39‘age range) membership, an appointed leader apd
'a leader having'short (zero . to one'year) tenure. ;Epe community service. . w

3

fonction importance ratings affected by at least one of these o 'ﬁf
organizatiqnal member or 1eader characterlstics in ded: Staff' :

Y ~

¥ N |
Consultation, Public Forum, Advisory Liaison,.civic A‘t&On and ¢

Conference Planning.. - ' f/\

R
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The results of an analysis of variance indiéated that

significant differences in the mean importance ratings existed when

responses were grouped on’the basis of organization age, the number

* of members, the average ége of ég;sons served by the organization,

the proportion of female and male members or.the degree of involvement i
.in community service activities. Hypothesis :Seven was rejected for

the Community Analysis, Advisory. Liaison, Civic-ActiOﬁ,\Staff

Consﬁltation and Conference Planning functions.
. . N . N ‘{. l

£4

*

&
timdn indicated

The grand mean importance ratings for eaéﬁ %gpcai

an order of importance for the functions. Interagency Cooperation
FEEN . . R .

was‘percei&ed as most important followed by Community'Analysis,

" Facility Utilizaéion} Staff Consultation}vAdvisory Liaison, Civic
Action, Public Forum and Conference Planning. -

¢

CLOS'PfioriEy Ranking Findings : ' ' : LA
. B . N L . . W v

<

'All 62 organization leaders ranked the eight community‘service:
functions-relative to their oxrganizations need for college CQmmunity

services designed to assist them in achieving their'QQélé. " The priority
- ‘ . - . Q T P B .
ascribed by local community organizations reflected’the}r¢pepcep;10n

of the emphasis a college"déveloping.and‘implementifg;;

service activities designed to facilitiate organizational:goal achieve-
o : R ‘ o ¢ -
ment, should place on.the eight functions. Analysis of, the data
. . . o . » ] .

: ’ v L . . S
revealed that Community Analysis was pergflved as the-first priority
ST - R -
function; Interagency Cooperation, - second; Staff.Consultgthn,‘thlrd;

Facility»Utilization, fourth; Advisory Liaison,‘fifth;\Coqference
. . ' < . ol . ) .
Planning, sixth; Civic ‘Action, seventh; %and Public Forum,. eighth.
. Chi équare analysis_reveéled that the observed ffeguenéy-of.,

(" . - . '» . ! "‘.- . N
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RN

ésponse for community service rankings was significantly different

from én.hypothesiied equi-probable frequency. Therefore, Hypothesis

Four was rejected.

-

Further analysis indicated that the differences in mean

priority rankings between Community Afalysis and each of Conference.

oo ‘ I
Planning, Civic Action and Public Forum as well as Interagency’

N
' Cooperation and Public Forum were not due to chance. On the basis.. \:>
. ‘ _ . ‘ L - .

of these findings'Hypothesis Five, which predicted thaf no significant

differences in the overall mean priority rankings would exist, was
rejected. B -

" The factors which.produced‘statistically significant differences

o

" between societal groupings mean rankings relative to the hierarchical
order of the eight functions were: average age of persons sexved,

namber of organization members, organizational purpose and leader
' fteﬁure,’ Acéofdingly, Hypothesis Eight was rejected since significant

diffé{bncés in the mean prioriﬁy'rankings ascribed to the eight

community service functions did exist when rankings were re—groupéd » -
onthe basis of, organizational, member‘or leader characteristics.
The community service functions affected were: Civic Action, Facility

Utilization, Public. Forum and Community Analysis.

i



. ' CHAPTER 5 . ‘ . >
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The pre&ious chaptérsfhéve déscribed the® purpose of this
study, presented a review of relévant literature, outiih@d the method—
ology used and repprted the findings regardiné the égreement'to.six

vdimensions of community college roleAandIthe impdrtance and priority.
of ei@ht.community service functions, which emerged froh data;ohtained
from members and leéaers of sdcial service community organizations.

The final chapter of this the51s is dgc%ted to three purposes.'

yo TR P [

summarlzlng the information presented thus far presentlnq conclu51ons

‘relatlnq to communlty college communlty servﬁ“qpprograms de51gned to

¥ @%
serve local organlzatlons, and, reporting 1mplltatlons emerglng from

this study which pertain to the community service program, to its

administration and organization within the cqllege and to future

research in this area of college administrati

4

SUMMARY. - R

The Problem - , ‘ -
- y A . "
The problem examined was;'-what opinions do community
- ! . . ' .
organizations have regarding the role of college community services

designéd.td assist-organizations'to‘achieYe their . goals and ohjectives?

-

TWo subfproblems were also examinedc- (1)_what)importance should a

community college place on selected. community service fuhctipns

purported to assist community organizations in achieving their goals
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and objectives?; and (2) what priority should a community college $
place on the i« same functions in its community service’ program planning?
- Eight hypotheses were postulated;-

. Design of the Study . ' ‘ , °
. . . . - Q .

';‘i B PbEulétiohig-The_collegefregioh served by Camosun College,

PR

_‘qVicﬁor;aj'Briﬁisthoyumbia was selected as the community under study.

" \

gj%,;ﬁUSinﬁ a‘modifi¢d~reputafiohal noﬁinatiQn approach, 113 local community

i ”*organgzatlons having social service goals were identified and served
L B ’ s . N - . . . . ) . ' .

ﬂ %&sl?hé'sﬁu@y‘populétion.

Id

1

" Instrumentation. Twé_data_gathering.instruments, the Community

Leadér’QBinion Surveyﬁ(CLOS) and the Community Services Function Survéy

-i;(CSFS)'Wefe.dévelggeg;‘scrutinizéd, pilot-teétéd’and used for data

W , L . i, . )‘ Do . : O ’ . ) . ’
‘.gollect;on. The CLOS.asked -organization leaders to rate+the importance. .
' gf'eight community service functions, to indicate their agreement to
six dimensions of the{commuﬁity;éollege:community serviqe'rolé and to

','&eciae.dh ﬁhe,prefef;éd'deéxee of cbllegg ipvolvéméhﬁ'in tWo lee
'§ituations-and'to rank the prig¥ity of the éight!ééémuhit? segvice‘:
fﬁﬁctiéﬁs;V The §§§§_asked-6rga;izafioh meﬁbérs to ;éhkétﬁé pfib;ity
’éf‘the>eiéht}¢0mmunigy ser&ide items._JReséghaen£s.£6'5otﬁ”instruments:

 , éupplied.information relative to_selected‘characteriStids”of the

*
. a

organization, its members or-its leader.' . S e
, e .

Data collection. Two procedures were used tb“gather_da§alfor

o oo : : o s L
this study. The.CLOS was mailed from Camosun College.. After three SN
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contacts had been made with the population of organizations, the total

f

useable return nUmbered 62 or 54.86 percent. The CSFS data were

c?llected by the researcher ‘who attended the meetings of the. four

organizations that participated. - Of the total 50 members surveyed,

responses were obtained from 38 or 76.00 percent,
| G .

Data analysis.. The CLOS data were analyzed to determine the

frequency of response, the. means, standard deviations, and a one
sample chi square test for all agreement rating, importance rating
and'priority ranking variables. In addition an analySis of variance

.incorporating the Scheffe Multiple Comparison of Means was used to

determine'the,significance of ‘differences in perceptions of_agreement,

importance and priority. The CSFS data were analyzed to determine each

- o . J _
organization S priorit;\raniing of the eight community‘service '

N_functions, to test the degree of assoc1ation among the members
responses’for each Organization and to compare leader rankings With
‘Organization-rankings in order to assess the'degree to which a leader

ranking was representative of an organizational ranking.

© -

The Findings -

Community organization member priority rankings. ' These{data, s

B

after being analyzed ‘to generate ‘Kendall's coeffiCient of concordance,
revealed that, in. the case of each organization, members, including

the leader, exhibited a degree of agreement ‘in their rankings such that
their collective ranking-could be considered an organizational ‘response.

“t

Or this baSis HypotheSis One, which predicted thene Qould be no agree—-

went in members"responses, was re]ected. This finding held when the

g



leaders, responding as spokesmen for their: organization, are, -epresen—

e ‘u

- tative of an organizational response tended to be supported.

~

Community leader.agreement ratings. The analysis of the mean
ratings of agreement to the six role dimensions revealed that all
suggested dimens%ons, except the College Commitment and Comprehensive

Role dimensions, received general'agreement by leaders. -Community

o

organization leaders surveyed agreed that pommunity service activities
! : . : -

were a legitimate college function in the commuhity (Legitimacy

dimension). Similarly,_organizations tended to agree that theylwould

i

work w1llingly with the community college on a community service
progect that has relevance‘to the organization 's goals and purposes

(Organization Commitment dimension).' Analy51s of the data revealed

that . organizations supported the suggestion that ‘the college expand

its community serv1ce program'but were undecided regarding the alloca-

tion of more. resources to the program (Scope and College Commitment
dimenSions) The agreement ratings for the,Catalyst Role dimension
and the Comprehensive Rolé dimension revealed a preference for a

I

college community service role which would ,encourage community _

organizations to undertake new community serv1ce pProjects relevant

to their goals rather than a role which would 1nvolve the college in
planning a comprehen51ve:community servxce program.

158



In{the case of the Legitimacy, Scope, Organization Cemmitment,

College Commltment and Catalyst Role dimensions, the observed
frequencies of response differed significantly from the expected
equi—probable frequenciesl' Thus, for those role dimen51ons, Hypothe51s
Two, which predicted no differences would ex1st, was rejected

When the agreement ratings were_analyzed on the basis-of the
11 brganizational, member or leader factors, mean agreement'ratings
tendedvto be lower and fall mithin theﬂundecided range of agreement
for the follow1ng a large (200 or more) membership, a youthful

(zero to 19 age range) clientele, a. youthful (zero to 39 age range)

membership, a high ayerage annual member‘income, an approximately

equal percentage (41 to 59)‘of female and male memgbers, a recreational
organizational purpose, an elecﬁfd or employed leader and ‘a leader
hav1ng short (zero to one year) ?enure. All dimen51ons were So affected

by at least one of these charad@éristics. :

-~

When the data, grouped d% the baSis of the 11 factors were .

mh
examined by a one-way- analySis of‘f%riance, 51gnif1cant differences

in the mean agreement ratlngs existed for the following characteristics:

organization age, number of mémbers and averadge -annual member income.

-

Hypothesis Six was therefore rejected but only in‘relation to the
g A

Organization Commitment, College Commitment and Catalyst Role dimensions.

Community leader importance ratings. Analysis of -the mean

ratings of importance‘leaders ascribed to the eight community service
"ffunctions revealed that all functions were perceiyed as beiné

important act1v1tes of a community college community serv1ce program '
‘de51gned to fa01litate local community organlzation goal achlevement.

s

~



b

The observed ffequéncy of respbnse differed significantly, on th
: . | .

) ’ g ) | ) "
basis of théﬁ@ﬁiiéquare value of the one sample test, from the

expected-equi—probable distribution; therefore, Hypothesis Threé,gg

which predicted that no differences between the observed and the

expected importance ratings would exist, was rejected. .

»The mean importance ratings revealed the following order of

7

importance'%f the eight functions: Interagency Cooperation, Community

<

Analysis, Facility Utilization, Staff Consultation; Advisory Lialson,

Civic Action, Public Forum and Conference Planning.

Further analysis of these data to ascertain whether selected
. . - B! : : . S :

charactéristics of thé,organizptioné,‘their member$ or their leaders

affected the importance ratings indicated that organization assignment
to a particular societal group did lower the importance rating to the
undecided range of response for Staff.Consultation, Publi¢ Forum,-

[

Advisory Liaison, Civic Action and Conferernce Planning functions.

’ Thqse organizationél,_meﬁber or ‘leader chaiacteristics included:
an esﬁéblilhed timej(ﬁé%é than six yéars):of organizafioﬁ“ex;SténC?,;
a large (more_thahIZOO) pumber of ﬁeﬁbé:s,”a clignteie‘of youﬁﬁéul
(zexro to l?)cage,ia'low pe;dentng‘(zéro to 40) qf féﬁale,members

and -a correspondingly high (60 to lOO).percentage of male members, ,

a’ recreational -or -public health organizational purpose, a youthful
Sy o T . — B B ©
{zero to 39 age range) membership, an apéo%nted'leader and a 'leader

having'a~short (zero to one year) teqﬁfe.
- On the basis of the analysis'of variance, signifi;antidiffergpces}

were identified for the following charécteriétics_of the organizations,

» . - . . . R =

their members or their leaders: organization age, number of membe;s,
San - o . IR -~

~

: . ' : o : - .
_._a--) " ' ’ R
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the average age of persons served by the organization, the proportion
s ! :

of female .and male members and the degree of involvement.in community
“service activdties. Hypothesi%-Seven»was therefore rejected foglthé
Community Analysisy Advisory'Liaison, Civic Action, Staff Consultation

and Conference Planningvﬁunctions“

- N
. has

Community leédér priofity‘rankings. The analysis.of the -
rankings ascriged:tb‘the‘eight funcéioﬁg revealed the following
_felationsﬁips:in oraer”of higﬁé%; pfiéfiiy: Community Analyéis;
Intefagency Cooperation, Stéff Consultatioﬁ, Facility Ufiliéétion,
Advisory Liaison{‘Conference ?1énning, Civic Action and Pﬁblic;Forum.

The chi:squére oné saméle test énalysis reveéled‘thaﬁifér
‘the éoﬁmuhity leader priority réhkings, the obser?ed.frequency Qf

‘ respéﬁée'differed signifiéantly.from the hypothesized eqﬁi—probable

frequehcy.,konﬁfhis baSiquypothesisvFéur,was rejected.

The differences iﬁ mean priority rankings between Community
'Analysis and each of Cdnferehcé'?lahniqg; Civic Actidn,ahd Public -

i

Forum were statistically Significant. Similarly, the differences in°
mean priority ranking between Interagency Cooperation and Public:

Forum were statistically significant. Thus, Hypothesis Five which
predicted that no significant differences.in the overall priority

rankings would exist, was rejected, ' ' ' S

Grouping;by the_ayérage aée of persons:séryed, the numbér‘of‘_
',organiéation’membéfs, 6rganizationél p;rboséhaqd“léaggf tenure proddced‘ -
stat%éticélly'significapt;diffeféhées‘beéwéén mean raﬁkéngs{téiétive’
4‘€b the‘p;iority‘relationshib_fof CiVic Aqtipn;AFacil;ty Utilization, ,; .

Public Forum and Community Analysiéﬁ Accordingly,.HypoﬁHesis Eight
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was rejected for these functions. ““This Hypothesis predicted thSt there

would be significant differences in.thermean priority rankidgs
. 1
~\\‘ascr1bcd to the .cight communlty serv1ce functlons when the ranklngs

were re- grouped on the basis of characterlstlcs of the" organlzatlons,

their members or their leaders. ’
L S D . '

These findings suggested several conclusions regarding the

community college eommunity servicé role as it applies to assisting

local oommunity organization goal achievement generally and, more

specifically, to the kindsxofoactivities'that might be ‘developed to

§

operationalizé the role. e C ST

CONCLUSIONS

l

» Thé Role¢ of Communlty College
N - Community Serv1ces

. Lo : L g
The findings of this study revealed that 1ocal»community1..'

i orgamizations perceived a community college communjity service role &%
A ’ ) . - Cod : .

designed to assist organizatiqge’in achieving their goals as a
: : ol - '
R s

.

legitimate college activity. Local community organizations perceived
themselves as williﬂg_to‘partioipate in'relevant community service Ve

projects:ih partnership with the community college. ,
“ Thus, in addition to those community’college community service,

i

activities which mlght be directed at serv1ng the needs of 1nd1v1duals

. o
o

or aggregares of indiyiduals, it can be coﬁcluded that if colleges.

‘expand the scope'of thelr communlty serv1ces program as the flndlngsc

” A
suggest they should then; . the expanded program ought to 1nclude the

provision‘of services to communlty_organlzatlons;

;2

-



In addition, the expandedicommunity service program should
involve the college in a mar -  wheréby encouragement is given to,

local community'organizations toiparticipate\in new community'seryicé*
projects relevant to the organizationg' goals: 1If, based on the

© theoretical model of the community‘development movement, ‘the conclusion

that a major long term objective of the "’ college S community serVice

. program would be the - strengthening of the sense of comnunity Within
! f e , _ o
. the college's enVironment then college action which facalitates
A - . . .
. community organization involvement in solving problems for themselves;

[N

; ) > y ;" &
1s appropriate.
- ) / R . . . . o ; o A i .“_
The Functions of the Community B

Service Program '

o . i - ) . a o

_The effects of rating and ranking community“service functions.
" The purpose for rating the importance of the eight community service
fynctions was to determine community organization opinionvoff%he

\

functionsf:importanceirelatiyeuto'an‘external scale. ‘Prioriuy,'or

- SRR : L g e

relatiVe importance,ais often inferred from the order exhibited by

_meanstderiVed from'importance ratings; _In the~present study; resf.*
,pondents‘actuallyﬂdetermined the relative importance of the eight

r({ ‘~:-;‘ . & . . N ’ o L.

functions through a ranking procedure andﬁthereforeAinferring priority .

_"'.I‘ ] o ] . . o : e oo ) L4

[

R N 'e(m .o . . [N ’ .
from mean importance ratihgs was of less Significance.

. i . /‘"‘,_. \ L ; . "
As‘Table,47\\h0ws, ‘the’ hierarchical relationships among the 9

g¢;i functions,f@s determined by mean importance ratings and the mean _7

- e . N

priority rankings, were highly correlated (rho— 88) - The priority

ranking of these functions, when linked Wlth the importance ratings

'supportedfthe conclusion that;Certain'ofothe eight*functions should‘
. B : Ty L T . T T . Eh S . .

AT : Cf

le3

FEY
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Table 47

A Comparison of the Ratings and Rankings
© of Community Service Functions

u
\

Order Determlned by "Mean ‘.: . - Oxrder Determined cy Mean

Ratings of Importance Rankings of Priority

Most -Interagency Cooperation . Highest 'Community'Ana‘ysis

. Community Analysis . » Interagency Coégeration

Facility_Utilizatlon : Staff Consultaticn
Staff Consultation C ' Facility Ut%lization
Advisory Liaison ' o N Advisory Liaison
inic Action \ - ) Conference Planning B
Public Forum - ‘ o : Civic Action

Least vConference‘Planning nj Lowest Public Forun

recelve, 1n1t1ally at least,,prlmary attentlon in a college program*
dlrected ‘at meetlng organlzatlonal needs.'

Interagency Cooperation and'Ccmmunity Analysis. Of theleight

" functions rated and. ranked, these two emerged as those perceived as

most.impoftant_and highest priority relative to organizational needs

for services. From the local communlty organlzatlon perspectlve it.

7
t - &
» : - »

_can be concluded that the 1dent1flcatlon of" ex1st1ng and emerging

communlty needs and the establlshme ~f inter—organizationel contactsi:'“

to'facilitate existing and new ‘comn. Ly organizaticn pfograms7ehould i
) N R ;o . . - . ) - .\ .
be the focus of initial and continuing college activities desigred

S N o v - ‘ o L . R S
‘to’serve local community-organizations. - B -
. ) . ' - - - " : - . : :‘ ]

__’ ‘lx . : . - v Ve ) ‘w Lo : .'”,..

.
o = RS R : : o BN . L
/ . . ) : : . e e e



Facility Utilization and Staff Consultation. These two

. i
‘ . j
functions were perceived as being important and of moderate relative

N -

impo;tance in assisting organizations in achieving their goals. It
. can. be concluded that "both the availability of college facilities for -~

local community organizatioh use and the provision of staff to consult

with local organizations should be a major thrust of the college *

community service program.fQThese activities, because they tend to
‘be more visible and tangible- in theﬂeyes of . the community, buld

contribute to the earlyfdevelopment of an effective community service

program directed at -organization needs.

1

Other community service functions. 2all four - remaining. functions;

Advisory Liaison, Civic Action, Public Forum and Conference Planning
. ) . . ) . X N | 5 ! R ) .
were rated as important community service activities. This would seem

to indicate that community organizations were aware of the potential
S - _ . e L C N\
-services available to them, should these functions beé operationalized.
However, when asked to  rank the'community seryice functions each was -

ascribed moﬁsrate or lbw-priority. Community organizations percelved

.T‘

thelr needs for these serv1ces de51gned to facilitate organization
B -
‘ goal achievement as being of lésser relative importance. It can be

.

concluded that these aCthltleS should not recelﬁe primary college
attentlon~at Eresent. - T . o ’J'L

Qa f 4
>

Thls is not to- conclﬁde that these functions ‘should be. 1gnored

Rather,.given the temporal ths1cal and human resource constraints :
v
. - . . . .. . - “ e 'y .

on. the colle@o andrthﬁbeXistlng organlzatlon perception ‘their'neéds,’*

A

+it cdan be concluﬂed that the c0mmun1ty college would more effectlvely

firespOnd to demands foruserV1ces from community organizations by_devoting

165
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9

atte: cion initially and on a continuing basis toiCommunity Analysis

a Interagency Cooperation activities: ' . o -

4 . .
' The effects of organizational, member and leader characteristics.

The findings of this study clearly indicated that unigue characteristics

of organizations, their members and their leaders affected the agreement

{

ratings, importance ratings and priority rankings( It can be concluded

‘vto be planned, then an 1mportant aspect of the program development

[T

’ age of persons served, the degree of wbmmthﬂgf

zatlons, organlzatlonal purpose and tend%

.Conclu51ons Regardlng the

dev1sed and de51gned to ldentlfy local commumity organlzatlons and

should be the con51deratlon of the follow1ng organizational, member

and -leader characterlstlcs since they tended to emerge as s1gn1f1cant .

.\

attributes-of the clientele to be served: organizational age, the :

number of organlzatlon members, average annual member income, average

ose ana ‘o ,,;??ﬂ

Methodology = . ¢ .

.,;‘« e

In essence, thlS study served. to pllot test a methodology

)

v

idetermlne thelr oplnlo of the communlty college communlty sérv1ces . -~
| rs sexv

r

-.role as it related to as51st1ng communlty organlzatlons achleve thelr

. t
o

goals. The'methods used to collect data involved several procedures: "
. . . , . ¢ . . ' s o

a dOCLment search, surveys, and”part1c1pant observatlon. From"the
%> i
. » s ° . . \

college admlnlstrato superspective, it -can be concluded that she ¥ ' e

' a N t '

../. T ;)‘ /, ' ‘_: = . ."-_

. methodoiogy used in ‘this researph does prov1de pseful 1nformatlon

relatlve to community organlzatlon oplnlons and perceptlons regardlngf
’ ¥

communlty services. Several-more.specific conclusions can be stated:
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1. The cooperatlon of the college whose region may be selected
for communlty study is vital to the collection of data. k

2. Organlzatlon leaders" . respenses tend to be.representatlvc of
a cellective memﬁer or organlzatlonal response. -

3. Organization members' requﬁses tend to exhibit an assoc1atlon .
such that the collectlve response can be considered an '
organlzatlonal response. 4

'

. .
4. Collecting data from organlzatlonal members is constrained in ’
part by the nature of the organlzatlon itself and- galnlng
access to organw/atlon meetings. S

- e

To summarize the above, the following concli sions emerged
J . ' .

from the findings of this study and pertain to the role .of college

community services as well as the methodology sed:

1. Au expanded Community services program ought to include the
-provision of_services to community org nizations.

2. Enc¢oéuragement should be* glven by the’ college”to local community -
. organizations; to part1c1pate in new community serv1ce prOJects
2 *elevant to the organlzatlons goals.
3. All community service funCtions examined were perceived as - .’
1mportant college communlty serv1ce act1v1tles _

4.. Given the priorities. ascribed to’ the eight functlonS//lnltlallv a
‘ interagency Cooperatlon‘und Conmmunity Analysis act1v1t1es
thould be the major thrust of the college commun1ty*serv1ce
program.

."’
K
TR

5. An important aspect of the’ communlty services program develop—-
‘ ment should be - the con51deratlon of organlzatlonal member
ﬁnd leader characterxstlcs.
‘6. The me dology used in this research could be. used by college
: admln{th}ators in galnlng community organlzatlon input "to
deClSlOnS regardlng the college communlty serv1ces program.'

t.f

- N T P .
_», IMPLICATIONS - r, -
. E *

.

. n r LS . \ -
Impllcatlons.for CommUnrty Colleqe r'”r:w, e .321/{
Community Serv1ce Programs:» . S e T ‘

-
%

pe

’ - B - - 4 S

College'services directed’atgcommunity organizations'represent

Y

; ‘ LT O TS L, Sl . - ot T
"an expanded notign of commuhity services. ' A major proposition for

J

’
™
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c9mmunity college community service brograms emerging from this study’
. : A e
would appear'to be that, as community college community services\

s ¢

. respond to community organizgtion.needs for §ervices, the college will

tend to be in a more advantageous posmtlon\to cope with changing
enVLronmental demands. " It would appear from this research that not
only w1ll the community serving nature J} the community college be
‘enhanced complemented and, in some college~situations; created by

such expansion} but that commun;ty organlzatlons do have needs to

which a: communlty based colleo

Although all elght functj_ ln.thlS study were percelved as

e
o . vN

1mportant by communlty organlzatlons surveyed the prlorltles ascrlbed S u:“

IV,) N
. s .

/;Some needs as more 1mmed1ate tha"'
s

indicated that organlzatlons percel

V)

-others, As 1ndlcated above, the college cannot 1gnore thoSe functlons

- ascrlbed lower prlorlty, espe01ally 51nce all were percelved as 1mportant

—~iR. a551st1ng organlzatlons in ach1ev1ng thelr goals. Rather, the

o

as perceivednby-community organizationsg in pPlanning its community

service program. , : SRR - ? »
’ . T J . : b ' S = SUTEEREE
Indeed other communlty serv1ce functlons, whlch could posslbly o B

~

bbe generated may emerge as hlghly agmibprlﬂte to the communltﬁ

1 college communlty servlbe program : Such functlons mlght attempt to

)

satlsfy both 1nd1v1dual and organlzatlonai needs as in ‘the case of ran

hay .
1nd1v1dmal w1sh1ng to part1c1pate in ceﬂtaln social welFare organlza—_

o ) _ e e ©a
!. N . . 2

and organlzatlon act1v1t1es and would seem to be a legltlmate

Ncommunltv servlce actlv ty. e T - . .
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\

At least two implications fwr the community serv1ce pProgram

'

exist. First, the notion of servxcé Lo community organlzatlons represents

are appllcable at a-given point 1n tlme. But, while priorities are

1mportant 1n,plann1ng programs, the probabiliti'that priorities will

N

" change is also important.

- A thlrd 1mp11catlon of thlS research focuses on the operatlonal—‘

v

. ization o spec1flc communlty service functlons Community Analysis and

Interagency Cooperwtlon act1v1t1es tend to be process orlented on'going
. .
and, to some extent, routlnlzable. Conversely, Civic Action, Public

Forum or Conference Plahning,-in addition'to being highly visible com—

mUnity actiVities, tend to be goal orlented dlrected at completlng a

y . x

spec1f1c task and not eeéaly routlnlzable. The nature of‘any community

.........

service functlon would seem to 1mply that the act1v1t1es wh;ch are

..necessary to operatlonallze a’ partlcular functlon mlght dlffer This

c

“suggestlon would seem to have major 1mp11catlons for the admlnlstratlon‘

and organizetion of the communlty serv1ce program in the college.

| e
__pllcatlons for Coll ge . ,
Administration.and - o - .
Organizatlon . ‘ S S ' o, '

Slnce communlty serv1ces can serve as the communlty ba31s for

‘*.the college prog cam, organlzatlonall} and admlnlstratlvely, communlty

4
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|

to satisfy demands for serv1ces emanatlng -from 1ts env1ronment, the '

college admlnlstratlon, in coplng 1nternally and respondlng externally,“_>‘q_

7

will need fo develop admlnlstratlve structures as well asffinancing.and .

stafflng DOllCleS whlch effectlvely 1ntegrate all‘college operationsl C
| The.nature of the activities developed‘to'operationallre the
total community sérvices roleJquite possiblvalll bexdlverse}lnon—
traditional and subject“to’change; The'nature of the differences in
priority resulting frpm fhé analyseévby'the_ll characterlstics of
organizations, members and.leaders'attest to this.'iThis résearch
suggestedl for example, that,community~service actiﬁities should be
different for those organleatlons haulng a cultural purpose relatlve to-

those with a social welfare purpose The'administrative structure will

3

have: to accommodate these features and, at he same time, serve existing
col}ege,functions. A major implicatlon,fOr the college administration,

then, is the development of structures which £ c111tate the 1ntegratlon

of ‘the communify ‘service- program into the total college program.

s
The fact that Interagency Cooperatlon ‘was percelved as of hwgh .

1mportance and prlorlty suggested that efflcacy of the temporary system

as a flex1ble; yet functional partnership designed to operatiOnalize
and‘integrate the communitp'service program. For a partlcular communlty
servicebproject; communltynlnd1v1duals, for example, could be recrulted
orgn"';d to complete the prOJect and#then dlsbanded Temporary systems
oL 'id serv: a more functlonal rq?e than the famlllar "adv1sory commlttees"j:

-hey wou.gd i~ spec1al purpose groups, goal—oriented to and constituted

wi h the ac )mpllshment of a 'specific task clearly in mlnd In additlbn,

51nce organlzatlon, member and/or leader characterlstlcs affect the .

‘priority of certain community service'functions, the.participants ir. a
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'system or task force could reflect the unigue attributes of the target

groups for which particular services are planned. , ”

The community services structure'of the college could serve as

\

an integrative element.  The community services staff role would facili-

- tate community service activities and the total college program by
bringing the resources of the'collége and the community together as
circumstances require. This core group/of'people could sefqg‘the college
. o O :

‘o

arld college'environmentginterests. Arréngements for financing the
x e

= \

commﬁnity service role cauld reflect the college-community parthnership.

S

Implications for Research

8 - )

l,Areas'for future feSearch. While this exploratory study has

show;;that'local‘community‘organizetions purporting to'have social
serv;ce goals_ehdvobjectiies’agree that the eighc commuﬁity.service
¢’ ) . \
fdnctions selected are fegitimate and importahﬁ college activitiesQJ
seVerel,questions,,focgsing directly on'college opers£ions, reﬁaln to
be examihed: | ’
1. To what extent do community -colleges subscrlbe to an expanded .
communlty service role’ -

AR ‘\_1\.' .

2. In what ways have colleges responded to communlty based needs
. for community services? -

3. leen ex1st1ng admlnlstrative and. flnanclal constralnts, to

’ what extent can colleges respond to communlty based needs’

4.. What is the college oplnlon regarding the 1mportance and -
prlorlty of communlty serv1ces7 ) ‘ : : o . K

- , . P . N . ~ “ A [
. [ -

5.; What afternatlves for admlnlsterlng college community serv1ces LET
exist? T - - . o ' . "
e I oo

6. What are the 1mpllcatlons for, an’ expanded communlty serv1ce

role for college f1nanq1ng and stafr1ng° a
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improvement. ‘In the s

Efforts could be devoted to the generation or discovery of

‘other discrete community service functions. and a determination of the

)

importance and priority of these community service functions to other

organizations serving, for example, business, government or political -

purposes.

The present,study could be replicated in the same community to
' v v :
V4
assess the extent to which organlzatlonal opinions change regardlng

’ communlty college communlty serv1ces dlrected at a551st1ng organizations

N ,~.~

in ach1ev1ng their goals. Informatlon could be obtalned from communlty
organlzatlons in other locales to- determine 1f any common patterns
in communlty serv1ce functlon prlorltles could be dlscerned

.

This study dld not attempt to assess the attltudes of organlza—

.tions, their members or their leaders toward the college servlng the

community studled or, partlcular, the communlty serv1ces programs.

Knowledge of att1tu es and dispositions éoward existing community service'

bPrograms could be useful information for_program modification}ahd

e way, knowledge of.attitudes and opinions

S

regarding Proposed comm 1ty service’ college act1v1t1es is v1tal 51nce

communlty 1nput should f' the foundatlon of these programs. Thus, an’

’

1mportant area” for future ptudy could concern attltudes toward the
o

"

" college and its communlt?/serv1ces. ' : g

The present study: revealed that characterlstlcs of the organlza—

o &

"tions, meybers or leaders surveyec afr>cted the prlorlty ranklngs of

communlty service’ functlons It may be consldered that addltlonal
‘ - e . - . -V‘

vlnformatlon regarﬁﬁng~un1que communlty organlzatlon attrrbutes would°be

e

helpful in de51gn1ng a. community- serv1ce program dlrected at~meet1ng

«
-

organlzatlon needs. Certaln factors, such as 1nter—organizational.

1 ’

172
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v

' findings to a broad bopulation is Seriously hampered in studies of

T

.linkages and contacts, not examined ip this reSearch, could betusefully

investigated.

. The design ang assessment through simulation, for'example,'bf
the'contentvand‘delivery systems for community service Programs designed
to_serve cOmmunity organizations could be exploted. An evaluation of:

existing community service bPrograms directeq at community Organizationsg -

. would provide'important data in thig regard. ' The utility of the

3

Suggestion that theitemporary System structure may be appropriate for

a

administering college cémmunity sérvices could be investigated.

with information gained from interviews. The abili- Eo"generalize

, : ' " _ o .
community opinien due, for example, to the unique attributes of different
communities. Generalizability of findings and conclusions would be =

enhanced if 4 random sampling oﬁ_organizations were possible.b

-

“ The design of this study, which, afterkrefinements‘such as

those noted above, could be utilizeg by cemmunity colliege administrators
a ; : >

although‘not explicit as a-

burpose, Q&sgawmaQor’motivating force of this research. Lo

.E))":‘ . . IEe ‘,v ” .
,? % Objectives of this
study, out i ed ‘the Study design and the_findings. The findings,:

“\"\

a - --'-.\i_ e
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summarlzed under the headlngs of communlty organlzatlon member prlorlty

ranPlngs, communlty lcader 1mportance ratlngs, communlty leadc

functions. . N e e ' ' /

. T . . The conclusicne of this- study pertalned to the role of thE“j/ -

may e o te different. Impllcatlons for college admlnlstratlon and ’ j\

organization and 1mpllcatlons for future research concluded thls'

" . . . . . “
-

chapter._ o . _ ) ' . T
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‘ . O <L & . N
: A TAXONOMY OF COMMUNITY SERVICE FUNCTIONS '
. . o Cat ' . ' [
v . Max R. Ra.nes » .
4 : : o - / l
I. Personal Developuent Functions--Those functions and acti-

~ . : B

vities'primarily focused upon individuals_or informal groups of -
individuals to help them achieve a greater degree of person%l self-

realization and fulfillment. This category'inc]udes the following
n . » R s . E
~funections: , . ' _ v o, v
iy Career Development Functlon——Prov1d1ng opportunities for
1nd1vidual self-discovery and fulfillment wigh part;cular
emphasis upon VOCatlonally related activities; e.q. career

» counselinc, job placement, group guidance seﬁsions, etc.

Educational Exfension Functlon——Increa51ng the acCe551blllty % o
of the regular courses .dnd curriculaof college by extending
theln availability to the communlty at- large, e.g., evenlng
classes, TV courses, '"week-end college, etc.

Educational Expansion Function¥-Programming a variety of
educational, "up~grading and new. career opportunities which® ™
reach beyond the traditional limitations of coljlege credit
restrictions; e.ga, institutes, tours, retreats, contractual ">
'in—plant-training/ etc. — S :

~ . : ¢ «f'.

" Social Outreach Funct;on——Organlzrhg Programs to increase the
earning power, educational level, and political 1nfluence

- of dlsadvantaged e.g., ADC mothers, unemployed males, educa—
tlonally deprived ybuth welfare recipients, etc.“

g

Cdltural Development Functlon~-Expand1ng and enrlchlng oppor—
tunltles for community members to part1c1pate in a variety

. of cultural activities; e.g., fine art series, art festivals,
artlsts 1n«re51dence, community theatre, etc. o o

Lelsure time Activity Functlon——Expandlng opportunltles for ‘.

communlty members to part1c1pate in a varlety of recreational

activities; ' e.q. sports instructien, outdoor education,
i:summer youth programs, 'senior citizen activities, etc.

II. Community Development Functions--Those functions ‘and

B | . ) o . . . !
activities primarily focused upon the social, physical, economic.and

\

=
}
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‘activities of. the tentral staff designed to procure and allocate
. - . o g . - B

F." . oy

3 . " C CoL

political: environment of the’community to improve the quality of
life for all citizens‘in such areas-as,hOUSing, inter group relation—

shlps, model c1t1es plannlng, etc. by worklng w1th lhe e§tabllshed

s ~ “

organlzatlons,,agenc1es and’ 1nstlcutlons. ThlS category 1ncludes

L .

the following functions: =~ ° - : .
. . ] . . K : , ) . . u .;v. .

cant data which reflect existing and emerging needs of the
communlty and Wthh can serve as a bdsisfor ‘developing the
communlty serv1ce program of the collegey e.g., analyzing .

census tracts, analyzing manpower data, conducting problem
orisnted studles,_etc. - B ' .

N 7

s, . Inter-agency Cooperation Functioén--Establishing adequate
linkage‘with'related‘programs of the college d4nd community-
to supplement and , oordlnate rather than duplicate existing

programs,'e g.., ca(%ndar coordlnatlon, 1nformatlon exchange,
. hd
p _ joint committee woru, etc.

@

LI M

Advisory LiaisonJanction——Identifying and involving (in an
advisory capacltvﬁ key members of the vatrious sub- groups with
-whom cooperntlve programs are belng planned; ‘e.g., communlty
serv1ces aﬂw’SOry counc1l g hoc adv1sory commlttee, etc.

Public Forum'

QﬁifDeVeloplng’actlvltles de51gned”to
.. stimulate inte? uﬁderstanding of local, national, \
‘and world proRletitcin.g., public affairs pamphlets, "town"
meetingsf<TV symﬁ :ms, etc.

=

valc Actlon Functlpnr-Part1c1pat1ng in cooperatlve efforts
with- local government,_bu iness, 1ndustry,aprofe551ons,
rel;glous ‘and sodial groups to increase the resources of the
community to deal with major problems confronting. the

R Coﬁmgnity Analysis run‘tlon——Collectlng and: analy21ng 51gn1f1-_

communlty, “g., commun;ty self-studies, urban’ beautlflcatlon,

,communlty chest drives, nelghborhood clean—up drlves, etc.
Staff Consultation Function—-Identifying, developing, and
-making available “the consulting SklllS .0f the faculty 1n-
community development activities; e.g., consulting with small
. bu51nesses, advising on instructional materials,. de51gn1ng

communlty studies, instructing in group'leadership,’laboratory’

E{‘ . testing, etc. - ) . R I .

. L )
S .

21

: L ) LN
III. Program Development Functions--Thgpse functions and

- . ~

‘ oo L ' o, : . L : B
resources, coordinate actfv1t1es, eStabllsh'objectlves and evaluate
- RV . . - .7 v . ’ N ) : »
' s, . Lo L. e
\ .

[ R - § ’ . T

Nl i/
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outcomes. ' This cateyory includes the fd;IEwing'functions: ) -

KELLOGG COMMUNITY SERVICES - S , oL g
LEADERSHIP PROGRAM : - o '

w

. ~

) _ ‘ s R - ) C
Public  Information Function--Interpreting programs and

gact1v1tles of community serv1ces/fb ‘the college staff-as

.etc. .

well as to the community-at- lar e and coordlnatlng releases.
with the central 1nformatlon ser ices of the college .

Professional Development Functlon——Prov1 ﬁ} opportunltles_v

‘and encouragement foxn. staff members to up-grade their skills

in program development and evaluation; e.g., profeSS1onal
afflllatlons, exchange” v151tatlons, profess1onal conferences,

advanced graduate «tudles, etc. B 3
Vi oL -

Program Management Function——Establishing procedures for -
procufing and allocating the physical and human resources

necessary to.implement the comminity services program; e.g.,

staff recruitment, job descriptions, budgetary development,.

v
T v

Conference Plannlng Functldnr—Prov1d1ng profe551onal assistance ‘;ﬁ

to community-group$ in the planning of conferences, 1nst1tutes :
and workshops; e.g., reglstratlon procedures, program develop— '
ment, conference evaluation, etc.

. ¢
.

Facility Utilization Function——EncOuraging community use of

COllege fac1llt1es by maklng them readily accessible, by
fac1lltat1ng the scheduling process, and by’ de31gn1ng them

“for multi-purpose activities wher 1ppropriate;.e.g., campus

7Program Evaluation Function--Developing with the staff the - ‘ LC
specific. objectrves of the program, 1dent1fy1ng sources of - - '.é' ' c

tours, entrallzed schedullng offl:e, conference rooms,

auditorium desﬁgn .étc. o o B

data, and establlshlng‘grocedures for gatherlng data to

:appralse the probable’ effectlveness of various facets of the
“program; e\g., part1CLpant ratings, - attendance patterns,

behavioral ¢hanges,’ program requests, etc.

-

"f

College of Educatlon

" Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan.,

'

-~ ot ~ - . : . .
- . . . . .
B . . . . 1}
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’ Mr.JBrent Plckard,_l

)

v

: ]9"20 LA%D&YQD ViCTOQlA bC VBDIDZ TIL 5% 1281
£, A ok o N - ; .

aRooﬁ%7 150, Educatloh North

‘,Faoulty of Education;
'Unlver51ty of. Alberta,
Edmonton, Alberta. -
-T6@~2El S =

Dear‘Brentﬁ'

Y

t

_

;

o 184"

[hﬁhcnwdéa(lfﬁcc

June 6th, 1974.

v I appre01ated the opportunlty Tuesday to. dlscuss
'w1th ydu your proposed study regardlng communlty serv1ces.

We' w1ll be pleased to have you conduct the stydy -~

'~1n-our College reglon.

You«w1ll work rather dlrectly with:

Dr. gloyd H Morln, Dlrectoﬁbof InstructLOﬁhl Development

q) -

“and;«,
-Mr. H. Alan Batey,

LT
.

GLF:ca \ﬁ%J'

cc: L.Morin -
A.Batey .-

V'

»

i

.s-vand Instltutlonal Research~

o

Dlrector of Communlty Educatxon Serv1ces._

i

Yours ;rulyh o
/7 .
// /\ ~
S P
A IR

“Grant L. Fisher,
~Principal.
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¥ MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY ' ’/ [

» . - . . - . ) . . .

ST - ' N L. & . J ’ P .
COLLFGE (9\:‘ EDUCATION . . ’ i - o - - EAST LANSING * MICHIGAY « 48824
! v . ’ . .

l)) PARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND BIGHER § l)L'( ATION .

agson nat, 425 (517) 355~ 6613 ~ . - e

e g - - . .

April 3, 1974 SR o S

<L

Mr. Brent W. Pickard : '
c/o J.M. Small )
Faculty of Education
y Dept of. Educational Admin.
.+ " .The University of Alberta

: . : . &
Edmgnton, Canada ! . . -

Deaf Breﬁt: , ' Zs

Please forglve my delay ln responding. = Being on. sabbatlcal is not very
condu01ve to gettlng matters accompllshed "I have asked my secretary
to ‘send you a copy of an instrument I developed. for a national survey.
It was used by Chester Wlnston at M.S. U a few years ago (1270 I thlnk)
He was one. of nmy doctoral students. - = . ]

You are most welcome to use t£¥ Inventory of Cdmmﬁnity Services

Functlons in your study : T S : : ' S - . 4

4*—-~;-—Giveemy~best to—JFim Small. —- F; —_— e B

Sincerely, - : ' . . . ) :

. e B T
Max R:. Raineés. ...
- Professor

"Mﬁﬁ/rﬁb'

“Enc.l ' \\;\\.;.' e T - e ‘
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- CPMMUN ITY LEADER OPINION SURVEY ' ,‘.."l\/‘ ‘ . b e -I.D. ) '
. - . i ‘ ‘ . ‘ » ‘Jﬁ\'/g, " T i . t_——___——
) . .

R ¢

- gﬁ?;Many people stress the need for cooperatlon amonost commﬁnity orgahiza— Ve
B "tions' serv1ng ‘the community ip order that, 1 nd1v1dually and collectively,
'V"Athenr goals might be more eijectlvely aehleved Community colleges could

“become  involved in communifty service 1n\a vaviciy oFf ways. ~Indeed, some

a colleges con51der that their communlty TviCce progrzms can be aAmajor
college act1v1ty %amosun Collcge hére n Victoria 5 very lnterested
in lealqrng what you, as a representatlv* of your ‘community organlzatlon,
thlnk regardlng communlty college. 1nvolVﬂment in comman1ty\§erv1ces.

Thei%urvey con51st5‘of four parts © Parts I and, IIY COntain.the.descﬁip—
‘tions of elght community service actlvltles'which might be part of thé*
local community college community’ services program._ ‘Part IT ConSlStS
of seven statements regardlng the approprlate role of the" local communlty
college in communlty services. Part IV solicits- 1nformatlon "relevant
to th's study about syoyr. organlzatlon and’ w1ll be used to analyze the.

" responses: to Parts I, II and ILI. !

o

Con51der1ng your organlzatlon S goals and purposes, you, as presrdent
- or chalrperson,,arc ssked to ‘indicate your oplnlon of the IMPORTANCE
TO YOUP ORGANIZATION of each of these act1v1t1es and statements

. 3
| .

»
.-

. All responses to thls survey w1ll be kept confldentlal The identifi- - .

" cation- numbers are for follow- up purposes only

Fbr,gﬁis survey, the followrhg deflnltLOns of terms may be helpful
You are 1nv1ted to.refer ko them as necessary ' ) T

o . . “ { .

1. Community’ Serv1ce Act1v1t1es._ ‘Those programs of the community -

_callege, often undertaken in cooperation with other ‘community @

organlzatlons, which® ard directed toward. serVLng communéty

- . .educational needs not: met by formal college programs. e N

- 2. Communlty Serv1ce Project: A sg&c1f1c cemmunlty service
act1v1ty, such as a. cooperatlve recreation program in inner --

c1ty ajeas. : C
3, Commugity: _Theigeograpnic area served by the Tocal ‘comhunity

gccllege. _ ‘ix ﬂfg g R lg%ll".J‘ . 'h ’., f..-@

4
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CLOS-2 L DIRECTIDNS FOR PART I . £
"As ' a represcntatlvc of your organizatidn please indicate: your‘oplnlon of °
" the importance te yoursorganization of the gight community scrvice activities
listed, below.” Circle the numbdr on the important-unimportant scale tHIE ¥ -

is most rcpresentative of Xour opinion relative to each statcment. The
numbers -mean: | o — I
- 1 - very 1mportanc 4 - unlmportant : : : : :

S _important S 5 - very unimportant IR
: T - undecided . ~ . - : . . : :
* 3 - s ; Co to S ; - . S \‘y7e

Very unimportant

y
 Very important
Important

o
"
Undecided

- . . fl

COMMUNITY ANALYS:IS - Follectlng and 3na1yzxng 1nformat10n'
which reflect-existing and emerﬁlng needs of the’ communlty
and whi?h can serve as a conmunlty 1nformat10n source '
for all organizations. . . . . . ... 1 2 3
e.g., The College 1n1t1ates commun1ty prob]?é-or1ented

Unimportant -

iy
v

studies. B L

LalR

community organlzatlons in order to “supplement j/and coor- e
dinate rather ‘than duplicate . exxstlng prografs e e e - - 1 2.3 4°5
e.g., The Coljege. initiates ‘fnformation exchange . - :
among connmd1ty organlzat1ons..- : , R : .

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION —'Establishing c5nta;f§7between

°

ADVISORY’ LIAISON - Identlfylng and 1nvolv1ng as adv1sors/'~ ‘ L Cot e

keylmembers of’ varlous community. organizations with .. ' ¥

who cqoperatlve prégrams .are being nned . . . < ... <. 1 2 3.4 5
. The® ollege initiates the format1on of a i

connhgaty ervices adv1sory council. o "

‘PUBL ; RUM ~ Developlng act1v1t1es de51gned tQ stlmulate
,,communx y interest and understandlng of- local, péovxnc1al,
- national and international. problems e e e ae e e e e e .
e.g., The Co]]ege sponsors "town" meet1ngsJ S e

CIVIC ACTION, - Part1c1pat1ng in cooperatlve efforts w1th
local government, business, industry, rellglous and

social organlzatlons to -increase community resources 1n'
'deallnglﬁlth major community problcms e e e . che e e
‘e.qg., The Co]]ege cooperates in an. urbqn renewa] program..

STAFF CONSULTATION - Identlfylng, developlng and maklng
‘available the knowlcdge and skllls of collegc staff in

community service act1thxc e . S . .‘..'L 2 34 5 ;
e.g., The College si~ ‘esi ﬁérsons to\consult w1th . @ . ~
organizations inif iting 2 community study o . : e =
CONFERENCE PLANNING ‘wvxdlng assistance to coMmunlty . &
organlzatlons in the plannlng of confercnccs. 1nst1tutes o ) -
or workshops . . % 2 4+ 4 e s 4 4. . .. .1 2 3.4 5 .
e.g., The Coliege assists organizations 1h develop1ng the o
conference progran. g _ , . /' A,
. \ ’
FACTLITY UTILIZATION :'Encouraglng use of college
* facilities by .making them TLadlly access 1b1c for . ’ 8 ‘ o
. communlty oxqanlwatlons e e .. .. 1 2 3 4- 5 . B
‘e.g., The'Collcge estab11shes a d]rechory of av311ab1% ’ o o -
co]lege fac111t1es v . . :

’ . - -

. . L . Y
fiy. S~ S : . T o

o



- -1 - strongly agree ‘ | §#4 - dQisagree
: . 2 ~ agree . 5 - strongly disagree %y o
;. 3 - undecided N E ' : : v
. - ’ o Q o
' : - L0, ]
[ P bl 0
] ‘o -
' (LR (o]
: > D A >
? ~ Qg
, s o )
N » v £ 0 U o g
. 0O ¢ O ® O
' . : IR o B I <
,<\. . ¥ £ A4 P
: n & D.A n’
1. It is a legitimate role of the communi- college to ‘ ‘\;
’ participate,. with- community organlzatlons, in communlty / a.
‘service activities . . . . . .. . . .. o . oo o .. .12 3 4 5
2. The community college should expand itszprogram of .
. community service act&yltles in your cemmunity S e e 1 2 3 45

. ) n
‘ . . \
¢ . , . d‘ :3‘
. . e . - v
- ‘ : .

CLOS-3 o DIRBCTIONS FOR PART II
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As a reprcscntatlve of your organlzatloﬁi please indicate your oplnlon S

the following statements. These statements refer to the role of the
local community college in communlty service. Circle the number on the
agree-disagree continuum thht is most representative of your opinion
relative to each statement. The numbers mean:

o Q

3. Your communlty organlzatlon would work willingly

J -w1th the communlty college on a partlcular communlty

N service project that has relevance to your organl— _ _ .
‘zation' s goals . .« .+ e i e e W e e e e e e e e e 102 3 4 5

4. The communlty college should allocate more resources

to- 1ts communlty service Tole., . % « « « + & & = e« & .- -2 3 4 5

{5.(An appropriate role for the college in community
services is encouraging community organizatdons to
undertake new tommunity service projects that are

relevant to the‘organié%tion's\purposes e e e s e e ol 2 3 4 5.

6. An approprlate communlty college communlty serv1ce

role is in plannlng a comprehensive communlty

_servLce program for- the communlty .- . 2. ..o 23 4 S

7. In whlc of. the roles- outllned in questions 5 and 6 R
" should the- college be: - = _ ‘ _ -

0

“a. most actlvely 1nvolved (pleéee c1rcle one) . ) ’
: ‘ ‘ Statement L . 5 6.
“b. least actively lnvolved (please cirel ondY o .
- Statem nt Sy ,///w 5 ‘6

.
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CI0S-4 5 DIRECTIONS FOR PART TII®
Eight community scrvice activitics, which gould be made’ avallablc to
ronmunlty organizations by ”ohr local communlty college arc listed.
Whglhor or .ot any oﬁj?ﬁcso attivities becomes a ﬁ!&t of thé community
sent?bu’p‘-gram depends ypon your response_as to how/cach activity

, could assist yourTorganfmhition in achieving its goals and objectives.

: Your respopse will determine, for your organization, that activity Whiéb
should rqﬁﬁ]VO the hihghocst ollorlpv in the . local Gommunlty college's
COIIL’T\U}-AJL ,' I’VlC(‘ progr r]"'l

N

In or?-v to <ﬂtcrmino'thc priority of the acti.i-ies, you are askod_go
rank order Lhe descrlptlons of the elght activi. 3. The two. step
“proccdure described below is dCC1gncd to help you in deciding the

priorities. Please fOllOW—lt closely ] . .

LN

Step I‘_ 1. Wblle thlnklng of how each functlon mlght assist your
: organlzatlon in achieving its purposea, pleasa read care-
fully each descrlpt;on . g . S
!~)) . ! ' . 2 :

Place an X in thpjstco T Column beside the two activities
you feel should qLcelve highest priority. Place an o in -
" the” Step I Colgm$ beside the two activities you feel should
‘Yecelive’ ‘the loweSt priority. “There should be four items
~f without a ranking.

Step II 1. Re-read the two dLJCIlpthnS you marked with an X. De ide
: which of the two activities should receive the hlghost
priority and place a'“1" in the boX to the rlght of that -

’ .descrlptnon, in the Step II Colé&%x

. ’ - \""w

. 2. 'Re-read the two descrlptlons you mé\REd with an O "Decide _
which of thé two activities should receive the lowest ~ 2

rjority and place :a 1" in the box to the right of that

d scrlptlon, in the Step II Column.

’

3. Flnallya re-read the four descrlptlons that i¢ not receive
either an X or an O in Step'I. Decide the : nx of these
descrlptlons, from\hlghest to lowest, and rc coxd your rank
in the Step II Coiﬁmn as follows~-

~

T 1 = highest priority .
B . 2 = second highest oriority = o
) : 3 = thlrd highest prlorlty ) R . .
4 = lowest prlorlty N - °

| . .é. "~_A‘: " ‘; ‘  ' , ‘- e_:,
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ctos‘b. ¥ - . .
w - B ' . L ) *STEP I  STEP ill

COMMUNITY ANALYSIS - Collecting and®analyzing information

which raflect existing and emerging needs of the communlty

and which can’ serve as a communlty information source

.- for all organizations. . . - . . - e .
e.q., The College initiates commun1ty problem or1ented

stud1es

- ’
INTERAGERNCY, COOPERATION - Establlshlng contacts between
communlt% organizations in order to supplement and cQor-—

. dinate rather than duplicate ex1st1ng programs s e e e
e.g., The College initiates 1nformat1on exchange.

among .community organizations.

ADVISORY LEFAISON = Iéentif ng and involving as advisors,
key members of various community organizations wit'

whom cooperative programs are being planned... . . . . . . .-
e.g., fhe College initiates the formation of a

- community serv1ces advisory counc1l

PUBLIC FORUM - Developlng activities designed to stimulate
community interest .and understanding of local, provincial,
national and international problems. - -« + - .+ < . 4 . . . .
e.g., Fthe College sponsors "town" meetings.

‘C VIC ACTION - Participating in cooperative efforts with
local government, businessi industry, religiotis and

social. organizations to lncrpase community resources in
deallng with major community problems. < e e e e e e e
e.g. , The College cooperates in an urban renewal program. : .

STAFF CONSULTATION - Identlfylng, developing and making
available the knowledge -and-" skllls of college staff in
community sexvice.activities - - .. WL . Coe e e
e€.g., The erlege supplies persons to consult w1th
organ1zat1s'W 1n1t1at1ng a commun1ty 'study.

CONFERENCE jESRNNING. — Prov1d1ng assistance to communlty
organlzatlohs in the planning of conferences, 1nst1tutes,
OY WOrKShOPS =+ 1o = = = = = « o i o o o o v o o o o .
e.g., The College ass1sts organ1zatlons Sn develop1ng the
conférence “program. - .

FACILITY UTILIZATION - Encouraging use of college

fac1llt1es by making them readlly accessible for

communlty organizations. . . ..
e.g., The College est@b11shes a d1rectory of ava11ab]e .
college fac1l1t1es :

N
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CLOS-6 " DIRECTIONS FOR PART TV ) )
- ) " 3

Please indicate your response to each item by plac1ng a check mark (v)

in the approprlate space ' “

1. How long has your organization beenJestabliéhed‘in Victoria?

(1) less~than I year .. - (5) 11 - 15 years

{2) 1 - 2 years f ’ (6) 16 - 20 years

(3) 3 - 5 years g (7) 21 - 25-years -

(4) 6 - 10 years (8 _ more than 25 years
~ “ N L

b

14 A4

2. What is the average age of the persons served by your organization?

(1) . below 10 yeafsr , ' (5) 40 - 49 years

(2) - 10 - 19 years - | , - (6) . '50 - 59 years’
) (3) . 2Q - 29 years - (7) . 60 ',69 years
' (4) = 30 - 39 years _ (8) 70 years and over
S . ' (8) = All ages
3. How many membeis belong‘tO'your‘organizatiéﬁ? ' R -
- (L) . 1 - 10 . : : (5) 76 - 100 -~
~ 2 11 -2 . L 48) 101 - 150
A (3) 21 - 50 (), 151 - 200 .
' (4) 51 - 75 K _ (8) ‘ 201 = 400
: ' t ' (9) more than.400
- h /
4. wWhat is the aVerégevage of members of your organization? - ///
(1) o 15 - 19 years . . f- (6) .60 - 69 years
2) - 20 - 29 years ' (7) ° 70 - 39 years
(3) 30 -~ 39 years - - (8) 80 - 89 yéars
-(4) 40 - 49 years s (9) -~ 90 years and over -
() ,

50 - 59 years - (1o All ‘ages

'.5.”‘The average annual income of- your members would fall into which &t
the follow1ng cate ries? B .

(1) less tHan §5,000 . (3) __ $10,000 - $14,999
(2)"____ $5,000 - $9,999 - . (4) - $15,000 - $19,999

N : . 3 5) .- more than $20,000 -
o : —_
/7

|

- : ‘ . ]
: e ' o o
6. .Whaﬁfgercentage of your membership are:’

(Il“: 3¢ Female‘ ] . (2) . Male
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'CLOS-7
. .
7. Your organization has basically a:
(1) i cultural perpose ' :
(2) public health purpose : ; \

(3) recreational purpose
4) social welfare purpose

I

8.7 How were you selected as your organization's leader?

9. The tenure of the leader of your organization is how many yeafs? o

>

(1) less than 1 year : (5) 4 years o 2
(2) 1 year \ o (6) .5 years " o

< - (3) . 2 years : N 2] Tiore than 5 years
(4) 3 years - - T (specify years)

[y
[

lO To what extent does your organlzatlon become 1nvolved 1n communlty

serv1ce activities in V1ctor1a° ' . R 7)
(l) high involvement’f , ) (3) . )low involvement
(2) . - moderate involvement : - (4) ‘go involvement

N

11. Klndly llSt any formal contacts that exist between your organlzatlon
and the communlty college.

N

H

Thank you for your cooperation and intgrest. Please use the stamped, .

self—add}essed envelope to return your survey to Camosun College.
& N . [>T

s

=
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COMMUNITY SERVI&} FUNS&IONS SURVEY
} v
. ) R \

This survey -is designédf to sq}1c1t your oplnlon regardlng community
" college involvement i community educational servicés. It consists of
two parts. . Part I contains- the description of eight community service
act1v1t;es which could be part of the local community college community
Eogram. Part IT is designed to gain personal information which
WBcd to analyze responses to Part I. Please be assured that all
responsés will bé ‘kept strictly confidential. . ‘ 5

AFor this survey, the following deflnltlons of terms will be helpful
- You are invited to refer. to them as neceSﬁary. .

.
1. Community Service Activities: Those programs of the communlty
" college, often undertaken in cooperatlon with other communlty
organlzatlons,,whlch are dlrected toward serving community
TN »keducatlonal needs not met by formal colleg programs.

S ‘ & ¥ - '
C 2. Communlty Service Projec*: 'A spec1f1c communlty service- act1v1ty,
--.. such asa cooperatlve recreatlon program - in inner city areas.
3. - Community: The geographic area'served:by thevlocal community
college. - $
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Eight4commpnity service activities, which could be made -available to ¢/

_/ * DIRECTIONS FOR PART I - - ’

. ;o
: e ¢
- A

community organlzatl ns by your ‘local community college are listed.
Whether or not any 'of these activities becomes a part of the communlty.
service program depends upon your response as to how éach act1v1ty
:could assist your or anization in ach1ev1ng its goals and objectlves
.Your response will determine, for y ur organization, that act1v1ty which

should receive the hilghest prlorlgy in_the local community-college's

community service prdqram - In orxrder th\é\ybu can determine the priorities

of the eight activities, we will follow a two step procedure.

- Step I

 Step II

1.

o . . . )
While thinking of how each function might assist your
organiz@ation in ach1ev1ng its ,purposes, please read
careful Y each desc: 1ptlon.

Place ah X 'in the St tep I Column be51de the two activities

' uld receive hlghest priority. Place an O in
nEolumn beside the’ two activities you feel “should
the lowest priority. “There should be four items
hout a ranking. C ' ' 4

the »Ste
receive
left wi

-

Re-read the two descriptions you marked with an X. "Decide

which of |the two activities should receive the ‘highest
. Eriority and place a "1" in the box to the rlght of that

descrlpt on, in the SteE 11 Column

Re-read the two descrlptlons you marked with an O. Decide
which of the two: activities should recelve the highest
priority and.place a "1" in the box to the right of that
descrlptl n, in the Step IT Column: . :

/ . -
Finally, r —read)the four descriptions that did not receive
either an X or an O for ‘Step I. Decide the rank of these

‘descriptions, from highest to lowest, and record your rank
S .

in the Step II Column as follows: -

= hjghést priority o . S

"sgcond highest priority : :
third highest priority .
lowest priority D

B WA ke
I

b2

197

i

N



CSE§:3

) ‘ f. .n
COMMUNITY' ANALYSIS*— Collectlng and analyzing 1nformatlon

\ '+ which reflect ex1st1ng and emerglng needs of. the community

and which can serve as'a commenlty 1nformatlon source
for all organizations. f:. .. . e e e
, The College 1n1t1ates community problem—oriented
stud1es '

INTERAGENCY COOPERATION .- Establishing contacts between

community organizatiOns in order to supplement and coor-
dinate rather than duplicate existing programs . -« - .. -
e.q., The College initiates information exchange .
mong commun1ty organ12at1ons. -
-

ADVISORY LIAISON - Identifying and involving as adv1sors,
key members, of various community organlzatlons with
.whom cooperatlve programs are being planned. c e e e e
e.g., The College initiates the formation of a @
commuﬁ1ty services adv1sory council.

3

PUBLIC FORUM - Developlng act1v1t1es de51gned to stlmulate
communlty interest and understandlng of local, prov1nc1al,
national and 1nternatlonal problems. e e e e e e e e
B, g., The College SpOnsors “town meet1ngs,

CIVIC ACTION - Partlclpatlng ‘in cooperatlve efforts with

local government, business,. 1ndustry,’reI1glous and
social organlzatlons to .increase community resources 1n
deallng with major commuanity problems.'- . e e e e
e.g., The College cooperates 'in a urban renewal program.

" STAFF CONSULTATION - Identlfylng, developlng and making
.available the knowledge and -skills of college staff in
community service activities. . - . e e e e e e e
e.qg., The College supplies persons to consult with
organizations 1n1t1at1ng a commun1ty study.

CONFERENCE PLANNING - Prov1d1ng aSSlstance to community

organizations in the plannlng of conferences, 1nst1tutes_

or workshops. - - - R L I

e.g., The College ass1sts organizations in developing
the conference program. S ‘

JFACILITY. UTILIZATION - Encouraglng use of college
~facilities b ing them readily acceSSLble for ‘
community org nlzatlons.- - e . . . e e e e e
e.g., The .College- establishes a d1rectory of ava1]able
college fac111t1es. - .

« STEP I

.198 .
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 CSFS-4 - DIRECTIONS FOR PART IT

“

- The information from ydhr reéponse to Part II of . the survey will pe

used to analyze the reponses to Part I{ All responses are anonymoys and
confidential. Please indicate your response by placing a. check’ mark W)
in the appropriate space. : : T ‘

1.. Sex

A
;

R

. (1) Male ’ - ! . (2) \Female
. —_ - - —\

2. .Leﬁgth of time you have been =a membéi of this organization-(to Year)
B - o - , : _

(1) ' less’than 1 year (3) 3 - 5 years

(2) . 1= 2 years . : T (4) 6 ~.10 years
. ' "~ (5) " more than 10 years

3. Length df time you have lived in this community,(to nearest year)
a . . .
(1) "less than 1 year & : 3y 3 - 5 years
(2) 1 -.2 years - , (4) - 6 - 10 years _
o ‘ (5) more than 10 years

“'&.' i 1 ) 2 ’
Memberéhip in other cgmmunity organizations: 'Would you please
indicate,‘by placing the appropriate number in the Space provided, _
the number of other community organizatiops»you belong tj/that have

mainly a ' -
-

¢ (1) . 'culéﬁral purpose
: (2) public health purpose
(3) recreational purpose
(4) social welfare purpose

1

5. Attendance at the local community college

(a) How many of your childgen have attended the community

wh
, college?. T o

(b) Iﬁdicate tﬂg type ‘of program they enrolled in _

‘ | (1) College Preparatory and Secondary School Completion \

Career Programs (e.g., Business Admiﬁistration,
- 2 stry, Electronics) ’ ' '
(3) General Education
(4) University Transfer -
9 (5).Trades and Industrial . . o
) {6) Native Indian Program : : o ‘ a
(7) Community Services Program ’
!
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(e)

(£)
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How many of your children are attending the'cdmmunity

college now? . . C,

" .
Indicate the type of program they arqitaﬁﬁng:
. (l)‘CQllege P;éparatory and Secondary Schdol Completion
(2) Career Programs (e.g., Business Administration, '
. j'Forestry, Electronics) s
' (3) General Educdtion : -
. (4) University Transfer ‘ R . : e
(5) Trades and Industrial ’ ) ‘
(6) Native Indian Program |
_.(7) Community Services Program
-y ' o < ] ) _
Are you or have §pu attended classes ‘at the coﬁmunity‘qollege? A)
(1) Yes : ___(2) No
Indicate the type program: you enrolled in:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

6. Your age falls

(1)
(2)
- (3)
(4)

15
20
30
40

I

Colléqe Preparatony and Second y,Scth;\pompletion
Career Programs (e.qg.,.Business Administration,
Forestry, Electronics) ’

General Education _
University Transfer L - I o
Trades and Industrial

Native Indian Program *

Commun{ty_Services Program

inﬁélwhich of the folldwihg: ' S o RS
- l9lyears - ' (5): 50 - 59 years ., -

- 29 years ) . . (6) _., 60 - 69 years .z -

- 39 years - (7) 70 - 79 years:

- 49 years . (8) 80" - 89 years

(9)

T

90 years and.over
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. THE UNIVERSITY oF ALBERTA
EDMONTON. CANADA
T6G 2E

FACULTY of EDUCATION . v
DEPARTMENT oF EDUCATIONAL Vs :

N ADMINISTRATION

N m . . .

[ £
/

Dear Communi ty Leédef:
By ‘way of introduction, I am a gradUate_%tddént'inAcOllege administration e
at the"University oﬁkAlberta, working with the staff of Camosun Tollege on

‘a community_serviceg_oroject;, S g
. : . e e -

The Project is attempting to answé%‘therquestion,."ln what ways can a | o
community college, for‘exahple C : assist cbmmunity_organiza-
tions ip aqhieving,their goals?" ani ege community'serVices
Rrograms’can assist‘brganizations, + in a number of ways, .
The specific Purpose of this p mine your OPinion of the )
most dppropriate way a' communi ty service bProgram. can s -
‘assist your,organizatlon in achievi $ and Purposes. L ‘ » '
The enc;osed-éﬁ§$ey, the Communji or 0 inion Surveyr, is'designed to B N
'detéxgine'commulity Ieader-résgonse-to the importance of and the Priority o

. : . ST T et P v R
of a1l st_of\p0551ble community serv1cos activities which could be bart of. : )
the community college's communi i -Program.” your response to this ’
Survey ig vital to our broje Please be "assureg that your response will

be kept‘confidéntial: ‘the identification numbers are for follow—dp bPurposes
oniy. ‘fvwould requést that You complete the Survey ang return it at your
earliesthonvenience to CamoSunﬁCdllege,Husing~thévctgmped self-addresseqd
'.envelope provided. . P ' S

¥ . . ,
o i< Yours sincgrelyf‘ v
' B ":) ﬂ"-é'.a) ,
o ) ) 'ﬁ”'édt;wgggickard,' o L
' CL dministrator. S
BWR/gf . N | C N 5¢i§'5 Adm_:; rator. | -
Enc. : ’ . ) B L= ‘m/f" s

"c.gg H.A. ‘B tey, Director, Y N .
"'V4Communitnyducation Services, T SR :
Camosun College. ‘ R ) ’ o : : "‘ L

“ . .
- . e . . . . - . — T
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CAMO&UN GQLLEGE -

FF
J195C " ANSDOWNE. RD. " Vl( TORIA.BC. . c{' - V8D 3J2,
" (:ommun¢yﬁdUCdUon<Scnwg&b Y

-y September 16, 1974.

Tt e

s, ‘ o

Dear Sir or Madame- » : o S : J/" L v

Mr. Brént Plckard is engaoed in post graduate
studles at the University of A ta. Research in the
area of community education servifles by colleges is.
involved. He has- requested’ to -&o this ‘'research here
in Vlctorla.‘ ' S A : :

- As Dlrector ‘of Communlty Educatlon Serv1ces

here at Camosun- College, IL,welcome his. research acti-
_v1t1es in this area.. May L, ask your organization to v \
show Mr. Pickard the same‘good co-~operation as has been -

afforded me by communlty assoc1atlons ‘such as yours

Yours s1ncere1y, o 4

-@.«_&K

," E ' o '. H. Alan Batey,.
' : ' ‘ A y DlrectOr of Communlty Educatlon.
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November. 18, 1974,

e
4"

‘ : _ , - N ';- | ,
Dear Community Leader: S N o S _ e

) Recently you received a questionnaire concerning Cﬂﬁmunlty services -
~and’ Camosun College. Your response to thls questionnai.e will assist in -
determlnlng what community college compunity service _Programs should do
to meet the needs of community oﬁganlzgtlons ) .

3
°

To date we have received several completed questionnaires. ThlS
response: is* encouraging and 1nd1cates the high degree of interest commu-
nity organizacions have in communlty serv1ce.a

. If you ‘have ‘already mailed in your questlonnalre ~ thank you. If
you, as vet, have not had.time to complete the questionnaire,cCOUld vou
do so at /uur earllest convenlence7 Thank- you very much

If you have any questlons or concerns, please'contact Mr. Pickard
(592 ~1281, ext. 221) ~ Camosun College. . ' S

Yours 51ncerely,

H. Alan Batey, -
s . Dlrector of Communlty Educatlon.

s /&,,,,zw/’“%m,cz e
‘ - : ' . PBrent. W. Pickard
R Project Admlnistrator_

HAB
BWP/stb
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. .
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
EDMONTON. CANADA
TEG 2E1

FACULTY OF EDUCATION
" 'DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION

September 27, 1974

. : \
- " . . . :
i v

-

Dear Community Leader:.

By way ‘of introduction, I.am a'graduate student in co’lege adm . nistration
at- the University of Alberta, working on a community sarvices project with
the staff of Camosun College. The specific purpose of the ™ ject is to
determine communitv organization opinion regarding the app::i .ate role of
the community’col;age in community services. ‘ . v

Having had recent contacts with a variety of community leaders and under-
standing the pervasive demands on your time, I respectiully request your
assistance in helping me achieve the purpose outlined above. Your organi- -
zation was selected from recreational, social welfare; cultural éﬁﬁ public
health organizations in the Greatexr Victoria area. In order to obtain your
organizationfs76binioné, I would request being permitted to attend a meetingk/‘l
of the organization in November, in order to administeér a briéf survey. / ‘
Previous experience has shown that this should take no longer than 15 or
20 minutes. Your organization's response will assist in determining the nature
of community services programé whi-" might emanate'from community'collegeé.'- »
_Enclosed is a brief informatfon sheet to be used in ideﬂfifying community
organizations. that are willing to cooperate in this study. I would ask you

to provide, the information requested.and return the information sheét in the
enclosed enyvelope at your earliest convenience. Be assured that all your
resﬁonSv” will-be held in strictest confidence. The identification number

is for follow-up purposes only. I '

1'certain1y appreciate your consideration of this project and look forward to

being able to meet with you in November. Thank you. for your cooperation.

‘ S

.

. Yours sincerely,

Bremt W. Pickard . » - Cy . : .

Project Administrator . -

Encl. B ’ '
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wril

.
o«

~Sommunity Organization Information zet I.D. Number . ..

. A )
. . - B
s . . .

T

Note: You are assured ‘that your.responses will be held in ) T

strictest confidence.
. <

s

<

1.
2.

3.

4. Réad the following and select the classification which best desctibes

5.

2

~Position of Person Completing this Questionnaire:

—

Name: ‘ . . . . \

Brent W. Pickard ’ -

: X

g

Name of Organization-

Ny

the functions your organization seeks to perform:.

recreational social welfare

public health: : oultural
In order to get your organlzatlon s opinion regardlng communlty
college 1nvolvement in community services, I respectfull
being able to attend a meeting of the organization durifig Novfgmber
in order to administer the attached survey. Please. look ove
survey. Previous exper‘ence "shows that admlnlsterlng t
a group takes approximately 15 to 20 minutes. v

(a)'Would your organlzetlon.consent to my attendance at a meeting
in- November? . O .
Yes ‘

No .

(b) If yes, please indicate:

i. Time and Date of youf November Meetiqg:

P

.o e ' P ~ (time)

J

g R o T Gate

o Adi. Location of your November meet&ng:, e

< iiis Approx1mate number of 1nd1v1dua‘§
that will attend the November meetlng

(c) If it is not possible for. me to attend your November . meetlng, '
"would you, as a representatlve of your organlzatlon, consent -
to complete a mailed- out&survey

'YQF
No

B4

Thank you for your cooperatlon.‘gl look -forward to"reb:iving’th%sww-
Information Sheet at the earlitest possxble tlmer " Fle..se use the

enclosed envelope.

7,"‘ fa
: . T
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~FACULTY OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION

EDMONTON. CANADA
- T6G 2E1

October 17, 1974

. . , ) ' . Y
Dear Community Leader, N
A short time ago, I forwarded to'yOU'é'%equest for-assistande'in con-
ducting a research studv. This 'studv, the specific purpose of which is to
determine community organization opinion’ regarding the appropriate role of
the community college in community services, is being conducted with the
full eooperation of Camosun College in Victoria. ~

To date, I hawve not received a reply frc vour o ganization. The -
'assistanCe_I require is to be permitted to ti nd a-meeting of vour organ-

~ization in November or early December in o1 to dbtain vour organization's

opinion regarding the nature of community services. programs which might
emanate from community colleges. I '

-

I have enclosed a brief iﬁformation sheet which is designed to identify

community organizations in the Greater Victoria-Area that are willing to

cooperate in this studv. I would certainly appreciate hearing from you at

your.earliest convenience.

'.Thankyou} o : : N : .
e ; { |
S Jours sincerely, - = - .
A .FQL o
’ " Brent W. Pickard o~
Project Administrator ' .
BWP/dh - .

Enclosure

THE UNIVERSITY OF "ALBERTA

208
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: FACULTY OF EDUCATlON ‘\1\
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL

e

209 .

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
- EDMONTON CANADA

@

? December 23, 1974 . ' . A . N

ADMINISTRATION - TBG 2E1

\b“ t “
. - .
. Dear Organization IV: .
Re: Community College Community Services Study ,

In connectlon w1th the above s dy, I f\ﬁﬂd be pleased to receive
the Community Serv1ce Functlon urvey from your members and The
Community Leader Opinion Survey you personally received at your
earliest convenience. If you havésnot already mailed the question-
naires to Camosun College, could you, instead, please send them
directly to me at the above address. '

I ‘trust'you will have an enjoyable holiday season and contlnued
success in 1975. »

e

Slncerely, . ) - o S ,Ifs

" 0. Mmﬂe

Brent W.. Pickard
Progect Admlnlstrator e : T

> BWP/hb

W
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APPENDIX I

DENT CHARACTERISTICS

’
’
) \
- ~ ~
e . - '
L . :
, :
X P
- )
H * N

v
P
v
~
P
>




Vs
D
Table.49 A
: CSFS Respondent Charactéri‘s\tié‘s ' .
& : ; - e ) ’I‘étal-. for ali
i _Résponse Alternatives ~  Members '
N % N %
1. sex S . } / . - 38 100.0
| Mile o4 29 76.3 ~
Female . "9 223.7 . :
r(\ . . N s [
2. Léngth of T L 38 100.0 =
‘ -time of , Less.~than '1 year. o . 0.0 . S '
. membership 1-2 years 2 5.3 -
: 3-5 .years - Y9 .23.7
6-10 years , » . 13 34.2
- more than 10 years =~ 14 ., 36.8 .
.-‘4‘\\‘ : . " ‘L ”
3. Length of T I ‘ 38 . .100.0 -
time ‘of Less than 1 year’ 2 " 5.3 -
" residence 1-2 years ; \ I 2.6
in Victoria . 3~5_years ol -3 7.9 ,
' . 6-10 years A } 2.6 - .
. more than 10'years ~ 31 81.0 S
Q X : . . - ~ . . . . “. ‘4 -,
% : T :
A . - * .o -
4. Membership a}’ltural . T o 38 100.0,
' in other fa. ) : 12 3l.6 -
?fnmunity' . b, 27 - -4 . .10.5 '
rganizatione c. -3 : =0 0.0 )
‘ S oAl 4 : 17 2.6 :
» €. none ' .21 55.3 4 o
‘Public Health B . 38 100.0
- a. 1 o7 13 . 34.2 . C ‘
b. 2]» ] ) . 3/4. 79 . ‘,' " -."_
. C. 3 1 2.6 w@’;&
j a. 4 0 Q.0 ek
€. none ' 21 5.‘}.3 v
. Recreational e 38 100.0
< ..o a. 1 o Y5 . 39.5 RN .
- b.- 2 3. 7.9 -
c. 3 . : 2 5.3 .
a. 4 . ‘0 - olo
e.# none ‘ 18 47.4 -~ | '
s . o
»
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Attending v 33

~ \ .
; - Table 49 (Continued) .’ T
: Total for all
Response Alternatives Members
: - PR
! N % N %
: . . ;

4. Membership‘ Social Welfare 38 100.0
in other ca. 1 i5 39.5 . )
community b. 2 - 4 10.5
organizations c. 3 o 2 2.0
(cont.) d. 4 . 0 . 0.0

.€.. none- 17 44.7

5. Previous' Number of children attended: . 38 100.0°
attendance of © a. 1 .- ' 2 5.3 ' B
respondents b. .2 1 2.6
children at c. 3 ' 1 2.6 \

.. Camosun d.  none - ' 34 89.5.,

College. Program taken: “ e
a. College Prep. 1 2.6
b. Career Program - 1 2.6
¢. General Education 1 . 2.6
°oa. University -
" Transfer . 1 . 2.6
e. Trades and ' , '
Industrial -
~f. .Native Indian - -
"g. Community Service -

6. Present " Number of children attending:’ 38 100.0 .
attendénce of _ - a. Néne S 38 100.0
"respondents ' ' '

 childreh at o
Camosun ¢
,College -
. . )
3 , a —
, 7. Attendance of Number of respondents: .38
’ respondent at . a._Atténded or ' B ’
. Camosun Attending 5 13.2
College b. Not Attended or ' '
. 86.8




¥ %

Table 49 (Cohtinued)_

- .Total for all

. Response Alternatives. ' Members

N % N %

7. Attendance of

Program Taken:

respondent at a. College Prep. -
Camosun b. Career Programs 1 2.6
~College ‘c. General Education. 3 7.8 .
(Cont.) d. University '
Transfer . 1. 2.6
e. Trades & ' '
* ' Industrial -
f. Native Indian -
g. Community  Services -
8. Respondent i : ‘ T 38 100.0
‘age range 15-19-years . 0 = 0.0 N
‘ 20-29 years = 0 0.0
30-39 y;?eﬁ\ 1 2.6 .
40-49 years _ 10~ 26.3 .
50-59 years © 8 —21.1 o
60-69 years ‘ 6 15.8\j\\\\\\
70~-79 years 10 26.3 Tl
' 80-89 years . 1 2.6 T
5.3 T

90 years and over - .2

o
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