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This study described the present state of development of -

community schools in the Province of Alberta and the organizatiqnal s

\\ e e e

and’ environmental characteristics of community school education '

?

programs. Three types of questionnaires and two sets of interv evs

were used to gather data._ The questionnaires were completed by

school. administrators, 462 teachérs and 1110 community members.

’finterviews were. held with 84 students and 28 administrators.i',';~-\

Ninety-four Alberta schools (7 3 percent) were identifed by
| .
their superintendents as community schools.. Not one of the seven

community school education components in the 94 Alberta community “%,

schools was developed to the extent that the component existed in a. .«

hypothetical model school " developed from the literature. Fourlof thex-‘
- E T
components joint use pf school and community facilities programs for

adults, commuﬁity involvement and administration were developed to
‘ less than half of the development of the model s components.

o

When selected community schools vere matched and compared to

el

B ;raudomly‘selected "non-community" schools, it was found that the |

A regular program at the community schools was’ based significantly more
on local community aCtivities than was the program at the comparison
.."schools. The community schools had significantly more addétional
a rprograms for students and progxamg for adults, in relation to the size‘

of the schools, than did the comparison schools._

v The Commqnity Schoolgtpad_significantly;more'community .

‘1 4y ; - R '. g
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involvement in decision—making than did the comparison schools. Teachers,

" but not community members, 1ndicat#d that people associated with the

N

3‘school had signifiqantly more cont ol over local school affairs in

' 'schools. Community schools also al&ocated more time on administerin i
AR .

'eugluating programs and on, coordinaﬁing community services to prevent

M g

, »
existed between the.community scho ls and the.comparison schools wifh

respect. to the job satisfaction_or status of teaehers, orygeneral R

3 ’

satisfaction. of students._ Community schools placed more emphasis on

et

duplication or 1ack of services: in the community than did the compari én -

\ -
school-community relations than did COmparison schqpls. Finally, the
\

iedministrators, teachers and communitx members, from both community and
comparison schools, generally wanted significantly more . emphasis placed
on c0mmun1ty school education activities in their: schools.

Host community school’ staffs were generally supportive of com!

munity‘school education.; It was important to community school principals

‘that their school boards took an active and formal interest in community

£

.school education. Because of their extended programs, community schools

~

™~ e
ab o - . S

also requ1red extra funding

Y According to thevprincipals, the initial motivation to develop

_ community schools than in comparis n schools. No significant differences

a community-school usually came from'either the'schoolaprincipalvor.the f_f

munity schools were found in all types of cOmmunitie34'with reSpect to

-’school'hoard'~not from an“outside pressure group. - Demographic‘con&itions'

v . " N

affected the type of programs offered at the community schools and com- o -

- . . ) L U
. - . R .
A P ‘-a

: socioaeconomic and cultural conditions.-“ ’ . ' v:‘ R : ng

{

e
o
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y ' Chapter 1

|
!

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND TO THE {TUDY

Minzey and Le Tarte (1972), Seay (1974), Davis (1974) and
Gittell (1970) believe that the large population growth in North

America, coupled with the trend to centralize social services has

eople, espécially those in o

.

suggests that the,tecnnological

made 1ife'highly impersonal for many
_urban centers. Hiemstra (1972:12) also

revolution has been a major factor in foétg ng impersonal.reiationr
. . . ) '.\
ships émong people. He wrote:

All phases of society have . been affected by the resulting
'changes For example, it has increased specialization which
has led to more and largdér organizations, greater bureaucracy,
and growing impersonalness between workers. Conseduently, ties

- to a community for whatever reason are becoming slight or=
often temporag& and transxtory ' , Y\

'Each of these writers suggest that one way to reduce the
impersonality of life 1s to encdurage people- to develop a sense of
community. They. propose the concepts of comMunity education and/or

_community school as possible solutions to deVeloping or maintaining

a sense of commuhity. 4

The community education or community school concept is being

. #tilized in an dttempt to make education (in the broad sense -of-the

.

word) more accountable and relevant tovlocél communities (Decker,. '

t

.1972:2) . ‘According to Minzay (1974), the components most frequently



Wy R
2 , .

- N N .
discussed as part of this concept are programs for adults, additional

programs for children coordination of community services, maximum uSe
o ’
of afl community resources and facilities and” community participation

<

in decision-mgkidg. As Dccker (1972 2) wrote:

[N
\""

* But many of its- featurfis are not mew. - Community edpcation'is S
really an-eclectic philosophy that combines many desirable
aspects of educational movements of. the ‘past and present into
a dynamic concept of education readily adaptable to today's
soclety and flexible enough to be adapted to the future.

¢

Tangiblcleyidencé'of a desire to develop the components of the
community education or community school. concept in Canada can be seen

in reports such as the Edmontoh Public Schools' (1971) "The Community

N

School: A Focus on Living"; The Hova Scotla Rqul~§gmmkgaiqgiyl

.

idiiear fon, Publie Services and Provineial Municipal Relations Vol. LI

(Government of.Nova Scotia, 1974) and, the Province of'Onﬁdrio's.What
. . '\J

}Hibpenﬁ Nuxt fs Up | Lo Vnu (1he 5cloct Commlttec on the Utilization of

Hducntion1l Faci]itie%, 1975) ‘\

This study dvn]s with thL duvv]upmnuL of ’omenlty schools in
S !

(3
.‘\

the Provinee of Alberta by idcntifyiug the comgunity séhools‘already N\

operating iu the Province_and then -analyzing the organizational
: \
characteristics, of these bchoolq. In addltlon, A égmparison of

.LommunlLy schools ' to schools not considercd (ommunity S(hOOlb ig made

in.an attempt to.detect,charucterlstlcs unique‘to‘communlty schools.‘

H
!

IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

t
" The three Canadian reports mentioned above, promoting the

iht;odhction and'developmenc of comhunity schools, ‘have one lﬁportant

feature-in common. They draw on little or no evidence of the®
characteristics or success of community schools as documented by rescarch.

-
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’

" ] " “This lack of research referencing is not entirely the fault of
| .

the report writers because little research has ‘been completed in Canada

. oot C
\or;the United States in the area of community,schools and/or‘community‘

4

édhcation (Deckcr, 1972:2). Seay and associates (19745393)_8tated

that;“"With'the exception of the 15 doctoral disgertations cited;by“ o

d by Olsen- most of the (American) WOrks cited‘afe descriptions
' M

of experiences of practitioners and observers in the field." No

publication dealing with community schools othcr than on, an anecdothl,

or participant frequency-count level, appears to - be available in Canada,

,With the increastng intercst in community schools throughout

Canada and the lack of research ‘on the subject, the area appears to be

appropriate for study Thc need for studies in: this area was under- .
lined by Musella. (Coutts, 1975 88) in his address .at the 1975 C. S S.E.
Annual Conference In this address entitled "Critical Issues Facing

Educational Administtators'm Directions for Future Research,ﬁ he ~f !
listed community'education as one of,the nine critical-issueS'facing_

RN
N,

b.educational'administrato

‘1ﬁ‘1975. ‘Musella elaborated by providing |

the following two categories for research; first;'"afneed for a'new'

{ch’ integrates that function into the

' 'modeliof community education w
. . S

N

total community 8 services" and, second “'the nature of community

education "l
This studyhcouldvbest be described’as an exploratory study
The lack of research in the area of community education and community

schools made it essential to develop an instrument to assist in the

o ' 1Taken from a handout distributed at the 1975 Canadian Society e
for the Study of Education Conference, Edmonton, Alberta.'- - T vﬁf

-
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-

identification of existing community schools, to determine environmental

~ A

and organizational variables relevant to these community schools’ and o

Y.
N

to compare the perceptions of community members toward these community

"

i A

‘,schools and comparison schools. .This study has attempted to answer
‘]questions in ‘thése three areas, as. well as’ provide directions for>x' v

[y

-

further research to deal with these areas "in more depth Hiemstra[\
‘ ) .

(1972;114) calls for this type of research by Jriting:

Another important research need is the evaluation of
ongoing - community educational and other types of programs. S
Institutions of higheg education could carry out the total '
evaluation of various community projects and programs or could
at, 1east provide evaluation consultaton.

THE PROBLEM

/-

* Statement of the Problém L . _ i ‘ -

The major problem of this study was to analyze the community
/

~

school education concept in community schools in the Province of
I

Alberta and .to determine the organizatioual and environmental

a L. G

characteristics which are descriptive of a community school education
= . : : - :

e
T L ]

R . L

. TR ’ . -
I 2 P

there is much disagreement over the definition of the

/program in the Province.

T , ' ’
“*ferms ""community education and "community school o the first specific

prohlemﬁwas:t identify the schools in ‘Alberta which were classified

1

‘spby-the‘superintendents ag ' communﬁgy schools" and to determine the

cOmponents of their community school programs. The first sub problem
N ' o '

‘'was stated as follows:': . L

Sub-problem ohe. How many community schools are presently

‘operating in Alberta{. To what degree are the components ‘of community

‘school'education;developed in their programs?



- ') . . , :
This~study'thenAaddreasedvitself to the organizational

I

“characteristics of the oommunity schools in Alberta which most closély: . Ty
adhered to the components of community school edutation and related

-these findings to compar{son schools.

~

: Sub~problem two. What are the organizatiohal é?araéteristics

thaf are descriptive of community schools ﬂﬁdu in re)at}on to comparison

(F- . .

schools, how prevalent and accepted (by teachers, studtnt§“and community

members) arewthese characteristics in the‘community schools of

%lbeiﬁa?_ o Lo LT - .
EOne of the major assumptions of community schopl education is

v “..

Vo

jthat the programs and services are adapted to the surrOunding

environment. Therefore, it appeared to be significant o identify the

nvironmental variables which were descriptive of c0mmunioy schocls

* . ° ) . . o

’ Sub—problem«thnee; What are the environmental variables that

are-descriptive of community schools’ : " L ' . ;h

A a 4"‘0A - c £
. . .. ~ - ..

DEFINITION OF TERMS

e ’ B : o -

The following definitlons of - terms were utilized throughout

this study

Community school education.’ This term reptesents a philosophi—

cal concept of providing Ebr the educational needs: of community members

e 0
'(Minzey and Le.Tarte, 1972.19).' To facilitate operationalization of
this term, the following’ components composed commpnity school education
o:‘this study; P-12 program available,to children-and adults; joint use: k\

of sc 1 and community-facilities; programs (additional to'the.P-lZ»



a

N

- ' _ ; &) , N

. . .{- ‘ N
program) for children and afults; delﬁery and/or -coordination of

S

community services; administration time and modey for communitiy school

Y . 3 : . . A :
education; and community involvement in decision-making. These

PR,

’ Conceptual'FraméQQLg section (Chaptei 3. ¢

activities were coordingted from aschool building.

) 4

.. Community school cogrdinator. A person formally assigned )

1ﬁ9;godrdinate~communicy school education activities is referred to as-

»

a. "commuriity school coordinator." ‘ : T

~a

J
. b : ¢
! Community school council. This term refers to a committee of

peal]e formaliy“assigned to advise a school on the school's activities.
Some_memhers of this committee must. be.community members not employed
. .

at the school.

b l o
School community.’ .The people who work and/or reside in the

.

a
.

geographic and legal boundaries of the school are designated as the

.
"school community."

~ DELIMITATIONS, ASSUMPTION AND LIMITATIONS
o OF THE STUDY D

: . oo
' ' o b e
belimitations -
This study was confimed to schools in Alberta and to community °
: - ) : ‘ e
schools and non-community schools as defined by the superintendents .-

. ' '

in the jﬁrisdictions of Alberta. Any schools which had been operatingy;

- . - e 4
- ES

"less than two years were excluded%ffom the study. :

<

Of all the possible characteristics of community schools, a
number were selected as pertinent to this study'as indicated in the

[

o .



Limitations

The utiliéation othUestionnaires-and interviewé to gatﬁer
data caused the major limitations of this’study. The faét that'fhiS'
study of community‘schobls was éfoss—sectional,and'place-bound, placed -
a further limitation on the conclusions reached énd,introdhced problems

for generalization.

i

Assumption

Tt was assumed that the scores obtained from tbe?Schqpi Cor . .nity

Questionnaire (see Appendix F) on the dimensionéuéf—éaﬁhﬁnityquhool

education can bé compared and ranked.

AN OUTLINE OF THE STUDY L

3 . S ' B » ‘ -
Chapter 2 contains a review of the community school and

community education literature. In Chapter 3, descriptions of the
conqeptualvframewotk utilized in the study, the sample, theé
instrumentation and the treatment of data are presented.-

.Chapter A,inciqdes the analysis of the data. .The study's

cunclusions, implications for education and suggestéd research studies
are presented in Chapter 5. - : . : o

n
.

a



124

°

e ‘ . Chapter 2

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

I. INTRODUCTION .

Pos51b1y the bést way to describe the maJor de51rcs and

asp1rations of community school proponents is to 1nd1cate how they

view the "tradltlonal" publlc school -system. ;'As early as 1942, this

- N . . ° . \

view was descrlbed by Carr (1942 34) in a scenarlo tntltled”"An ‘Island

-

Apart "Carr descrlbed the traditional school as an 1Sland set apart

[ o PR .

from thé ‘mainland (the school's communlty) by a "deep hoat of convcntlon

and tradition.” A draw brldge was 1owered over the moat at certain
@

times of the day to allow the chlldren from the mainland to cross . "*

-

to the. island in the morning and return to the malnland at nlght

d

~ Very few adults from the mainland were allowed or encouraged to cross

-

'to the 1sland and rarel¥ were children allowed to venture-batk to the-

malnland dur1ng ‘the day. The paradox of the scenarlo was revealed When‘

Carr remlnded the readers that the task for whlch the students had been.

~students to live on the mainland.’

" schools is revealed, i.e. the goal of school programs should be to

sepafated from the malnlangm was to develop skills to allow these

Lo

In this scenario, a majof message of the advocates of commuhit&
allow children aﬁd.adﬁlts to develop skills and eqoip themselves to
live successfully in their" surrogndlng communities.  .The school belongs
to thg community and is supposed to serve the needs of the communlty

8
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-+ COMMUNITY schoor og COMMUNITY EDUCATION

7

Béfofé Proceeding furthe; withfthé”reviéw of'the iitefaturé,
.the terms ”éémmunity‘schob;"‘and "commuﬁity eduéati;n" shéﬁld be,
clarified, Sééy (1974:11) wrote ",-. . the community school concept
has truly evolved into a Community education concept," - What'Sea§
seems. to be imblyingr§§~£bgg*1he‘commanity School';oncept can incluge

all the components! of the concept of éommunity education, but the

former takes piacev(at least,;partially) in a school building;-while

Success, _ S : .
Public sthools seep to offer many adVantages over other agencies
when attempting to introduce community education intq an existing

Community. The firse advantage ig that most'communities already have ‘ @

, ]The components of community education,will be discussed ip’
. the next section. : o




used' to illustrate that this dissertation deals exclusively with
- community education in public schools.  If the terms cammunity school

or community education are used again ‘in this chapter, they will

o * . : Q

9 .- o ¢
\ s .
! C“\'v o °% b ] “
. . . . A PR A © . . .
EAEE o Ty c
v " Q L, " . e . Re -,
. '- R \ et . - -° . - T

\”0

i\ A school huilding and staff which-ﬂre*publdcly.financed °Second, no.,

\ "\-t' \ D
one else xn the community is more 1nvolved in education than those

-~

in the school building, and finally, schools do not scem to be involved

N e

,in the polltical realm as much as other servace agencies (Minzey and

¢ - . "4‘ : . : P

"Le'Tart'e‘,l-'1972:’12)... o oo ; ' ER ’/‘

¥n attempting to*avoid confusion. over the terms "community -
tempting : : l _
; / ( . . _

~~§EH§91" and "community education,' a decision has been made to combine

the terms when discussing community schools to emphasize that,

=~conceptually, the process is the same and only the- physieal setting

may change. Therefore, the tert community school education 'will be

-

- -

LIS

‘refhect ‘the manner in whlch the author of cited 11Lerature handles V.

P . - .
. -

the concept. - ' : ’ o
. ‘ . . . . Y - . R o

" COMPONENTS OF THE COMMUNITY SCHOOL EDUCATION CONCEPT

" .The identification of the components"of the community school .

o

education concept is a rather difficult proces%. Similar to most

btqad;‘all encompassing terms, the terms "community school" and

"community education; are often used in educational discussions and

Apolicies as if all participanté hold the same definition Yet, as

found by Drlscoll (1976) many dlfferent perceptions and definitions
of these terms_are held by knowledgeable‘peoplei‘ 7
-The confusiOn in education concefning the concept-oé community

school education was underlined by Bushey (1972)-in a d’/toral study

. completed  in the State of Indiana. -He compared selected community _.y:‘

10 .

4
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)

school education programs in Indiana with a theoretical (community

-, school educatlon) model elementary school .. The theoretical model was -

- N ! )
: ~ oW

develpphd from the communitY'school,education Fiterature ‘and recom-
mendations from-a panel of Judges knowledgeable in the area. The

follow1ng flve major areas were identified as essential ingredlents

A

of  the concept of community school education: 1)'financia1 commitment

of the community; 2) the community adviscry council; 3) a policy on

staffing procedures;.b) program devdiopment and 5) outside agency‘ ‘ .

involpement._ - ' ‘ ) N
“From his study, Bushey concluded that there was little evidence

o

of a common underétanding.of &be nature of .community. school- education . .. b
in the State of Indiana as defined by the literature and a panel of
experts and, 'second, that the major emphasis in the State was on

ccommunity school education programs and not on the process of ‘community

school education.]
. Confusion with community school educationvis-increased'by

‘many well-intentioned’articles ./ dealing with community'education and/or

community SChools becausc of thelr attempt to over51mp11fy a complex

\\\

issue. For example, the follow1ng paragraph was written in Education

. B.C., (1971). , _ : : S
" The issue of community educatlon is 51mply to f1nd ways to
broaden the education available to citizens in every way-. . .
- education for adults, for pre-schoolers, for retired persons,
for housewives, for children and teenagers . . . on an )
integrated basis, using as much as possible existing facilities.

¥

IThe process of cqmmunity scho51~educat10n will .be-discussed
later in this chapter. . - B I —



T

- This quotation has touched upon an‘important‘aspect of |

-. - AT

éommuhity education - ‘but only éne aspect. Community educétio; does

o

not seem-to be "simply" anything, as it involves a complex weaving of

a’ number of comﬁonents. In the following sections, a much_more
comprehensive view of community sghool education is provided. .
v Lo > ' '

PARADIGMS FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOL EDUCATION n
\. ' . | . '

A Two Componont Communlty School
Education Paradigm

In 1972 Hodgson (1972) addressed the OISE OSTC School Board

|
- Conference on the topfovof community'schoolg. He suggested that

“12

_broadly épeﬁklng, commﬁﬁity“éohools.are defined in two major

categories; "the school in the c0mmun1ty,: e.g. classes of school
k¥
children v151t1ng a local merchapt or work study programs, and, "the

community-in the school" (Hodgson, 1972:61). He suggested -that the

A

‘degree of commitmeht'to'thetsecond cétgédry could be repreaénted dia-
grammatically aé ahcontinuuhi(Figuro 2.1). The furthet'ohe moves to'

' I i . S .
the'right on the‘codtindum; the greater arg'thg politica; i@plications
forulooalAand provinoial employeegz- ' - |

The’fat left of the_continuuh féhté%ehts rogular aoademicb~
classes. Since children Trom these ola55es‘rately7are éeht or5takeh'
. ~ . v .

* into the community during school hours, little interaction with the

commpﬁity-is necessa%yi‘ However;zas oné moves-to-the right on-the

- continuum more and more: 1nteraction with. the communlty is necessary
: ; R
for successfulmoperation ofthese 1deas The other entrles are the use

of the scho.buildlng by the community aft:er regular school hours,

the prov151on of programs for adults during the school day,,the
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‘ -

A
provision of working space in the school for other community agencies

‘(e.g. city recreation); and the formation of a school advisory council

and a school council. The 1a£pef'body would actually have legislated

power over the school in many areas

9

the Community in the School

/

LI

Few Numerous
political _ political
.> implicat- " implicat-
- 1lons - ions
1 .2 3 4 - 5 6
Regular |{Community |Day Other Advisory[School
, classes|use after|classes|community{Council |Council
: : regular |for workers ’
" hours adults |quartered
-En the °
chool’
) - Figure 2.1
. ' . Y
' . ' @olitical Implications Occurring With

*By'pldqing.these categories on a cohtinuum, Hodgsbn has begun

to ‘mravel the complexity of issues involved. in community school

L

education. These areas will be explored ‘in more depth later in this

chapter.

A Four ComponentAC6mmunity.School

_Education Paradigm

- . Smilanich (1972) proposed a four componenﬁ paradigm of the

community school education concept, He labelled the four‘componenté -

ccommunity councils, life-centered curriculum, extension of school

.services and coordinated delivery of social services.

¢

The first component, community cohncils, Smilanich described
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as an involvement of community members in the decision—making and
policy formation releted to the school's curriculum. _Life centered
curriculum; dealt'directly with the composition of school curricula
suggesting that studentvpfograms should be.ciosely connected with
problems>oticommunitypliving“and that teacnets:and‘studento shouid
‘participate,in community progtams and normal'tommunity life as part
of their regular school nssignments. ‘ -

lExtension of school services incorporated both‘the communityz
;ee of qchool bulldinge and the provision of services according to
needs of the community. It entailed the uqe of school facilit. 1t

N a_xﬁtlme by _ community members and studentq when these fncilities wer

’

not being used by the regular school program. The provision‘of scrvices,
according to need may also include'opetatinéﬁthe school thtoughout the
entite\year oglpermiesion for adults to attend reguiar classee, end to
 use the\gchool facilities dfting tne day.: Smilanich suggested thet
the communlty use of schools is usually one of the first components

of the community school education concept to be developed

Wlth respect to coordlnated delivery of social services

Sm11an1ch (1972: 43) stated: |

Inherent in the community school philosophy is the

recognition of the contributions that can be made by other
. professionals and a realization that the school cannot
‘meet the total needs of the child.

When working on this component, the community school personnel
must attempt to utilize‘asvmany of the already‘existing services
available to the communlty as p0551b1e, ‘and attempt to coordinate
activities and avoid duplicatlon of serv1ces This component ls'

recognized as one of the major stumbllng blocks on the way to

developing.avcomplete.communlty school -education progtam.
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A Six Comﬁpncnt LCommunity Schoo] ‘ ’ s
qucation Paradigm : ‘ S

The community school educationquradigm'uscd as’part of the
'_conceptoaiqframework;of this doctofol éﬁody is'boséd>on tho.;;iging ot
Minzey (1974). fhis paradigm has been chosen because it is ooncisé,
comprohonoive and.relatively eosy to operationalize fo: gﬁéi:{y and,/
it includes the importance aspecfs oflcommunity school educagion as
fgontified in the lifcrature.

Min/ey s paradigm is dlscuseed in detail in the Conceptupl

Framework section (p. 67).- 1t has the following qix componcnts. ,l)vthe

15

regular school program (grades 1-12); 2) joint use of school and
community facilities; 3) additional progfamslfor.youth; 45 brograms_

for adults; 5) delivery and coordinotion‘of services and;6)ic0?munity
in?oivemenc.j For thisAstudy an addjrionai cohponent has been added;
i.e., administrat?oo.‘ The.udditionalycomponent accounts for. the amoont
~—-of administrative timo allowed for organizing comﬁonity school education,
as well as the amount of f;ndnciallcommitment devoted to community
‘~schoo1 oducation This componcnt is include; because of the growin&
evidence in the litcrature (e.g. Bushey, 1972) suggesting that community

school “education will succeed only if a- definite flnancial commitment .

1s made to promote, it.
"REASONS FOR PROMOTING- COMMUNTTY SCHOOL EDUCATION

This séction oiteéabriefly four of the major reasons suggested
) B . . i

in the literature for devéloping a school aroond phe}comﬁunity school

educat ion phiiosophy. Each of these reasons will be reviewed in



-

grcéter detail iﬁ the third major section of this chapter (A Detailed

PSR )

.Ana]y<1s of Community School Educdtion) The reaéﬁhs are mentioned
‘ bricf]y in this skction to famlliaxize the reader with the major
factors instrumental in the promotion of community school education

“over the lagt decade.’

‘A_, .

Commgnity*]nvdlvemcnr in qucatxonnl Decis ion—Mdkin&

Gittell (1969) dnd hatzmaﬁ (1968) advocatc de(entralizntion '
of lurge urban school systems t@ allow for moere local input inlto-
) L o
educational decision-making. They believe that many school systems

“have grown so large that they are insensitive to specific needs of

small vcr‘lmnl_ayic‘as, _p;n:,ti(‘iularlv%jf a miﬁqrity group 15 involved.
‘Others, such as McIntosh (1971;51) devélop the dbcentfhlizatiqn

argument furthe;'By’stating that cduéatoﬁs,‘as well as laypeople,-are

becoming more aware 6f the>1imitations of prufeésional'knowledgc in

shaplng deciéions.rcgdrding sch;o] and other qécial programs. .,He

suggcqtf that an anLi est1blishmcnt mode of thinking 1s developing

and witle {ncreasing frequency, educators are lpoking'Outside the school

to'the community for assistance.

| A sccond reason fd; promoting;communlty schgol éducafion~

p , , ; .
involves the.reductiop'of;capital expenditurgs. Both educators and
laymen are_showing concern forirising eéucational~ana mhnicipél
building costs and fécogni;e'that joint use of sghcol aﬁd community
‘ faéilitiés:could reducé the need for additiohhl buildings.

Educators from coast to coast in Canada are advocating

increased use of school facilities.h Stevens (1974 12), one of the




o . ,,?.' | |
initial supporters of community school education 'in-Canada, wrote from
* ‘ oo o R 0 i
Vancouver that "Schools are far too expensive to build and maintain

. Lo : ‘ . : .
to be sitting idle up to 50% of the'timu."_ While Conrnd”(1973:4),

Director of Schools in Halifax, supported the opening. of schools to’

tholpoblic:and>wrote."; .. the public school facilitices belong to the’

community, and as a consequence, should syrve a wide segment of it."

Coordlnation of Comnunity Services ‘ \

The development of numorous social agcncies in almost - evcry
\

‘ Canadian conmunity has produced Aa third recason for promoting community

qchool education, i.e., a need for coordination of scrviccs “Mcintosh.

§ '

: (1971 -53) sunmwrize&~ehis—ne941—uhioh communitymbchool education

: proponentq ‘claim can be filled by rhe community bchool, as follows'
the proliftrdtjon of 5001&1 services in the modern

welfare state demands that we find methods of orgnnizing these
,services on a more personal, humanc and coordinated basis .

“than is now typically the case. ’ ’

RN

Relevant Programs , ’ : . _ N .

A fourth reason for promoting Lhe community school oducation '

rphllosophy in a school system has boen based upon the latk of relcvant

y

programs offered in "traditional qchoole " Community qchool education ‘

advocatcs such as Stcvens (]974), call for 1oca1 community referenCQd

content in ‘the reguldr school prog am, In addition, academic'

' vocational and avocational programq should be available for adult

students.

" GOALS OF COMMUNITY.SCHOOL EDUCATION

' After_discuséing some of the reasons for promgting community

school educatioh,(itﬂseemé appropriate“to'be more’ specific and ask,

17
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" "“What dre the goals of. community school education?”

| Tﬁc fdllowing IQSt of twelme goals was obCained by combining . N

the community school. gpdls prcsentcd in an artic]e from AdulL Lducation,'

ot

' Nova Gcotdn (19J)) And a national qtudy for community education goal

dcvc]opmonr in rhe United States (Ddckur,,l975 7) The Lwo libts of

{ ! " o | '/

goals were qui imilar cxcept that the. Canadian article called for ‘ /Q

f

more pnrticipation from existing school smaff in-extra after- 9Lh001

ey

programq Lhan did the U S. artiile However, rather than this donotingf/

7

/

/
‘a diffcrence in the 0uLlook of thc U S. and’ Lanada toward communiiy g/

‘school oducatinn, it seems bb he more a manifestation of the, dif/@rcnc

"g

in time thaL tthc alticles were published // 1 V

The Canadidn_artic]e was writsfn in a period of time when ,&

-

community school educatxon advocates thouﬂht that the regular scho 1

" ataff (Leaghcre, principa], ete. ) would tnkc on the extra respon ibili—

ties_fqr the additlonai-adult and child progrdms. Sincg,the late

sixtles.and eéarly scventies, experience has indicated that-i‘qis not
, . ’ A ‘ , ‘ oy

e . - R ) ’ / :
realistic to expect the day-time school staff to remain agtef regular

" school hours to provide™more educational prdgrams.w:Additional staff .

has to be recruited from these progrnmsf

The foilowing community school educition goals.are the

- synthesis of'thesq.twb sets of goals mentioned abover

1. Develop a pfocoss for de;éfminfng thg community's needs and

then devclop the curpiculmm from an on»goiﬁg stmdy Qf these identified

_needs. : \\\;A
R N . ' ". ‘\ F T ya B i - : e
2./ Adapt facilities (Bhildéngs_and grounds) and trained personnel A
. to multiple use for persons of all'agEET“\m\_‘ o \\\ -

! S T \ . . . L4 .

¢ T e

\‘\ Y

\ i . Te— X ’ e ’



3. Consider the afternoan, evening and regular academic day-

time programs equally important’

4. Make full use of‘community resources,

" both human and material’

to provide a comprm’pnsive educational program {or the.community

B

S

e

5 Prov1de 1nitiative and, ltadership in planning and 1mp]emen¢ing

community projccts.

. : . 4 . ,
6. Promote democratic thinking and actLpn by involving all pdople'

L4
-

concerned (or at least;repreqentativef) .n plann]ng programs and

_activ1t1cs

in decision-making.

7. Encourage the staff to involve tlleir studegts in real 1ifé

This particularly refors to lay and student involvemont

Al

n

-,

.
N 4

1

4

g

!

community activitics béyond thes usual classroom p%dgrnmu

8. Provide opportunities for bommunity lay and profé%siona]u

:fpeople to assume leadership roles
pe
BN 9 Attempt to develop unity in its neignbourhood

among peoplc with di[ferent cultural backgrounds

I

interactio

10.

-

>
-

n,

-

in the commdhity.

-
v

. A
by promoting soctial,

cspeciallyf

P

N
\

Initiate useful programs foriall community members, e:g.

supplementary and alternative’ educatlonal npportunitlee, health

programs,
etc.

11.

employment vocational opportunlrits

4

pol;tital4procedurcs,

v
-

‘activities with other agencies in the community

.12, Develop.means of evaluating the extent to which the progrims - -

3

o .
>

' or processes are meeting the previously set goals.

2
M

»

’

- [ 4
2 -

. e

Prevent dup]lcation and/or lack of servlces by coordinating

-~
[]
da

4

»

e

v

v .

\
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COMMUNTTY SCHOOLEDUCATION IN CANADA

A

While edueators from the United States .cap trace their community
school cducat ion movement origin at léast -back to the 1927 work of
N . . . n

Frank Manlev and. Charles Mott in Flint, Michigan (Seay, 1972:23;

i
"

, N v L )
Minzey and Le Tarte, 1972 Decker, 1972:59-75), the Canadian movement

o

does not scem to have a school system with such a long stamding

dedication to community school education.
Many Canadians who attended school forty or more'years ago are

quick to remind comwiunitv® school education’ advocates that the community

@
school education concept closely parallels the situation prevalent in
many small communities with one or two room ¥chools. In many wavs
these people are correct.  However, the immense growth of schools and

v

spceinl service centres, and the. increase in autonomy and professionaliza-

tion of ecducators, have made the modern educational society more
complex than forty years ago. This”tbmplexiLy has bfought more wealth -

and power to the Canadian society, but has’rgduced the opportunity for
. N - .

. ' 0 -’ ' .
service ‘agencies to determine and.meet local community needs. Since

N

)

%

the growth of larpe comple®k schools ‘and school ‘systems, most schools
v Hew : . )

! o - . .

have not been analyzing the local needs of their communities but have
- Yo ‘ . :

attemptid to meet "common denominator' needs -of the thousands of

. . K ) 3
people served by a large school system.

The following sections give-a brief dutline of community
school education movement in Canada as presented in major Canadian,

. publieations known to this author. For an in-depth look at Canadian

activity with respect to community school education, the reader is

20



referred to Prout (1977). \

 British Columbia T

The North Va . uver School éystem in British Columbia was the
first Canadian school system to seriously become involvedain community.
school education. With the leadership of Jack Stevens, Queen Mary

ﬁlementary‘School in 1971, became British Columbia's, and possibly

Canada's fitst community school (Education B.C., 1972). During 1972,

.55 programs led by 142 volunteer leauers, were started in the scnool
and enrollment in these programs reachedMIZCO.v The school set;%o as
_a base for a dental program and hot lunch program for students, as well
as a base for coordination of community'serviCe’agencies. The North |
Vancouver School System>has expanded its roie in'community school
education by developing more .community schoois and'creating a central
office coordinator position for community scnool education.
‘After.this’initial‘North Vancouver move toward community
-scnool educatfon, other B.C. educators and laypeople showed an 1nterest
in community school education A Provincial Community Schooi Team was

w

~established by the B.C. School Trustee's Association to act as a

.consultant to any areas in B.C. showing interest in the community . .

school education idea (Education B.C., 1973).

The B.C. School Trustees Assoc1ation has two publications

dealing with community school education Provincial Community School

Team Working Papers, (B.C. School Trustees Associatlon, 1973) is a

-collection of papers introducing the concept of,community school

oy

'education - The -second publication, The Community Education Collection~>~

(B C. School Trustees Association, 1975) is a catalogue of mﬁlti-media

21



m&teria]s on community school educatioh which are available to.Lhe_ldy

v
.

public, and educators, by contacting the B.C. School Trustees

Association.

, In addition to the Trustce's work, committees were formed at a
-1971 Victoria meeting from representatives of teachprs, students,

principals and the general public for the purpose of. recommcndlng
dlrectxons of movcment to Lhe Greater Victoria ﬁchool Board. 'Two-of
the five key reconmendapions were "; - greater'involvcment of the

. . .' ) , . o .
community in the schools'" and ". . . more léarning (time) spent outside

~the scho@l” (School Pfogresgﬁ 1971).

Ontario

Although British Columbia seems to have the first literature

documentation of commurfity schools, sections of the province of Ontario

v

~have shown leadership in the dévelbpmenf of the community school

education .concept in Canada. The Ontario Provincial Government-was

the Eirstlin Canada to-publish provincial recomméndations (deveioped
by a committee of 1§yp¢rsdné) concerning greater use of educational
fdcilities.and,more involvement of community members .in educazional

:decisioh:making (The Select Committee on the Utilization of Educational

- v

Facilities,” 1975).

The general tone of the report is well represented by the.J-”

following qhotélion drawn from the report itself.

In our view, most government agencies .that claim to accept
community involvement and E?rricipation in decision, making have
made only a token gesture. Community .involvement does not mean
merely listening and then rejecting what is said." By community

" involvement we mean that each community has the’power to
influence the decision making process through of its own needs
and-how these needs can best be served In order to achieve
meanlngful community involvement (meaningful, that is, to people
in.a local community) we' see ‘the need to provide new frameworks

22



for decision making, to develop new methods and strategies for
program development and operation and to emphasize new
decentralized .delivery of services and programs (The Select
Committee on the Utilization of LducaLlondl Facilities,

1975:5).

o 0

‘The reporL makes 43, rccommendatlon% to the Government of
.Ontallo Reference will be madc to-these focommedddglons in the thlrd
section of this chapter (Eantlng Plans for Communlty 1nvolvement) and,
_ therefore, further elaboration will not be made at this tlme.

Turning to more sp;c1f1c~reference to the development of
“community scoool education in Ontario, Nugent (1972:1i) reported that
the first community school in Lhe Prov1nc was Flemington‘%oad Public
School in Toronto. At the time Nugent wrote the artﬁcle, the bchool s
facilities were being used by the commun]ty. all avhllable se¥vices
were coordinntod and parents and volunteers were becomlng ;nvofod in
the planning and dellv;ry of the school s cu;rlculum She found that
one.of the most noticeable benefits of the communlty qchool was the
" decline in yandalism, not only dh'the school, but'thqggghout the
community as well. | h

Nugent (1972313;14) also reported on two’other commudity school

education dLvelopments in Ontario. Kensington English and Portuguese

community members' campaigning, with respect to commuhlty social 1ssues,

i A

led to a demand for a communlty school. Thesé'demands resulted in the

—_ \-.;‘\.s/ »f

. formation of a Cltlzen s Committee whlch eventually prov1ded
speciflcatlons for. the bu11d1ng of the ne& Ken51ngton Communlty
School. The Hastlngs County Board of : Educatlon, w1th a belief in the ’

community school concept, developed and f111ed a positlon of Coordlnator

of Commuity Schoql Programs. Following this lead, many‘other'schools

23



within the jurisdiction.started‘toidevelop the components of community

school education into their programs..

. .o - ‘ ) . : U
Nova Scotia and Quebec = 8
v

SV

The NovawScotia Royal CommlssiOn on Education, Public Services‘

-
Lyt = 2N

and Provincial—Municipal Relations (Goverment of Nova Scotia, 1974 39-

.

- 26) is. the strongest publication from the Atlantic Provinces'supporting

most of the components of community schoolveducation.’ This repoft

‘recommended to the Nova Scotia Government that the school rather "than

the school system should.become the basic educational unit and that

~

school councils,  -with a gfeat deal of authority (e;g. legislated power
to hire school personnel), be developed for each school.
The'Province of Quebec had some of the first legislation with

" respect’ to community involvement in local educational.decision-making.

‘Bill 27- was introduced in 1970 and called for a "tegrouping"‘of school

boards to allow parents to have more effective input into their local
schools Bill 27 and the N0va Scotia Royal Commission Report will be
‘discussed later_in more detail;in_the "Existing Plans for Qommunity

_;Inyolvement" section of this chapter.

[

Alberta and ganitoba o ’”%4gli

These two\western provinces have had a few major committees and

reports supporting nany of the components of community school
education. In 1971, ghe Coalition For Better Sehools was established
A

in Manitoba. Their main aim was to ifcrease public involvement in
a . - » : .

veducation within ﬁanitoba.and their main recommendation was the

s

establishmentvof.a‘community'boardlfor each school (Snith, 1972).

LY
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Some Approaches to the Joint Use of Commuﬁ§§y'Facilities; Thig repbrt

+ The Albérta Government hgs had at least two recent publications

‘supporting comﬁunity school education. The first report was entitléd

A Future of Choice: A Choice of Futures or probably Heffer known as

"The Worth Report” (Worth, 1972:146) . This reporgfséid:n* o -

Hence, the community school can serve society in at léast
‘four ways: as a‘'place for schooling where children and. adults ;

~have optimum opportunities for lecarning, and access to counselling
anﬁ information services; as a'ng&ghbourhood centeg where c¢itizens

of all ages may take part. in a multiplicity of activities, in-’
cluding sports, physical fitness programs,.recreation; arts and
craftsy drama, civic meetings, and many other refreshment and
leisure-time activities;.as a vehWicle for the delivery of health

and social development services, legal aid, employment information,

and other assistance to individuals and ‘families; and as a focus
for community life, assisting citMens in .the identification,
examination and -solution of neighborhood problems. ' :

In addition to "The Worth Report" the Aibcrta Departments of

Edhcation and Culturd] Youth and Recreation (1975) jointly publishédv

.

strangly advo%ates the joint use..of all school community facilities

=~

by giviungsplanning suggestions and -sample jointfuse-of—éommuhity—

. - .
. facility agréements.

III. A DETAILED ANALYSIS OF COMMUNITY SCHOOL EDUCATION

This third major section of the review of community school:

education literature closely examinés three of fhévfour-previOUSly

.cited reasons for promoting community schaol education
- . BN | E : ) o

-3
; 1.e. relevant

S

‘programs, coordination of community services, and community involve-

. : o , : ‘
ment -in-educational decision-making. . : ‘
o A e
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 RELEVANT PROGRAMS -

’ oA

ThisSdiscussion will evdlye;arouhd‘the‘proposeo éolptions from
f«communityrschooi eoucacioﬁ aovocates to meet the challenée.ofoprovidingmt
~more relevant: programs in.fhe schools. ' The two major dimiéions of the
diseuésioﬁ deel wieh the handling“of the-existing school program,‘azb

additional programs for children and adults in a community school.

. Importance of the Existing School Program

In discussing community school education, Seay (197&:%11//;/’/,//””M

o

. | : : -
remarked that "Schooling for childrep and youth is relegated to a
somewhat leééf&aﬁinaﬁt position in the hiefarchy of educational
forces." This attitude concerns mahy traditional educationalists, as

they see implicit in. these remarks a lack of desire to hold academic

excellence in the basics.important."This copcefﬁ ié.not altogether

unfounded as’many community. school educatioo ad&dcates Seem to disfegard‘*
prlnc1pies of learnlng (e.g- learning theory) and che need for any

'formal-ochctlves or eya}uation of their.programs As Storm (1974 114)

wrote: T S N '/iﬂ oo
; I ey . - . :
“There is a view of anti-intellectualism in the community
curriculum movement; the sort that enables a school to claim
that ‘it is running extensive local -§tudy programmes whilst 1
‘not posse551ng any local planning reports, census volumes,

- or even large scald. maps

.However, many-writers ;n community school education, such

as Seay (1974:27) see the regular acedemiclprogram~a fveryfimporcant

K

e

although not the only important aspect to be pez%ozmeg-by.the school. <

R L 7

'-Minzey s conceptual frameWOrk for community school education (used in

@ S

“{/’ : _ v ‘ : . Q‘ - ;
N - ,/'x'

7
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,/\ vo v
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this stud}), places the regular academic program as a vital part of
community education. He (Minzey, 1974:3) says;"l . . the regular

program is a key part, but not the only part of“education and it should

r

ho tied into the total community education program.”

, . .
. The "Worth Report' (Worth, 1972:146) speaks out strongly in

favor-of ‘the existing school program The following passage is an

excerpt-from this report. / ‘ ;I‘<

: The community 'school concept must not howevér, be introduced.
« to the detriment of the fundamental purpose for which schools
exist. Therefore, it seems necessary to suggest the following
categories of school use, in order of priority: .prime
- consideration should be given to the basic education function;
wsecondary consideration should be given to earlyand further’
education programs; and after all educational rneeds have been
met,” consideration should be given to other social services
and various community activities -

Changes to the Existing School Program

Changes in the existing school programs are strongly- advocated
by community school,education components such as, Hiemstra (1972:18)

. : ‘ “€ v T
and Stevens (1974). Thrée major changes which repeatedly appear in

’

the literature are: the‘regularuschooi'program should-be available

to'all age groups, not just to those Between the ages of 5 - 21 years~

the regular school program should be closely tied to life in the"bcal
'

'cxmnunity, and the regular school program should reflect the needs of
. < - \
~ the local community members;- i

'The'desire;for thelregular schoof nrogram tovhe.available to”all
o vpeople,v;egardless of age, 1s a basic component of community school
. education. The regular school program is usually open only to those
between the ages of 5-.21 years. A community‘school{education program
involves people.ofvall ages,using_the community facilities and resources

I
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,for vocntionol and acadcnic work (Decker, 1975&11)} Mosc adults may
only be able to attend schoollat night, but provisions~ere made for
those few who may be ahle;to attend classeshdufing the déy.

: The second change is to relate the regular pnogram more closely
to* life in the,local communiLy {This can be accomplished by baqing |
claesroom course content (e.g. math examp]es, litcrature stories) on

#.the type of community in which the school‘is Yocated (i.e. rural
fishing,.rural fa;ming, urban'industrial etc.); allowing students to
do c0urse nork in the,community.ano encouraging members of the community
to act as resource persoh%.in the clessroom. |

‘Some eXamples of thsé typcetof programnchanées in‘schools
are appearing inlthe>literature. During ihc 1972-73 school year,

‘Mat thew Halton High School in Pincher Crceh, Alberta, involved 80
students nnd 30 local employers in a work experience pfogrnm; The
students were allowed to gain credits~by spending half—dnys‘awa§v
from Lhe echool working-ae nursing aides, ‘motor mechanicé; clerks
and grocery store workers (Pinkney, 1973). |

horcrosé (197lliwrote oi:a Canadian community college which
utilized Indlan Band Memberq to tell white students about the history

Q
of their people. The students then travelled to the Band Reserve to’

\
observeQIndian religion, law and dance. f

i
/

Although fleld trips and re50urce people are used as learning

experiences in most Canadian schools, community school‘education

- advocates believe that many more of these activities have to become a
regular part of ﬁhe'school curriculum.
The final change proposed for the regular school curriculum i

- to allow programs to reflect the-needs of the local community. Gibbons

P
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(1973) suggested that "experience wecks" be dtilized durilng school
time. During‘thesé wecks, students are excused from scheduled classes
to become involved in.hclping others without expecting a reward.
Emphasis is placed on cooperation with others in makfng a contribugion

to_thc community.
. . , - e .
The Board of Education (1970) in the City of Toronto st?rted §
summer project in 1968 for students unub]c‘to find summer employment
andAintercstod'in taking educational courses. The projedw was termed
"Summqr of Experience, Exp]ofation and Discovery" (SEED). SEED was
. - . ;
extended into the school year after a formal request was made by students
and parents to continue this program as én alternative sccondary
school program. |
The needs of particular éommunitx members (students)-were
‘fcflocpud in ihe SEED’progrum as tﬁgy assistgg‘in ird deéign. The
program hﬁd hhminimum of formal structure, substantial increase in
studept freedom, management and resp&nSibilipy, core éubjoctsbofA

languages, math- and science, and a wide variety of courses designed

and conducted by the students with the assistance of ‘resource people
. 3 e ; ’u
from the community. - ' R T

Another example of a gchool'mceting peculiar needs of the N
local community appeared in Kingston, Jamaica (Storm, 1974). A junior-
secondary school took former students back into the school because

there Qaszbo‘work for them on the island. Thgy learned practical

skills (e.g. carpentry and serving) and completed jobs fdr the school.

Addit jonal Programs for Children

Most schools have programs for children in addition to the



‘ ) . . ' ‘
>regu1nr school program.;, Community school education encourages and \

promotes.‘these activitius. Minzey kl97&:4) SAyS:

Additional inﬁormation,activities or experiences can' be
provided by cxpaﬁding of ferings to the students before school,
after school, wq(kcnd“ and summers. Enrichment, remedial dnq
supplemental ediicational activities can be offered as well as
recreational, ¢ultural and avocational progrgms.

School pegﬁonnel working under the community school education
o

xphilosophy would assist and en(ourdge groupa to organize field trips

e

~such as (hc 10 day excursion by 200 students and 13 teachers of

David Thompsoh Sécondary School in Vancouver, into Q,Brigish Cplumbia

National Park to study wild life und ecology (Dick, 1973). chof

examples of additional progrﬁms are ﬁot lunch‘programs;:as‘dcvelupod
. , ‘

in many lower socioeconomic. level neighbourhoods (Education B.C.,

..

1972), and "The Jordan Plan." The Tatter is an of fering of courses

¢

in‘ArcﬁbighOp Jordan High'Scﬁooi, Sherwood Park, A]bercu.(Dgpartmént
of Educatidn, Edmouton Regional.office, 1975:109) . - The reguiar five
“day school week is comprossed Lnfo four days (by extending the time~'
spent in class on Monday, . Fuesday, 1hursdny_and Priday) with'no ’
reduction dfléctunl classroom time. The schoql day on Wednesday is
.dcﬁotéd entirely to non—compulgory programs for both the régqibr high
school students and adults; ‘DUrihg the spring session of 1975, twenty

courses, such as automotives, canoe construction and non-structured

German classes were offered.

Additional Programs for Adults

Adult education is often seen as. synonymous with Lommunity

..

school education.. 1f a particular school has an active and ambitidqs'

- ) o - |
. adult education program, the school is often designated as a community

sghooi. For example,.Baldasari (1972) completed a Ph.D. dissertation

/50



at the University of Utnh entitled "A Comparative Study of the Community

Education Concept and Selected Community Schools in Davis County " Yet

\ .
“his svudy was bUde upon- a questionnaire that inquircd only about

adu]t dourseq

According to thc definition of communicy school cducation used
“in this study; adult educution is ccrtainly not synonymousmwith

&

community school education. Aduf{ education, theisdme;ns the regular -

ocademic school program.nnd additional orognnms‘fof enildren, fo oniy .
one important component.of community school education. "Seay (1974:14) |
wrilcs (hdt "1he growdng need for ]ife]ong education becomes more and

1

more obvious. Education for adults bccomeslan incrensingly neceusary
part of community education.” | | 2 |

Many communities have well ntLended adult programé held in'
‘their schools uiLh a wide variety of rourses dealing with such R \
conservative subjects as high schoo] hiotory to more provocative
subjectq such as yoga and be]ly dancing matthew Halton High School o
‘in Pincher: Creek Albegta (C0pe and Pinkney, 1974) and Central Algoma
Sccondary School near Sault Saint Marie, Ontario (Fergueon, 1974) ‘ '
have received attention in the lite ature for their SUchssful adult
classes. The létter had- a night’school attgndance‘;hnt almost equalled'
_the daytime student enrollment at the school

Min7cy and Le Tarte (1977 81) poini out a very béQic difference
between. adult programs provided through community'school education and
adu]t'programsuﬁ;ovided‘b?.deﬁnrtments of odultveduca;ion, fecreotion
iand similar organizations. iThéy ci;e theidifference_as a conceptuai

one basedlon'objectivés;dnd goals, rather than the actual programs .

delivered. Adult education Cirrecreacion debartments usually have
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— people to develop new skills and grow in areas which\will\gligi\chem

to live _a more fulfilling life. Community school education accepts\\w

these objectives and adds a dimension, beyond ‘the programs themselves.

lw':’\ ..
This dimension uses the contact of adult programs to attempt to
__L_._—-—————"T!'

foster a-desire to improve the logal community.v Community school

education allows forvboth encouragement of people in the courses to

-~

identify problems in the fommunity, and.facilitation'of a move .to

correct these problems. Therefore, the completion of a course is not

L]

i

the end in itself.

These same community school education objectives for adult

education appear in the writings of Lovett. (1975: 49) in a discussion Cel
\ .

= concerning the deveyopment of adult education in Liverpool England.

He termed this work as "adult education.and community development"

\

" and described it as follows:

"Community adult.educathnxsought to support the activities of
local people in their efforts to play a positive role in issues
affecting their daily lives. 1t was concerned to assist in the.
process of personal fulfillment by emphasizing the:opportuniti%:D
afforded by education to strengthen community bonds and, at the
same time, to widen the choices available to individuals in

.~ such communiries It sought to think of people in relation to
* other_people and the satisfaction of their educational needs
 and interests in such a context rather than a series of quite
separate needs and interests calling for separate institutional T

arrangemen ts.

3

s

COORDINATION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

Responsibility for Educatioh

When elaborating on his definition of community ey n, Seay

(1974 13) stated

-



)
!

The role of the school is not . diminished (in community
eduuation) except by the need for obopcra&ive action when 4
it recognizes the fact that there are many educational
agencie9 in every community that have legitimate educational
aims - and that cach. agency has a right to serve and be

served.

. Later -in his text, iSeay (1974:64) returns to this theme,
,wﬁen'sﬁggesting that some agencies find it difficult to be accepted .~
becauqc of a number of common misconception§ held by society. The

misconception of importance to our .discussion herce 1is that the schools

bl '
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can'take solclresponsibility for each oducation‘functioﬁ.which %ociety.

O
v

demandu. He liéts seven functions (e.g. transmitting culture)'fort

+ .
N <

which society has given cducétion prime responsibiiity, afd ten.
0 v

. - . . t
functions (e.g. relating the individual to society) for which socicety

has given educational‘institutions sccondary responsibilidy.
. [} '

i
[SRY

SociaIAAbpncios Other Than the %(hool

'

It seems obvious upon examination of Seay's listsg thaL all -

educational institutions, i.e., schools, collegeS'and’univérsitiég.

could not handle the designated educational functions. One alternative

-

wroute for thesesinstitutions to follow would be the develoﬁmqnt“of'a»

close working réldtionship with other community agencies in an attempt -
*+

to provide services to the community and yet avoid duplication.
Minzey and Le Tarte (1972:23) suggest that this route appears

to be the most pIaUsiblc alternative to choose as the public does not

T ' : o
scem receptive to the formation of more community agencies to

~—

alleviate community problems. By sheer numbers, it -would appear that

‘more agencies are not needed. For example, a récéntly puinshedb

catalogue of service agencies®in Calgary (Alberta Sociél Services and

. 5
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Pl

Community Health, 1975), a city of Approximntely 450,000 people,

listed 123 service agencies (excluding schools). The report (p.livy . -

also cxplained that most of the agencics surveyed provide at least two
e \ ) " 3 ‘

or more services to the community.
Three general trends weke identified by the Alberta Social o
Services and Community Health report (l97§:ii) ds indicated by the

“data. collected from the 123 agencies surveyed. © Two of the trends

‘
9

indicated that agencices wcré attempting to involve the public in

carrying out the agency's services,¥and that agencies were willing to

. N - ’./ = - '
become involved in public relations work, The trend most~relevant
. . . 1
. . : ) ' o
to the present discussion was described as:

co-ordinated and have better interages
Thirty percent of the apgencies inter
S in this campaign.

cy relationships.
Bwed, were already active )

C e '\ - . )
the expression by the agvncigs of ‘a-desire to be more

A

‘Both Tasse (1972) and Reiss (1971) found-.that in schgol

o

e
community relatiomships, there were significant differences b
. [ .

the amount of existing and desired cooperation between the schobl and

v

ddrvice agencics. All agencies wanted a more cooperative relationship.

The stddy.hy Reiss'investigated‘scho‘l community relationships
. T - . . .

.

7

3

in Royal Qak Township, Oakland County, Michigan during the period ‘ >

" 9
3

1960-70. An instrument Qas devised to deal with school community

’
. . .

relations as perceived by parents and social agencies. The instrument

was constructed
~

.with a section of direct questioﬁs'alloéing férhbrief P

S —

unstructured responses and a section with a series of items devised

as a spocific'rafinﬁ scale.  She found that social agencies and parents

'did rot have the. same perceptions of school community relationships;
o . »

that viable school community relationships will he enhanced or . S,

‘



. «

° . .
destroyed by the perceptions of the community members; and that the

perceptions of the community will ultimately bring about changes. in the

goals and proprams of the social agencies. The data .indicated that
A .

N : »
hool community relationships can be successfully structured in a

-

L L R I .- . . . - . )
cooperative fashion involving wide use of agency secrvice without
. 0.

“inhibiting the autonomy or individuality of either.school or social

Agency. . -
Business Community : S
L]
Up to this point the discussion has centered around cooperation’

with school and social service agencies. It is also important to

‘ . .

recognize that the private enterprise business community can help the
school (and vice versa) and that coordination and cooperation is

needed with these relationships. Darligg (1975) afgued that business .

people should in'teract with and'help'educafors. He cites examples of

o

Michigan Bell Company holding training sessions for school administra--e

Y

AN S
tors on the topic of administrative and supervisory techniques, as well

as collaborating with public school Qeaéhers to design a course on

elcctsﬁaity. ;Qommuniby school eddcétors belicve that much more can be

A

- 1 ‘
done with schools and private businesses.

: ' COORDINATION LEADERSHIP

From the previous discussions it seems that coordination

of community services is a desirable and essential condition to »
. . :L . e . o B

. .

have i a community to facilitate problem solving. However, which

ageucr . .ould atfempt -to spearhead the coordination”and coopgfation?
A e S

Minrov and Le-Tar.e 71972:11) stronély suggest that the neighborhood

e

s
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school be this "spearhcading" agency because the school system is

“usually not as boliticnlly involved with a government or interest. group

’

as other community agencies. Also, since the school is a readily

accepted part og/gost communities, and carries a.strong legitimate
) v

right to be ‘involved in the community, it probébiy has a better chance

than other agencies. to assume the role of coordinating agency.
Minzey and Le Tarte suggest that public schools are usually

one of the few community institutions which have an automatic tax

exemption right which would allaw business'intercSts fo easily give

financial help to a community-school. This ' may be more applicable to

the Ameritan than Canadian situation. In Canada, for example, money

‘can more easily be donated to a reliéious organization to perform a

" of the most imporﬁant‘underpinnings of the community schooI education
X der !

todfdinating function than to a school system,

Another reason to have school personnel coordindte community

=

activities (not explgred by Minzey and Le Tarte) is the availability of

physical facilities. With toddj's'deélining enrollments,‘many schools

have extra rooms which.EgﬁId be easily converted for use as agency

S

coordination personnel offices and/or inter-agency meeting spaceé.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN‘EDUCATIQNAL DECISION-MAKING~
v ’ a LT i

Community involvement in educat&onal decision-making is one .
. | ‘ . .

philosophy; All paradlgms of. communlty schools or community educatlon,

known to the author include communlty 1nvolvement in educatlonal

d€L1510n making as an extremely important component Smilanich

(1972:48), 'in hlS paradlgm, included this concept as "formatlon of

communlty councils" and stated:

36 .
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~ edacation.
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Basic to the concept of community school is the belief
that leadership to be effective must be diffused, that® the
school will function best when each participant shares. some
‘of the responsibility for leadership . .. .

\

Minzey (1974:4) includes the concept of community involvement

in decisidn?makingvin-his paradigm of community education and said,

"This phase of Community Education had often been described as the
{ .

effort to return 'participatory democracy'." He considered'community
3 I3 .' . \ ¥y -‘ . I /‘
involvement in decision-making to be the most difficult component of
‘community school education to successfully operationalize.

Literature on community involvement in educational decision-

”y

;making can be located under the headings "local control' or
. , .

"decentralization," in addition to '"community school education."

Local

control can be considcred as any or all of éhe'fol]owing (Coleman,
©1971:10); 1) financing éduca;ion through local fundihg, 2) elected
represeﬁtagive policy making, -3) accountability to taxpayérs for

school expenditures, 4) educational expenditures fequiring local

4 y )

decisions, *5) accountability to parents and community members for

${ policy Qéciséons and 6) lay control of educational decisions. Many

- . . .
community school education advocates would not dgree with financing

.

“education througb lohal-fuhding‘as this would be diEBriminatopy

against lower-socioeconomic communities. *However, the other: five.

definitions would be .in harmoﬁy,with community”SChooLSedncation
philosophy. S s » Ce T

EOR . _

T clt - o P N ® . - X . . P « 7
- . the area of:'decentralization with respect ®o decision-making in :
- . R R s . ‘e . .“-. - X

L. ¢ 3 ’ . L - - - . .
A Shé claims that ‘professionals, over time, have used their

>

. -

expertise to sacure grea®er control ovetr edutational jobs and funds,i-
,' B . & N . ‘ " ) - - -
. R ) . P .

. ~ Q = - - N - - . a Pt ..

P

e el - N
- .

. o i - . . e o .. ,»-': . . -
Gittell is gxobably the most renowned and prolifis?writeg An -l
. ' - < - 3 - X gt . ; ‘¥ o
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_ o o
and finally to policy making. She (Gittell, 1970:115) wrote:

.

The current movement for urban school reform through expanded
community control, is an attempt to achicve a new balance of
power by reintroducing competition into the system. Local
community groups are competing with the professionals for power
resources and a larger share in the decision making process.

Chisholm (1974:211) appeared to have summarized the gencral

feelings of community school educators with respect to decision-making
by stating, '"Perhaps-the most immediate recason (for community control)

is that community control can provide us with the means of checking

and balaneing at all levels."

- Support fur Community Involvement iu'Decision—Making‘

Alinsky (1971:104) said:

L

It is fhe'sehlzophrenia of a free society that we outwardly
espouse falth in' the ,people but inwardly have .strong doubts -
whether the people can be trusted '

) Alinsky s. thoughts are truly appllcable to the educator s

-

dilemma with respect to allowing the publie to have more control of

~

education. Fhe reméinder of this section will deal with some of the
& positgve and negative aspects of community control of education as
. ‘ _ i _ :
‘portrayed in the liQerature.

‘The major pressure ‘on school systems to al]ow more community

o *

control has come from mlnorlcy groups ' Altshuler (1970 67) credlted

, the American‘race problem with the call for‘greater’local control of

-

Teducation.‘ Initially the blacks, and subsequently .other minority

groups, claimed that middle'class adminisrrators,'teachers and school

board members did not understand or sympathlze with their specific

problems and, therefore, demanded that more of their people. be ﬁnvolved

“in educatﬁonal‘decision-making. ,Empirical eOidence has supported the



minority groups'_charges‘of‘uncqual representation. Business and
.pnofossionul peopie (even in low soc}o;oconomio areas)'domina;e school
boqfds‘as they‘ﬂccount for nore tnan'thrce—fiffno of the board‘memberé
in the United States (Fantani, Gittell ‘and 'Ma‘got 1970566).

Because of this domlnatlon of education in all nelghborhoods

by the whltc mlddle class, pressure is mUuntlng for more local

§ e

representative.control of education‘by the poor and/or raginl and
ethnic minority groups. Levine (1968) cited the foiloy{ng reasons

| .

for more schoolfgommunity inuolvement in lower socio-economic level
areés: 1) to\g;eate avmorep;o;icivo self—imége; 2) to de;elop
politioal and«ciuic skiils, 3) to more sttonglf identify with the locdl
community, 4).to drau the attention of the ocnoolAboafd to its

socially d?sadvantaged areas, and 5) to develop moro_subpo}t'for the

' progrqns,in the local sohool.

Since the lafe 1960's and early 1970'5 pfessurevhaé been |

/ ’
exerted on many large school systems to,decbntralize and glve more

-
BN

'Jcontrol of many aspects of education to all types of communltles, not
JUSt lower soc1o—econonié areoq * Writers, such as. Pellegrlno (b973 6)
and Reed (1973), claim that communitvvlnvplvement in the school would
lead to a greater awareness of :he community on the part of professional
eduoators and more community oupport for eoucnt§onaljobjecciyésr as Well L
aS’alle;iating’alienation?between the‘traditional‘sfsfém;widéa5chooi
‘boardqand the;community.

Literature supports the formation of local councils to solve

p

local problems rather than’assign the entire decision—makfng pouer toaé
central body. ‘' For eXampIe Dobbs (1971) worked with and’ studied a

gr0up of c1t12ens in a Seattle Washlngton urban nelghborhood for



<y

3} years. : The p%rpoac was to glve. citizens a role in determining
the?destiny of their community.'.The group,_after trying many
alternativea, finally began to press for avcitizen's‘advisory board as
the best means to solvevits neighborhood‘problems. .

A British'Columniu Education‘Commisaion (Education‘B.C.; 1971)
inveatigated the public's role 1in education:andlthree of their"
conclusions'were: people want to beqmore involved in school government;

‘school boards are becoming more aware of the importance of‘public

support of schools’and, citizens want‘an,increased role in educational

<

deCisionfmaking.

A
Lt

Educational Studies on Communi&uhlnvoluement
Marlow (1969:19—11) reported that more bond elections were

passed in U.S. areas bithlfffective lay adviSory committees'than in

arcas without advisory committees. He (Marlow, 1969 8) also wrote:

« The 1mproved quality of education through cooperative
community—qchool relations has been empha51zed as important in
over 25 studies undertaken by the Institute of Administrative
Research, .Teachers College, Columbia ‘University, under the
direction of Dr. William S. Vincent. ‘ «

The first of three studies: to be reViewed in this section,

. analyzed .a community controlled school district in Harlem I S. 201,

and made a comparison to a non- community controlled distrlct

'(Guttentag, 1972) The districtq were’ matched in relation to their

. socio- economic status and ethnic background Separate atudies wvere
completed for the governlng board on the following qeven topics‘ |
teacher- pupil classroom interaction, parent-use of- school, organlzational
climate; administrator 'S use of time; health and innovative programe, '

and pre- school and grammar school children's expectancies The results

£

N
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indicated that the community controlled school district showed stronger
inte]lectual and expressive school climate, greater parent use of
school buildings; more positive interactions between teachers and
punils; greater awareness oy thelchildren'of the parents' and teachers'
pouer in the schools; andifinally,.greatervacademic achievement,v

The second study to be'reported,-also involved New York's
I.s. 201 and, in addition} the Ocean—HillvBrownsvilleband Two Bridges
school districts in New York City (Swanson et 2l 1969) These
three districts were set up as demonstration areas to test the
desirability of local-controlf Six_hundred parents of school children

were interviewed, eight months after the demonstration areas were

set up, to ascertain parental attitudes towards community involvement

 in education. |

.The number of parents_fayouring an increase in community
influence was twice that of thosezfavouring a decrease in influence.
The parents desiring less,influence were the less articulate and "
community involved parents. This'type of parentvindicated that he
would be-pleased‘to'have'the_professional educators nandle sch001‘

. . B : . N

‘ affairs.

Tne third study was reported by Parsons (1970) and analyzed 30
-community controlled schools in the United States The results of the
:study<indicated that residents of loverssocio-economic level areas B

had the ability to succeSSfully control theit schools. - A'greatﬁ

difference was seen in the effectiveness between those committees with'

only an advisory capacity ‘and those with direct decision-making powers.

The parents clearly saw the needs of the children and did not recommend“

"repreSsive'traditional"'classroom practices.

.

41



£

" Caveat No. 1 - Operational Problems

{

With fefc;cnce once again to Minzey's (1974) article “Community
Education - Another Perception,' both coordination of services
(discussed in a'previoué section) and éommuniry involvement are

considered ﬁy Minzqy to be process oriented, while the other.
components of commﬁnity education deal mainly'with programs} Minfey
expiains-(lé?&:S).that:
After Community Education has been introduced into a schoby
district, there seems to be an almost immediate and automatic

development of Community FEducation up to a point and then the
“growth slows down and in some cases termiwates.

Tﬁe gfowth seems to continue through the'joint use of_fécilities,
the doveiépmcng'of the.reguldr aéademicAprogrdm dna,the infrodgcgiod
of extra programs for children and adults; Blockage usually occurs
with attempts 'to coordinate services: and communify involvemgng‘in
decis}én—making. ‘Minzcy attribdtes,thé‘proﬁlem to school‘distficts'
unwillingness orfinaﬁility td commit the additional staff and mone;
lnéeded tolsqccessfully intrdﬂuce theée compénents_qf cdmmuﬁity
educatidn:
| Fowevertrothers such as Whittie;\(l969) éeevconflicts‘hrising

'
i ’

with community involvement as representative of the old problem of

;

1nnovatfbn.and.change versus protection of vested intércsts,, The
schools are canht.in arpby@p play‘fdf_cpntrol Among teacher groups,
central.office'pérsonnel and community-members. Gittell (19?1) concurs
with Whi;tief and goes one step.fqrther-by saying that profeésiondl
.educators have become so déeply entrcnched 1n‘théif own Bufeéucratic
sySteﬁ that,theyayiew ;nnovatioh_as a threat; " She perceives th§

&
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present bureaucr&%ic educaﬁioﬁ system as being so stéong that communityl
. schools may havg to develdp outside the ;xisting system. |

A significant amount of evidence is évailable to support
Whittier's and Gittell's viéws. DaQis (1974) éurveyed seQen |
'advisdry councils in the U.S. and fodﬁd, firét,lﬁhét aavisory.councils
 were able to make effecti?e changes.oqu in the area of custodial
services for children and, second,’that the council§ ﬁave a minimum
N . _ _ »
effect on- school deciéions.

Gittell (Fantqni et al., 1970; Gittell et al., 1972), was
personaliy involved in the Bundy Report oﬁ decentralizétion of the
N.Y. séhool sysf;m'and‘;hé Ocedn-Hili;Brownsviile expérimept on
community control (referred to previously). The report was finhlly
shelved‘and tﬁe expeéimeht_d;scbntinued‘in a great deal of controveréy
and publicity. The réport and chg'experimentIwere'defeaged by gréat

7

opposition from the ﬁgw'York Iéaéhefs"Union°8nd people from the white

1 !

H

sectioqs of thé city.
‘In the Los Angeles Unified School District, the Boa;d of
Education increagéd the autdnomy of principals‘régatding Aecision—making,
as wglllaé méndating_tﬂé.eétablishmeht of a school#community adviso;;
.cpunéil for each SChQOlw. A study by Jenkins (1974) analyzed these )
,édministfativéichanges.nnd indicated thgt the prinéibals saw,tﬁemselves
as the decisién—mgkefs and Ehg advisory councils as {epfesenting'
'communit§ opinion and préviding support for the principél, faculty$and‘
* school. The c;uncilldfs werevnot to be involved in’decision;making.‘
Pr;ncipals were fouqd to é;ploy various/stratégies in order to contfol
_the council mgmbersvsp tha; thé éouncil members saw the prinq{Phls as

the legitimateldeéision—makers and themselveékas being meaningfully

43
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- Involved in decision-making.
Schafer (1972) reported another incident of an educational
professional guarding the vested in;creét of decision-mnkipg?’ﬂﬁﬁe : ,if,-

/

wrote that the consultative community committec at TSaac Brock Sehool
did not succeed hc aqu the principal would not nllow the commitLec
members to mnke nugycaLions or recommendntion‘ Schafcr~postu1uted

.that educators and ]aypoople are a long way from viewing schools as-

bolonging to Lheir communitieu, especially being controlled by

o ie,

' dcmocrnlical]?‘hlr' ntutjve local community school councils.

Caveat Nq. 2 -
- R

Sbmé,ﬁgegg‘_

rbellovna(hm communitv 1nvo]vcmenL in

déci&ibn—mnkinp- evcn if%$roperly accepted and implemcntod. will reap
the bencfits proposed by community school educution. For example, .

A

Epstein (Fantani cc al. ]9701174) wrote: » : .

That Lhe (Bundy Plan) fdilb to qhow how decentralization -
might "actually affect the. children dnd their teachers . . .
is perhaps understandable, since (its) aim is largely political.
But the pedagogical question remains, for it would be f0011bh
~to reor&anizg the system only to discover that this sort of
tinktring made no difference at all; that no matter how the
system is organized and no matter who got the jobs, the
problems in the classroom would . remain; that the real diffiLulty
: had lain in a different direction nll along. ’

» . ‘Some evidcnce supports Lhe point of view th?t generally, o

citizens are content with thL mand&ement of the schools and school

systems. Blizzard (1977), in a doctornl study, conducted telephore
[4

1nterviowq with adulxq from a rnndom .ample of 200 householdsv‘ His
results indicated that the citizunﬁ think schools do a good job and

dnd are in. agroemcnt with school board diviqions  Although

the majority of citizens did_not commﬁn;vate or participate
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i
in school related activities, they believed that it Jiuld be easy to

3
communicate with.the.school system. The citizen 8 in ormation was

©

obtained from the mass media and they perceived it to be’ accurate.

However, more information was wanted concerning the educational

!

programs of fered ‘at the schools and the citizens thought that'the
r . .

school board should suppl}y it.
Krug‘(197é) described community participation in decision-
making in the Chicago school system where each school must have a

4'scaPol council and the councils have rather strong legislated powers.
Although he concluded’ his article (based on his study of the Chicago

»

system) by strongly 3upporting school . councils, he. reports that many

pcople believe that the quality of school leadership has suffered
»{

in many instaﬁces because principals are fearful of antagonizing

school councils. Apparently, although guidelines state that a "vacancy

. must exist" for the local council to nominate a- new. principal, many i

" councils have decided to create a vacancy For example, community

4 ~;
3

'pressure has removed approxlmately 20 principals in Chicago s area A

‘from 1969 4. Samuel Dolnick, president of Chicago Principals
'Association, said that the eleven members of the Chicago Board of
Education "have abrogated their résponsibilities to the most vocal
segment of "any local communityf (Krug, 1974 44)

Following the same theme, Bard (1974) suggested that '
l decentralization, in places like New York City, has not resulted in
any- concrete improvement in educational quality He proposed that .

>

student welfare is often relegated to a lower priority status because

[}

oﬂ-the political infighting among interest groups for decision-making

‘power in the 8chools.
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Perhaps, the major conccrns of pcople are best bummari7ed in

the Tallowing questions proposed by Storm (1974). He claims that the

. . A ‘ .
- community school movement has consistently evaded such political

questions ns "Who are thL community’" "What different perceptions of

the communit exist?”; and "wnose perceptions win, in practice?"
y' exis .

e.:u'v"”'
9 .
»

}xiqtinh P]nns fon Community Involvom ent

Ihis soction will roncontrnte mostly on existing plans for
\ R . S

community involvcment in c¢ducational decision—making in Canada. Many‘
plans for education involyement-in the"U.S.A. have been developcd and
impiemcnted, but™no mention will be made ofrthese plansv 1f the

reader is intcrevted'in thebU’q A, qhe/he is rtfcrred to EEEEQPQEQEEFE

of Communigy E&ncntion (Deckex, 1972: 59~75) for an account of community

J ) ,
education s_ meccn,' the Plint community school program, and Community

Education A Developtng Concept QQeax and Assoc1ateq 1974) o

Canadn appears to be at a recognitio‘ qtag,e w1th respect to .

.oommunity involvcment in decision-making. Corman (1975 36 42) states

recommendations. .

that in Cunadian literature, there is little indication of local

community c0ntrol of education. Howcver, many’ recommendations for

\

. more community control of schoolq arL being made to provincial

governments-throughout Cunada."\Thisﬁggctionvwill examine these

b4
"'? ]

I

‘Quebec.  The first province in recent history attempting to’

°
incrcaqe community involvcmont in education at the local school level

P

46

3 /}_

by govnrnmental action was Quebec In’ 1970 Bill 27 was in;rodu:ji/iof

""An Act reqpecting the regrouping and mnnagemenc of school board

((‘overnment of Qﬁ%@ 1970: 607).
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~
~——

‘/,

/s

~ers on the board are elected.(as before) by basis of unmiversal ',
R .

oo -
. . L
el -y ,

’ The Bill instructed éach school puincipai to _call a gencral

meet ing of the parcnts beforé October 15th of cach year to establish
a school committee. At this mecting, 7-25 members must be chosen for

the committee. A teacher representativetand the prineipal ‘are included
- e L UM K o

’ - * : ' Iy ' ° . L
in the 7-25 members but arc not afforded the right to vote or to be N

0

appointcd chaifpcrsoh. The chairperson is chosen hy the school

‘ ' ’ v . ‘ )
comnittee after the committee elections are completed. -
S , . ' ' °

A * . . L, F)
It is interesting to note that -the traditional administrative

1

. o “ . o
structure, i.e., the school tboard, .is maintained. The school commission-

“ B N . .
’

1 v
k3 0

suffrage.
’ .
»

. o .
The school committee -must megt at least once a month and
’ o ' . ‘ [
their dutiee are as follows (Department of Education, Government of
— ,‘ i‘ . ) . ! .

Quebec, P972‘il? ',15 to c&i

»

(re that community members are cognizant

>

s, the-manner of reaching these objedtives

of the bubodi s éb]egti
4

[ Q .
and thé,opinions and suggestions of the paren;s,concer&ing these
. ’ ' ' i » . ® W .
“4-objectives; 2) to be concerned with the pupil, .searching to make £
p ] . L ; .

stﬁool more "interesting, friéhdly ahd.humane"' and 3) to make

, ) 5 ot

-recqmmendaaions to improve thc school's opefaLion.

(4

kd ; - i
f: . L}
— ~A second new organizational body, called-the‘parégté' committee,
S o X . L . : L ' E
was constructed\hdeill 27 Therc wésﬁ;o‘Bé one parents' Céommittee

for each school board,. compoxed of tbe chairperson's of e‘l school
LU . R
Ccommittees in'the district. Their=main dutles, as wrltten 4n Section

- r o,

68 (Covermcnt oz\aﬁébtx, 1972.674) are" 1) to ensure co.?eratien -among

\

scho&l committees to Fac1litate operation, 2) to express the ‘schvol.._ .
° A
‘committees' needs to_the school board and,' )-to encourage parents to

ﬁarticipate'in all activities of the school board. 'y

~ [ - X N

oy
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‘.F\ Nova Scotia. .The Nova SEoCia Royal Commission on Education,
) \
Public Services and Provincial- Municipal Relations (197&) has made
¥ ‘

strong recommendations to the Nova,bcotia Provincial Government to

allow more community participation in educational decision—making,

o

The Commission calls for the school, trather than the school gystem, 4
< se oy

=

to become the basic unit of education °
. R \*

The report 5uggests that each school should have a' school

coupcil composed of 1) the® school prinoipal, normally serving as
secretary,. 2) two 8lected representatives from the school_staff 3)
” . < . :

three parents}of'chdentﬁzaelected at an annual meeting which is
. , . ‘ ! " . ‘., -0 ) ) r’
called. by the reégional board, and 4) three residents of "the area, not .

-neoessarily parents, appointed by .the reeional board. ‘A slightly :

"different composition is recommeﬂded for councils of schools with

feeder schools but space will not be taken hereazo describe thﬁp

alternative in%detail : - | - \_,,:Sz - o ?:
. . s . ; L - ,
The-CommissiOn recommends .that the counciis be given‘a

4
N .

,considerable‘amount of power in the educational decision—making
f &g.’ i

prohess. For example, in ch0051ng a princigpl for their sghool the

conncL17will recommend three candidatés froﬁ the applicants t% the ' tﬂ&

‘& 1

regional board, as well as indicatlng a fdrst preference, 1f any The

b NS

Jegional board shall then appoint ohe . of the, three persons reeom@ended.
a ( -

QA. ]

Kl
ELeyen regional Boards of education are proposed,ﬂ“q ese
.'ards will ‘have the same boundaries as proposed new counties..‘Six-

PN .
o ) LT 5 . ) .

f?',{f'y )
=



w

I

e - N 49

0
P
~

members of the board are to,be elected, two are to be appointed by
3 ‘ ) . ’ Co e ,
the county council from its members, ‘one appointed by the teachers

and one appointed by the school councils. The Minister of Edncation

. B . “ ‘ T e
may appoint one or two additional members. :

- L - . - : e,
The school principal’'s tcnu§e under the Commission's
. _ I p ure , )

. , . , N , .
recommendations, would bq.a term of seven.years, with the rirst year 3
e " (S w - ’ : Co

,-' ,L’ . ) . . : . .
,hélng an Vactlng prdnéipn1Qh1p {erm After seven years, reappointtient

.,
t., e 2

should be on ghe dﬁvigg,of the counc1l Rec endations,for

.

l‘l

texmlnaaxon of the, krinc1pal s conmract could occur at any time. The

dther prnfgpég;hal and non«profequonal qtaff of the school would be N

T ek "w’*" . .

hlpeé}%y tbe’feglonal hoard af(er consultatlon w1th the counc11 dnd

N ;,

prlnqlpnﬂl}‘nowever the board ‘has the sole authorlty to termlnate
A

S ‘”v ' A

contﬁaot}'or tran$fer staff. . o
et T .

/. Yother Commission recommeridations’ relevant to community school

o

educationeare that school councils/should be consulted rcegarding the
' ’J‘.. - . . ‘ %
construction of schools; that all new school programs should be ~

- v .

" . ' v » X B > “ 1
‘submitted by the.principal to'thefEOuncil for approval; and, tihat the S

Far _ - .
council nid'st maﬁe“an a: aal report to the regiomal board. In
/. S

'-antﬁeipatfon ‘of dlsputes between -the échool councils and regional

boards, the Royal Commieslon pr posed th% establlshment of a Nova N
ia School Comm1351on._ Thls/latter Commission would ‘be’ independent

-

~

: ' 3' O
of the Nova'ScotiavDepartment £ Educatﬁbn and would have the

. %‘A N :
r@fponsibzllty and power to a bxtrate and settle dleputes between the ‘ %g'

o : B
i L

/
regional boards anq‘kkuncils.; .

f

. 3
.

';9. "~ The Royal Commi551on a&&o sdggested that th‘ school counc11

< -

should facilita;e parental understanding aud sdbport of the school

o

programs and ensure that the regional dLrector and staff glve all M‘:{;'d



/////irovincc of Novaligftia moved on the réport‘s recommendations (if 3t,"¥\

?

/ _ . ‘
available support to their .school. A school council could declare their

Qo

school a "community sdyxﬂf with the cooperation:of the Conéinuing

v

Education Department. _ d‘
: !

Ricker (197553) in di »urllnb rhc vlablllty of theqe proposals, v i

. ,’

. v r
wrote: . : ) . R
1 S .“3”'.’(

All of the contempor snecerns in educaLlon could- thorcb -4 L
be rosponded to effectively whill the ong rreally blp conceri ’ Y
government, fiscal control, was nailed down by the province.

But the Commissioners were perhaps appalled by the possible
anarchistic 1mp11catlons of Lhclr proposals. Thus the overall
plan included the 'monitoring' school Lommiqslon and - the .
regional burdaucratic contrel by means.of a decentraliz ed
Departmental Tield: officg# system. As the chdirman of the
.Commission announccd at a.public meeting following the release
of the report, this -was not to bera plan-for people to 'do
stheir own thing'. \ .

R . NI I ’ : ,

_—~Ricker's summary was that it would be a long time before the, -~ .

all), However,jﬁ:%wedicted (p._&)-to:"look for other provinces to. ‘, fgt
'».‘ '

shbw an 1ntoreet in the general organlzatlonal de51gn propoqed by the-f
4

Cqmmiséion‘as a possible solucion for the same set of problems."

~ v . R V-

« 9 - v , N .
. - . . . -

"‘Ontario. As mentioned in a previous slftion‘(p. 22),‘the

gl
P

SL]L 3 o Conmlttee on the Utilization of Educatlonal Facilltles §1975)

. -

A,‘_'

"hasﬁqecently published their final report and presédfhd igfté-ihe.
. ’ ! o ;. :

Q. '. £ . - . ¢7 N ' "‘ ._' .’ -
Ontario Provincial Government. This report has 43 recommendations for .,

-ijint’psé}bf”educational facilities and resources. The following

’paiaphrqud recommendatiqns'rela;ewto-Lhis section's discussiqns on

R

-

“support" local. residgnt participation in decisions affecting the use - -

o ' : ~

» o

-community «involvement. h

N %o ., ’ . , : . . " ‘ - L
Rccomﬁen@atioh 14: School bdards should "encourage and

e

¥

" of surplus‘spacé in Fhe school, the closing of a school and the

disposal of‘g:schoo 'buiiaing.

I'd

€ -



T The formation of a council on a provincial basis w0u1d appear to run

. -4
& . . Ed

Recommendations 20 - 22: Local participation should 'be <d .

M - >
encouraged in such'areas"as curriculum development »and plaaning of

schodl facilities This participation can be accomplished by the
N ¥V

formation of a community council for ‘which funds should be made .

available to méet operating.expenses (However, no guidelines are

'set down for the formation or responsibilities of these c0uncils)

Recommendations 33, 37 and 38: Schools are encouraged to
»

“involve the community in the planning for curriculum development ‘and ,'T@if'

implementatiom, school library and organization of the schopl year.

4

'S
foa

L e R
Recommendation 63 A lengthy recommendation is made {om“grn',f DT e
AR PR

g . .

”

Provincial Counci] on Open Education. The objectives for this dﬁhheil i
‘?l' ‘_;, v‘,‘

appear very broad and nebulous, making them difficult }f not impossfb¢§‘:
» .

for a council to handle. For example, ijective l(a) iS'

to serve the learning needs of those in Ontario. who are not
presently served by the existing institutions, ‘by. providing
ﬁducational opportunities for thosé people wherev Jhey may.

e and in whatever forms are most relevant to the situations.

Recommendation 43 reveals—a curious dichotomy id‘!‘! repont

. ”against the community education philosophy of local control. Py

would appear that most of the council s objectives. could be, or

o

'already are, handled by the Department of. Education. e . o

In summary, many parts of the Final Report of the Select‘

Cqmmittee appear too nebulous to allow~operationalization of’ their . ??

~ i

L@
recommendations Their definition of community schools is not clear

.-\

;‘and many of their recommendations do ‘not ﬁbem to'indicate a definite

~
o

N
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direction for the government to take in increasing community,involvement.

The most concrete part of the report is found;inva reprint of an

- October 30, 1974, address by the Hon. Thomas L. Wells (Appendix A,
' . , N S
P- 2). In this address the following six-point program was announced

and was to begin immediately: 1) a Community Schools Unit of resoufce

o
e

.people would be formed; 2) financial backing for approved community
| schooljﬁrojects would be provided up to $10,000/year'for 1974—75 and
1?75—56; 3) a practical handbook related'to community schpols would
\ be.produced; 4) school boards co Ad classify their community use of
school facilities 1n addition to¢other educational spending; S) A
strong Governmental support would be provided‘for joint use of school
and community facilities and 6) strong GoVernmental‘suppcrt for

cooperation among community service agencies would be given.

Characteristics of a Successful Community Council o B
; N s ' :
' Of .all the gomponents of community school education,
o : o

‘communiqn participation'has‘received'the most research and study.

-

Numerous suggestions have been made for both the formation of communlty

counc1ls and for establishing the parameters of respons1bilfty for

-

councils. ) o g 'f '",“‘ - o ) .
: MacKenzie (1971) attempted to determine the characteristics of
r, succeSSful community councils ‘Using replies from 15 councils , he
:constructed a moqel counc11 based upon the tive most Successful
zouncils,;the five least successful councils, a review of the literature

AT X . .
and 1pterviews v{wh personnel from the three most successful councils

= T ¢ N V N .
R R
N S MacKenzie recegyed only lS ‘replies from 38 councils
' o T \.... { _}3' . -
8. Lt ol
. L ams -
ﬂa ; \ .’.‘ v{ =

52
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) monthly meetings, and/written minutes; a program determined by.the

‘citizens rALher -than school district personnel, a close rclationship

with the school board, orincipal, students and

of assistance expected from the board; ‘and,

,councils should be given a great deal of control over their school s . o

ﬁn

He conc]udcd that four characterlstics dbpeared to be important "with
i-’

‘ succeqsful community councils, a degree of formality, i.e., rogular

- .

between school staffrﬁembers and council members; "and, a'harmonlous
relationship between ‘the princ1pa1 and Lhe council.
Marlow (l969)'advised that community council members must

clearly. understand their role and function‘ Consequently, he advocated

a

that the following informatlon should be- réadi]y availavle to each

,councml member: function of the council; size of counc_l‘membership;

procedure for selecting and replacing members; term of office;

™

relationship.to other citizen's committees; channelé of ‘communication .

ouncil members; type

rocedyres for evaluating

the committee's effectiveness.

~

Literature on community involvementxlndicates'that the best'

sharing of deFiSion—maging is'to'place ' majority of control in the

hands of 'the local community.council G;%Qell (1970) states’ that i%calz';

Y e .

personnel, budgets and curriculum . The bullding malntenance and salary

components of the budget ‘could be handled by the central offlce " The - oy

de51re of community counc11s td have at least some control of important -

)components (personnel budgets and curriculum) is the most prominent

‘ charactenistics of successful communlty councils. If a c0unc11 does

not believe that its work and efforts can’ actually affect the school
5 .

program ¢dntere§tland encyusiasm are quickly lost.

-



)

- The final characteristic of a successful‘community council is.
that power and_control of .successful educational decision-making is -

always accompanied by. responsibility and hard work. vCi‘tte.ll (19.”)
wrote that in the New York City demonstratlon project on communlty
control'(I.S. 201 Ocean Hill Brownsville and Two Bridgcq) the 1ocd!“
school council members spent from 24 — 40 hours/wecek on .school
bundness.

IV. " RELEVANCE OF COMMUNITY SCHOOL EDUCATION TO
' EDUCATIONAL. ADMINISTRATION

ROLE OF EXISTING EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATORS

L R R i e .
1 ﬁr‘ ' : : o 4

Is it important for educational administrators (principals and

K W
i superintquents) to be famillar with‘the concept of c0mmunity school
t .- rq.l “

education and the positivei ‘*negative aspects of the* community

;school education movement? AcCording to Robérts (1976:F40)‘the answer
lto thiquuestion would appear to be affirmative. Even if an adminis; )

#irator is not convinced that communlty qchool education is a positive R

paradlgm to. use for school development he or she should be familiar g

_ with the concept and the related literature in order to, defend their

Ral
N . .

_p051tion EGE??:educgtional admln%;trator probablx has or will be con- o

g —‘-v“

_fronted by laypersons or. staff w1th the 1dea of introduc1ng community
¥ .

school education into the school and/or school system:

*

Adminlstrators in communlty schools arS called upon to schedule

time" and superv1sory personnel for extra programs for chlldren and -
adults; to assiSt,the academic-staff»in obtaining money "and time to plan
ﬁ(eld‘trips and'in‘obtaining:resource people to'speak to their

classes; to allow utilization of other community facilities during

o oo - R
Ny - .
el . T

e
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and finally, to encodrage communiky members to participate in decision-

making with rcspoct to curriculum, bxdgct and staffing. Stevens

(6974 :21) summarized the attitude requivned of administrafdrs to work
‘e&iecfively in'community school education when he wréte that principals -

) partlcipatlng,

of these schools wou&d have to dLvelop an ope

fgt democratic qryle of lcadershlp that will place th

w—~r school in an

effective partnership with the community."

»; Burden.and Whitt (1973:187) described, in diagy

~

]

amount of. freedom possessed by the principal decreases andfvice vers

Thercfore; the principal of a school would have to adjust to the fact
that sharodjﬁeciéfcn-making, an important componeht of community school

education, reduces>his/th inaividual freedom to make decisions.

Amount of {Partici étibn o o ' : |
/"k P \

ncipal s Area of Unrcstrlcted

Authority

Freedom

Area of Communitv Involvement and
Decision-Making

Amount of

(Low) B T (uigh)
v Figuré 2.2 | -

A Community'Involvément:Model for Schools .
(Burden and Whitt, l?73:l87)



.Decker (1971) attempted to assess and document the counsequences,
as perceived-by udmlnistrat;rs,-of:ndépting community uducation. He
collected data froﬁ 11 rcglonhl community education center directors
'uﬁd 97 superintendents, cach of whom were in a jurisdfctlbn that haé
been involved iq.pommunlty education for 2 -5 years. lHis findings
indicated that botﬁ groups pcrceiVea‘the same codSeduehces of community
educatron: The highest rankod consequence was greater us; of school
futiiities,.dnd the lowest. ranked consequence was that;scﬁool
libraries would become community libraries. Decker also found that
thé.;wo major benefits of community education were identified as
involvement and participation of ci;izens. and expansion of programé
and se;;ices. . S . - ‘ L

o POLITICS

s

Maguire (1974) wrote that the future seems to hold more

community control for'individu;z schools and’, consequently, the

principal of the future should. be aware of'the*;Rbial hnd‘polttical
. : o ‘ . : D
forcés in the community and use them to.the school's advantage. He .
continued by saying (p. 510) that: o ' '
. . T ’ '

Wil

“« -the principal who succeeds in the 1970's and 80's
be the one who can identify and work with the school commursity
leadership as a result of professional training and’ structured

equyiences. ’ L . /

6 Thefe appehrs'to'BeAgi;wing evidéuolehat many educationéi
adminfstratots-do‘not know their community's poli;i;al 155ues and
1enders. Kc;i}(l972)”s{udied the pgrceptiohs_of-a‘;ampie of Florida'
school pffhtipals rclat#Ve,tq the pbwér structure¢ in the communities
'tﬂey served. 'His findiqgs indicated thut.prihgipals were unablc.to .

A . . ° . -
e g _ .

.
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' . .
L] o

-

identify the community power structure and did not perceive the
LY . B R

important’ community istues in the same prioritics as did community

Teaders.  None could name more than a few members of the power
' ‘ : : Ty ..

structure.
‘A similar result was found by Lindsav (1969) in a study using’

a sample of two large comprehensive schools towards the periphery of

O laspow, Scotland.  She wrote (p. 117):

One headmastoer described,the parents wrongly as "mestly:
unskilled' and -din general the teachers had an’ ftupression that -
the parents were of a lower level of skill and intelligence, .
less appreciative of cducation and, training than was in fact -
the case, ' :

Havelock (1973:1ix) suggested six goals that must be kept {n
nind when'planning an innovation. One of these goals is to ideantify

. .
~

’ . " \' . " .
the ionovators, those who will carry it through as well as the defenders

~
- . v

2 Tt - . - .
and resisters of change. ‘In community school educatton, community
“members would be invelved in all innovations and, therefore, the

administrators would have to know the commun%@x well enough to ddentify
Cthe innovators, those who would carry it through, and the defenders ; °
o ) S - _ v 2

and resisters of change.

' —— “r

I Frohin 1971 follow-up politicnl study (original study was

TT963) ofréwq“Flnrfdu Coqn?ﬁks; Bedenbaugh, Nunnery and Kimhrough
(1971 qonbludgd ;hdt cdqcntionul‘luaders should know their political

community well.  They drewstic  following three'cxpliéit %ugges;lons

- N -

for administrators from their study: become well informed of the local
power /svstem < through conscious and systematic effort; acknowledge

_that the operation of schools dges not occur apart from the local

'ﬁblitical system and, therefore, develop and use your-own power:
< . . . I3 ‘ o ’ ," ’ .

resources, be acgtive in community affairs and develop organizational

L vt




- /,".- > ) . , . - . .
and social relationships: and - Tinally, have current kanowledge -of the

clvic beliefs held by various segments of the population. . o ‘

. S y
COMNUNLTY SCHOOL, COORDINATOR

Hlomatra (197 138) wuhhcata that prescnt sghool ndmlni‘txdtorh

cannot develop the components of commmity school education without

additional administrative assistance. At the present time most commun}ty.
. - . Y

schools have, or would like to. have, an additional admintstrator,"

a

usUnllv CJIIod.rho communitv school coordinator, to duvot; at least 0nc4'\
half of his/her time to brlnginh the school and: tho Lommunily closer

lnﬂvthor‘ In Alberta, this new position was doscribuﬂ as follows

t A v ) . S
}\.n‘d,' 1975:v): : o : Y

During the perilod 1972 to 1975, ghere has tmerged ra
abruptly in Alberta a, relatively now role in Alberta sof
and  some other agencies.  To is known as a community s
Loordlagtor or commun ity education coordinator. The eme

QGﬁc
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of this role reflects to sone degree a ‘nnLincnt-wldo novement A

, to relata schools and vducational processes more effectively
; to Lommunlty ltle and, plohlomb. . : . -
;?Nore spocificuilv. thu communitv school coordfnator should

$e
: ,_4_ R

xduntitv Lommunltv noudb. tlnd lcadora for programs and Loordinate

T ,.~r i

nommunltv mnd :chool pxo nms (Iducanion B C., l92l) Becker (1977)
. ,\ '
atrcmptod to isolutc tho importanc vnrtnbl 2s for a auoco*sful LummuniCy

.

school coordinator in arxvlny out thGSL responsibilltips.' He surveved

(.ntlal of fice admlni\cxators, pringtpllb, tcnchcrs und comhunity

s(hool guordindtors. and found thrv* characteristics that were imporénnt

{or a community school coordinutor to possess! positive :zjob attitude,
londcrﬁhlp skills and manlgerlal qkills.

r Blu; (1970) studicd thc role of,xhc cpmmunity coordinntor‘in

Flint;vachignnAns pcrcetved‘by the coordinator, parents, teachers

" “ . . R
S : . '

‘f\_
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und’prlncipnls. He suggested the following implications: different

’

) . . F) T
expoctations should be developed for coordinators that teach part-time

- and those who thc no teaching responsibilities; these expectations

should be communicated throughout the system; community’ school co- .
.. o . : E ‘ ‘ -
Cordinators should be coguizant of reference groups which may influence

thelr position with respect to the power of each group qnd'possible“ g

'A% . L .- -
differences opinion; the role expedtations for the coordinator should
. . . - i e
be clear 'to all refercnce: groups; and, finally, coordinators and

) ~ere

_ . -
teachers need to develop gobd communication.

Walker (1971) adapted Halpin's Leadership Behavior Description
A ! ’ , )

Quest tonnaire and, his. own, "form for effectiveness.'" His tindings

indicated that community school coordinators were classified as both
‘ ' y . ;
! ! ’ C e : .

high and low in effectlveness (no significant ditterences) as related

to the 16 personality traits. Thercefore, little association.was

-

. . . N S
found between personality traits and the dimension of effectiveness.

] - .
A tew administration pn$1tion} thc_commdnitx school coordinator,
‘ig_impongunf for the succcssful’bpgrntioﬁ of p'commdﬁiﬂyischool.
Howeger;-whch more study.qf’this position and prepnratidn of people to :’
fill such a pbslcioﬁ should be accomplished. | ;
o . -

i T . V. SUMMARY

MCommunity school education" denotes people working in, or from,

~a school ‘under: the principles.of community education. Of the three

% v, . . b 5 ' » .'.,'.
gk o “paradigms of community schooll education discussed, Minzey's six

component paradigm was the most comprehensive. The goals of communtfy
are jbroad, ranging from doveloping means of ¢vnluating

9

schivol educat fon

K}



. .
progxnmb to dovelopinb unity in the neighborhood Generally the A
. -3

developm\nt of community echool cducution provides for an increase..
in community involvement in dccision~making. an 1ncrcase*1n the
utllization of Lommunlty, human and’ physicnl reHOurCLb, a coordlnation
o; commun1ty aervicoq and "an incredse in ptograms relevant to

communtty members.

‘British Columbia educators were the firsr ‘to Introduce and
promote community school education in Canada. Queen Mary Elementary

. School,in'vqnpouvor was, according to the literature, the first:

Cnnadiap,;ommunity school. .The components_of community school education
» .
hdvu b cen supported by mnjor governmencal\"?porﬁs in Ontario, Qucbec,

Alberta and Nova Scotiq. f

L
s
LY

Community‘sagpol education advocates place importance. on the‘ -

.%

fe in. the communlty than is presently the case,

L

, {regardless of age. Eﬁphasls is .also placed on

Juvoloping a close wor ing re 1ncionsh1p wtth othér community agencies

| to avoid duplication a d/or lagk of services.; o ' - 5/
Communlty involvement in'educationnl.décisibn-ﬁaking is ‘an
2“imporfant diméns%on'of all commuuity school education ;aradigms. This
44dimcn§ion is gifficulg:no implement and usually createélé great amodnt

of ‘controversy hetween aducatons and laypersons.

w“~s%f Many ndministrative problems develop from an increase in .

- community invelvement, progfhms and coordination of services. A new
AR i . 4o




administrative position, thc

to help solve these problems.

gt
):-3-

community school coordinator,

has emergpd -
s

#
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A . RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY - .
- ‘ - . “-' | ‘* “ . .
C T CONCEPTUAL Fil\bmwoiix

LA
" Thc tontebtual frnmcwork of this study on community sthbols

n

i . - . ‘5 . -
- 'drngg from,the‘faccs.of organizutional functiohihg'aq lincd by : .
’ M o, . p, g o* B % A:

3

Katz and kahn @1966 39 44), the six basic compouents ot tommuuity
educatron ‘as propoaod by Minzev,(1974) 1nd important env1ronmental
Fall

co%littonq of orbanizdtionb as prtbenttd by Hall (1972 297~322) Katz;~
n%d Kahn's five basic bubsystems WLre used to analyze the community

athOolv as organlzationbv. Mlnzev s components wer. used to rate the_
. : : 'Y .
~ ,sthool S. ptograms and activitlcs#to the dtgrce tha hev reSemble 2

. o r

N - 3 A o

~MLONmUnitV school educatlon programs andaﬁo assist 1n 1déntif{ing N
* v " . »

characterrstlcs Hn katz and Khhn s Bubsystems that%arb pecu:

' ' ﬁB- s p [ L ot R
communlty bChOOlG- Hall s OQUline was utllized to detect if env1r0n4 . Do
Ry w2

- . !
. A . ]

montal condltlonv were 1mportant factorb in the developmen&oof a - .’

. 4. LT .
. ’.. &

A“far q d1agrammat1cal presentation of

cpmmunitv schooi See Flgurg 3
r

= the study (= conceptual framg’prk ‘L :5”“;. ' uig S
\v’v“ e . _“ . "v‘\‘_'v" . V‘ ’ .°‘._ ‘.\-

ISonlal Organizations

»

*atz and kahn (1966 30) devote th% third chapter of their book“

o .
-,
’

-
-

v

[+

‘The Social quchology of Organlzations‘ to deflning characteristics of

)

L"sg?ig{ﬂgrgan17ations “In this study,°schools have bEen tr*?ted as

_social’ organﬁzafions and analyzed in relatt)x}to Katz and Kahn s

LI PR e SR : : _ Lo R -
conceptual framework. ‘- - 3 - o '1 Sy .
e S B L
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f-'-_.directly rclated tQ f@stering the lea‘rnigg environg:n?such o the ?‘q‘«ba&
1

,ﬂfype pf iﬁ\dent\—teachér classrqw i%t@raction and. fie

A

~ :.criterion bor ar:‘apyi,ing organizatfons _‘_.»For example, the major

uaed to outlghewparts o; the productlon subsystemg.ghat are reputed to

\ S

A \ ’
| Kahn describe the facts of organizational functioning

-~ by devel.pping\ fh basic subsyste S; Production, Supportive, Mainten-

' » ot (,_5 ' )
. ance, AdaPEive a”d ,Manag#rial anll-of thedk s.ubs.ystems are described
T ‘
fﬁn mote detail belowqg /f : RO . 2

i a

Productionjﬁrﬂ:systé’ms., The.se. subsystems describe. the 'thr-ough'—

- Y

put. of the organization. Activities usually occur in a cycli!% .

.pattern and constitute the“ major functions of the system ) Many
' & -2 “
classﬂ'ication ,sys‘tems utili“e the p&oduction subsystem as the main

1..rw,'.' ¢
"‘

~*

e Ty
pL‘Odu(‘tlon (through-put) actlvity ‘ -m%ls is the teaching-—'
¢ N ‘,’

- . "f’:) .r

_‘leiﬁ'ning process }?”I‘his act:ivity

G'ﬁ . @
trips._ »
et Vet L 4 i LRy
g% -Fo'br of Min:rey s conﬁmnents of co%ity Mucation have [been
mop . el qu .
-’ wg M 4 v

3 l ©

. ubg,%n‘phasized‘ inlbconguni't,y schools These four componenvts are, } ~12 '

P

3 X0

P}

N

W

-

t\' . : - . ’
. . . .

program jomt use of. school and community facilities, .‘hlditional &

'.r - N o ’-

programs for youth, and programs fpr adulgg : .. B

"“i’-." 2a - v . v-», . .

iy

ortant ‘to t'he functioning

e roductlon subsystems are

»o .

or‘ a”SOcatJ'gani?a‘tion, that all of t:he other subsystems are affécted

3 \ ‘ 4

by them The other subsystems are, 1n fact, supportiv%of 'Ehese ’w .
S L : - b

‘O‘dhion subsystems. . ‘ \-‘_ : - S

¥ . . ° i ‘v

: 'Supportiv'e Subsystems. -These subsystems are involved with

|

obtainmg the organizational input, disposing of the output or, at

least assisting in these activities. Irr the school setting, these

"

‘ subsystems would include the mechanisms developed for asﬁessing t:he

.

'

. \‘. '4. - -~ . . 1 . Tt

v

/v
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. . ‘. M “ ' '
, . . . r . »

'nedds of the school for, financialt”personnel and physical resqarces;

acting to obtain thege resources, and deciding on the allacation of

e ~

v resources to various parts of the organization‘(Miklos et al., 1971 7)

N 9 v
In a schooI system the Board of Trustees will bge involved in these
. . 9
acti_‘\"gi_tli “In a’ commli'nityf_‘sg'b_euqll ) these ~decisions i&gbul@be & i
'made'h: Aedlocal 'school level by thé se ool staff and a community )

-

P

T administrative staff paraplofessionals; janitors and volunteet, help

. Katz and Kahn (1966: 40) say thatytheSe subsystems are” involveq with

compontnt‘termed community involvement
’ .

o A T
council This study has looked at M1n7ey s cgmmunity school education

" to outline characteristics of

L ‘ . . . N
the supnottive subsystems emphasized in_community schools.

N

"wn’".. .., ," ’ , i . Lo : . G

7 Waintendnce Subsystems The activities inVOlved in these sub~'
SO 3 N : .
systems are directed at the equipment utilized for qbtaining the end . f
- . - i
product g In social organlzations, theJﬁost hmportant equipment is . ‘””P "
S v - » L

the humaﬁ being and in school%, concegn

9

"%s“witb the teachers, stucyts ‘\

du ﬂ - o én .
’ ¢
N s
recrultment i*doctrination, socialization,_rewarding and sanctioning " i

ﬁ’ \ ’-_.>Ej5

@hergﬁore, these s&bsys(ems are -interested in morale, and, ‘some oﬁ the

‘Systemslgace inward boward ;heyorganization. Their major functiqn is

subsystemsafaee outward from’ the organization while the other sub—
- ¥

& éi, T 2 2
cqncegns in a school woulg be identification of the participapts with
rP » 1
,.the graduating students, satisfaction with the work prestige and _ f:”
R

status ateached to the posit n and opportunity for participation in

thision-making. o .-" iy o o . ~ 7‘~' U
. . ) ’ . . . f - . B .

. Adaptive Subsysbems Katz and Kahn suggest that the adaptive-' » ,
4. v & . A .

.

-
’
3 t

. to ascertain external chapges in the communiby s (client s) culguxal 'i;fﬁ'y-.

* - :
‘ norms andAvalues and financial and political moods. They facilitate . L

v H v
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, T | ,
. 'l -t * v -
adaption t67§%@nging conditions and assist in the improvement of the-

S

operation.~ Minzey s community education component of "Delivery and
Coordination of Community Services" was used in this study to outline.

some of the characteristics of the adaptive subsystem of'community ..
\ , ‘ ST

schools.. o o S . _ L K
R T | o
: Miklos et al. '(1971:10)-suggests that evaluation, curriculum
* - - ) ’ ‘
revision”and inservice education are specific‘activities used by’

LRI

" schools .dnd school systems fog,adapting to changing conditions. In

N ) . ’ﬁ‘ . ‘
~addit to these activities, ‘the princigal, teachers, the school , Ly
trustees and community school cqpncils should be important parts of - o

H “C\‘
A
‘ adaptive subsystems, if they encod?age long range planning,r R

, research_and developgent. : o . ‘ e .

. . o . ¢ ’ ’ v s ' . . '1
3’542f- - Managerial Subsystems ” e- subs stems include the- activities*,;v
e, w y“‘ ’

.Qéitilized to control, coord*h(te*nh& direCt the many subsystems ‘of the

borganizgtion.. The tasdg?of’théiihbsvstems are usually accomplished by‘

forming rules epd policy}concerhing tg: ﬁhysﬁcal plant operations,

behavioral conduct of personnel ‘financial- resources and the effective LT

- use of equipmentAand materials. . -+ . ?> ’;%;';X 'ﬁ* . < N
\ o ; .

, . SRS B S i

Katz and Kahn cite two,maizs types of manageriai:subsystems;
regulatory me anisms and authority structure. ' : ‘_' P

‘» N . s

The first subsystem, regulatory mechanisms, provides fegdback _

- \\'

to the system/concerning thgggKtio of oukput to input.‘ The process of
'_education is so complex that educators have ﬁsund difficulty in defining E

° output and input ‘and in finding a common denomfnator between the output ' l.cﬁi

~and- the input d”that a comparison can be made.' However, inputs are

u%ﬁaf!yﬂﬁeasured &n=teacﬁqrhgugxlﬂangiqprsquality of teachqrs employed “3/_

»



A

o

.

.“‘9
7

.-
4

or expenditures -per pupil, while outputs are measured.in the percentage

’

of student dropouts, the school s placement on standardized intelligence

: . - i .
tests or grade placemcnt tests, the numberhof discipline problems

agdlor thc turnover\in staff. Y -

fe : | : b :
The second suhsystem authority structure» indicates how the

P - . e

managerial system is on nized in relation to the source of deciﬂa‘pé
W

making and the manner in which thevdecisions are implemented. As Katcy

. ' . :
. o *

< and Kahn point out, every.democratic system has both"?;execﬂtive
. ‘ h O .

=:fto;cop1ng.with,c} g
et omg]:'

L. J
[ 25 U

»

system and a scparatc legislqtive system. ;fgﬂ A )
Communi!y schools .asaidentified in the literature, have a . ptu
X L R

:bxoadcr base for dccisiun—making qﬁpa“non community schools as well i?

K . ,, i . L Q S e

their rtgulatory mechanisms Yespecially outputs) are diffefént from'

A’t’ .
the non community schpols The outputs ane mpasd%ed more in rilation ¢
Q

-
‘

Community EdutatiOQ*,,

& LRI .
e - -

The second pbrtion of the conceptual framewotk used in this S

te L.

study deals with the basxc components necessary to community education
~, <

'components as being essential to an effective community education

14
oot

program. e d»’

“

Education,al program for school age ehildren. fl‘lcomponent -

~

: of community education is already avéﬁlable and operating im all

r

- e

O
pubTﬁc schools. Ic is dnciuded in the basic component, so that the

A ‘-J w7 . r_
‘ .
of community education. " Too often community educators leaVe the

L . K
.- . - - .
N . . . P C e

l ig prog;am*is seen’ inaits proper ?egspective, ‘1. é as a vital pare

P : S e
. . - . . A s

Y

J . 'w‘ b‘ "
R .
a mor%310tal rgﬂtesentation in their legislative system i In addition, ,"

T s
o~

programs as outlined by Minzey (1974) Minzey lists the following six E

o

T et



B l ) . : h . . .
" regular school program;out -of their dcfinition of community education.

o

H0w,cver, it is. also im ortnnt to rcmember that this "regular" school -
: P

program is’ only a portionr of the total package’ of community education.
'I‘he major change to be madel to thc regular school curriculum,
) . n p . N .

" .in re ation to community education, is to make the curriculum more s

[y

b i v

Qomnunity bascﬁ and reievant to everyday living. This could be
L
b N 3 e
¢ ',accompliished by gncluding work experience pro_]ects in every child s
i)
timetxhle, by haying gues}g hzct‘urd's from the community speak, on a
; iy Lo

- grcqucnt and regular bdiis,_ to the children in t;};;eir classroom. and,
Ry .

by desibning CLXCbOOkS and class ass,ignments to rbeflect the local

.. _* 1, J“ : ‘m‘
g u dt L 3 . . ‘ . ‘ R 1 : u@ ‘ @ ) . ‘, . oo ' ‘3
comm . R e, ST . _ .
n y : .““ had . .% > . i [ . )

: ! K P o.
""&"‘“, taet o aw wo-oon .

Joint use of ;jclmol and commuu/i’t/ f‘acilities.,' This (d‘omponent T -

“ s :,;} W K! »
o“!" ommunlty educatipn qi'qvaived t‘he usg ot the school buildings by‘

the commuxp%’ membérg d«u;'i,ng the ;lay, uon Weekends, at naight and duringé}
’ o &

school holidays iIn addition,; thig component inéludgs the use of ‘ S
. r ,um O . . L
community fa@&l‘lties "by the school staff and students e. g. community
. . ‘,,. :)d)‘p' S ) ”, v o , .‘,,.‘,' N
- swlmming pool or rink e $ oy Y o
. . . 3
' ) 5\_‘ o ; Ay (71— ’ / 8 o ‘?‘
ﬁmw Additionml programs for séhool age childhn and youth,,flncluded
- \1”!‘_‘: . % J ‘ .
g 1n this aspect of community education are programs designed and executed
PR “~
for school age child&\ before a%l after school hours, on wee!fends .
and durlng holidays The’ activities could include enrichment, remedial
<l S _,("\r'
. and supplemental eduo%tional programs, ‘as- well as recreational
® ) /,—,—/ . . . . \ ; j' :
o cultural and avocatipnal——programs. ' : , o =
T T ¥
B .. -"-T_.,' oo T : SRR .

S Programs‘ for adults. The community education concept also
: 'o

includes prOgrams fo'r the adults in the communlty '_The_ student bbdy,»'

. .
. ~ \ “
’ ) - ) 0‘ ; S . .

* B . t W . - b e P - B -
’ ® ] ' . SN QJ»‘ : »~.!. ,",',v\‘;‘» i
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' . i . . . . - ‘ ;"' e xw\)
4 * " [}
in thxi instance, is percelved q& a1 of'%he pegple who.reside 1§¥tm?
td . ’ it Al

cbmmunigy servod by the schogi. ugnxdless of agea Progrums, similar

to those described above for . schoul dgL Lhildrcn and youth, shou d'be

availdble for the"Qults. In addicion, the adults should bc free to

participate in Lhe rugulnr-academic day prograp.

oy N . R
£ . \ . Y

L L

"‘Delivery and coordinntiou of comﬁihlgy servléesf "The key role

..

of the schools is catalytic and the school would not providewprograms

N

“wor services which are alxeady provlded or capahle of hclng provided

by other ugencies, ‘!1nze¥ 1%7‘4.24

Communitics usqg&iy have an bundance of servlces. However,

<y
[

a lack of coordination of these services usually gives the impression »

.that more money ond manpowcr are needed “One of the basic goals of

o

cémmunity education is to cootdlnate e\istlng serviccs of the community

*

—

1he flnal componcnt in Minzey s’

o

.community educqtion conceptual framework is eff:ctivc community

% . & Tan
involvement. The commuhity members must be invqlved in. important

declsiou*making fn all nspects of‘the community education program, .

»Thls is usually accomplished bv the formation of community councils

r

composed of reprcsentatlves from asgzgny sectors of the cqmmunity as

s R4
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Environment

Hall's (1972:297- 326) description of environmental cOnditions

that appear to have important influences on organizations, is the

third and final portion of :ﬁt conceptual framework utilized'in'this

70 -

" study. Hall broadly categorizes these onditions as general or specific. -

3
4

n\ .

-

3

‘belowi ; '_":”' ', . B

RSk L P

ﬁechnOIOQZI' Drawing on the 1deas of re%earchers such as -

The general conditions are of concern o] 811 organizations, while,the

i

specific conditions deal with such’ factors as interactions with

specific organiza&ipns or . individuals, peculiar to the case at handw

b

Because .of the relatibely large number of schools in this‘study, only_
. : : o . . e

" the general conditiOns are, utilized.;

)

Hall' s framework is being used to see if the general eaviron*

mental conditions assist in degcribing the.developmehtdof a community

school "It seemsrreasonable to assume thatusince'a community school 1s 4

i

designed to serve ahd be - sensitlve to the totality 3f external

\

influences from a- community, their environmental iﬂ;iuences would bear

:
o 7

heavily on their development. :

")? .‘ . .
General Conditions B '

2]

S

Hall lists six general environmental conditions as discussed

» RN ~r

Lawrence and Lorsch,and Perrow, Hall suggeSts t

environment would influence the structure of‘an

Unfortunately. because of the amount of

the other portions of this: study, the teqhnolog
oA ‘ ;

’\

w"

at the technological

organizAtion.u

aspect could not be

-

time needed to complete

d

5

Q‘L'A
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dealt with extensively..'

However,.a attempt was mad to/determine if
Lawrence and Lorschldgﬁﬁuights int tech

.ngelopment of aﬂsuccessful comhnunily s

ogy have a bearing upon the
NOY .

The technology of the school and comhudity was analyzed with '

respect 'to Lawrence 'and Lorsch's (1967) differentiation and integration
“ of school'departments'and’community organizations. For example, how
highly ditferentiated is the school with respect to community education

staff and other professional staff and yet what provision is made for

T

< K
integration of these persons, such as a plan for effective communication?

Lawrence and Lorsch found that in each industry. the high .

ntegration-among
‘their highly differentiated departments than did

heir less effective
) . g
. Q"competitors.‘ They found four ways to. achieve better integration.

performing orgnnirations achieved more effective
B

EvS

g
design the organizational hierarchy for,etfeptive communication,

Appoint individual coordin&rs;‘ involgyos’e unde. teams; and develop
» N A a7 ) (s . ) . : .
depart £ Y N “55 S~ ¢ g w ‘ '
. entire departments. o int 5 L T e | o ?'ﬁ, .
: Legal conditions.

* o
TheSL conditions deal with thc legal aspects
that are. part . of the school s surroundings.

,.Of interest here are the e
rules and regulations that have\helped promote the community school e ';‘ ’
idea and/or have hindered the deve10pment of the community school.b. : :z;,'

L R S S
'Political cond!tions;

¢ N
The political conditions of importance

J
to orgdhizations usually revolve around pressure 8roups -or. individuals

‘

= o L
This section’will deal with the pressure groups or individuals

influential in the promotion or retardationibf the community school
. == }

’ -t - ’ v L
COncept.; R -qaa S

S R b \< ‘\ .”ZFI R
e . ) Ao .

N
t
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g,hcultureupermeutgﬁ the‘organ

S ‘l L .
Fconomic condltions. Hull (1972 309) wrote: "A societal

cnndition that i{s most ohvioux but agnln strangely nvglec(od by most-

a

*

QO;lOlObi\tS.,ih the state of the. economy in which the organization is
- operating." This.condition directs attention to the economjc ‘1ével of

“the neighborhood served by the community school.

-

pcmogrnphic'condktiohs. The demqgrnphiL coudicions of the

\ommunlt\ ahould bo import ant to - thc typc nnd dogroo of dgvelopd*nt of

" a cnmmunitv achool Thu\numbgr of posajble cliencs nnd Lherr nge, sex,

v - -

race, reli ion and ethniuity seem to be imnbxtunfﬁfnctorq f01 o

K

oxbauixutions.

o~
rr
=

L

Cultural tond;tions}

T

“ 3
e

e

g
.
, » - ‘

9

.

nnd stiO“h of the persowgel

studv. as stated on page four, usod the entile population of -

o

RS

P [ Sl
tl}ﬁtpecmt fons ' . %~
. i .
ot e - T 4
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v

/

]

L

.- WO in one Ly
S ‘ DR 2
\c;tinh are likely to bﬁ inofloctive or ovcn‘coﬁntefﬁroductive in o
- : E - —,_’_— . - N-‘l‘ . : k S i
dhnthcr." ' ‘ ' '
Therufore, cu}ture scems to have a major’impa nthc way e L
an arouni:ation Oerutcs. Hall also poinCS tqape\eqrch which indicutes» i)
thil Lulture and technolog';art linked. Appnrcntly, thn more routine ZJF
“ SN . 5 .
and chndardi:;d the technolegy, du:l@sa the impact of culturaL '
. e _ I SR - o S ' ‘f
B JUEPEEEEA SAMPLE. . S .
‘2 L™ . y o v 3 L | “ o o
Populntion ot Lommunitv schoois. The ffrst sub-pvoblem of this B s
R . L4 ) vp..‘.‘.
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Lommunltv bLhoolﬁ in Albelta, as’ identified by the 11a supgrintond

of

identified as qumuntty schools.

to be completdd by ‘the principal and returned to the

(p. 5), a sample of’

"that returnedi.

lndivating the

rusehbléd a hy

for' cach ot the school:

73 @

i
i
!
)
!
i
)
1
!

! .
H

I
schools ln tUe Plovtnco Ninety-four out @f 1282 schools were”.
: : .
To -each of'cﬁcse.conhuu\icy schools wis

-

, as shown {n Appundix Ay

sount n‘Schpol—?ommuntLy Questiopnaive (SCQ)

b
{ . .
> res oarcher.

: -
i . ) ) !
Sample -'communitv.gﬁhnols.

§ . ) -
Lommunicv schnola wab drawn Irom the 83 schools o
. . DNy

For qub—problemq two and thrLe .

a,completed sScqQ. . . I S ,
ot N

The S¢Q was designed to yield'a total score for cach school
.‘ - o “\_ R . ". ) , . .
degree to which the SChoo}”s'progrdms'nnd‘uccivtties

N . ' K " ) ‘ — - T ’ ' Y E . «. .
poLhoticnl "model" communicy school,  -A.score was obtained

c‘ . Lo . .

L e ' )
7/Lhat rgturned a com@iqtod SGQ. The Osschoqlg nr

~

i
1, A
e hibhest on the GCQ eqwbxe anun’Wa tho gommuhlty school o
“iyg . . .
.-

Y

that SLoxed tt
'-'“' .%"vmﬂ
W.'. ‘ s ~ e Lo "?‘ /

;e

-_‘mnnnert R »A“ﬂ f‘ . . N .;vv

o
b . v

.

Jmple for suu—prohlomq two and thrge.
,9 % . e - o
quQ}d - xompariaon qchquls. As portionq Sﬁ‘this 4ihd¥ were | ) E.'

\ PR R S b

de\ihnod to cdmpare community qchools with schoolq thﬂc wero’hot AR
'J' L ”,

nttgmpting to dovuldp community hahool uducation, compariqon schools »
¥ ‘ -

wore: neodcd Thexe comparison sahoola weve selecced in che follow}ng\‘
: 3 Lo . \ . R e

Using -a tnndom d&gits table (Miuium. 1970 45&),'30 schoola wer

LS
R

N ’ i kr :
seloctgd ftom all schools 1u Alberta not 1den£ifiad by the quperintendenta

S
as commUnity schools‘ Two expextw Gn'AlberCa echoolsl were: nsked to v A
S ST

atch 10 compariqon schools from these :30 schools, to the 10 schoois

i -
: b - . v
b ro . S ' .
. LY . ) . . . . . . o
.x S l- B .. . . ) .
. : . o

o l'I‘he e.\pmc; werL Dr. . B.I String am'ind Dr. M R. Feh.*..ke, .
Dircctaqr and Aqqociate Director. reb'eccively, of thu Ficld Services -

Blanch. Alborta Education.

e

N '#.‘_, | L . ‘
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that scored the highegst on the SCQ., The schools were matched-oni the,

o . ) . .
_ following variables; jsoclo-economic level and cultural background of

Coay

the community served!h_y ;sc'\hutsla; prade lévels in schools; number of

. » Y . .
teachers. employed .i'nj schools; and eavironmental setting of “schools
. ) ‘ . o Y -y T o . "
(urban or rural). / » v - o e T o

"‘f_iﬁn’:\l Sx‘lx(k7‘l__:§_.amiala-, 'AfL'er‘ the 20 community schools and“l(_)

i

. ’ o ' - g
. these ‘schools were contacteds to obtain permission |

to write directly to vthe's'wls.' ‘.Every\superintenden;, :‘exco.pc one,."

N

.c',ompuSécli o‘fl.18 tunpun‘lty agnools and 10 comﬂ)rison schogls._ ’

& - '1 o - Y

: v,.ﬂ'?',- nnto?’r‘xmimion Lo cont: u..t th s;&mols aml .each of tht: ‘achools

R Lo .

NI ) : . 0 .
B writtcn (sm. lett \the. oxi’nlssion, Appendi\ A) pnrti(ﬂpated in the o
” o ' “ A . ) %

Kl | ©

S nngl. ono. commuuityvschool from therample.b. ‘Becdl‘xse
R 4 -, :

‘ n “

~d frpm chc, ;nmpl._ (1t wns not in the top tenn*community

-

EEY

R te
return. 'I‘h;ref g N the final sa ple utilizcd for d.n:a andlysis was'.
. ¥ .

‘ -

R ; )
\. - e ; /. . A- . ‘,_. : o N -

~

.4'il‘o.'~mlw.r Quc:.timm.\iro. - q'lmplo. ‘ The Bample utilized for the~

. " "
- . o . R = Jn-t.

B . f) 'j—a

"~'Tc'zmhérs'ghjds’timmuhe (TQ). as shown in Z\ppendix Cy was composed of.

i‘\', < 'Q I

'

~each teachcr in the 18 commundty schools and 10 comparison schools. :

, 8

Howe.vcr, 1f the qchoolghad moru than lob tcuclq.rs. a' random digits
o e » !

mblo (\iinium, .5]970 654) was used to salect forty s%atf mcmbers to ';‘ A

A s X S~ A | ’ ’ RN N
' > : P : T Lo R . R

- _\ .~. RS . e LR . . _‘l.,.l.”.(» O . ;

wcuuv The ‘oie. j riqéi&io}that aid ‘not - grnnt pc.rmisgio,n?—m i

o

A

v
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! . oo ;‘ : ; . ‘ . N
- complete .the questionnaire. The total snmple wus composcd of 663"
. teachers, : e o : L \
R ’ - _‘ ,&, - R e . ! .
2 oo ) K - . R - . - .
. Commumity Memborﬁ‘qupstiokpaire - _sample. The sample used: .

RN -

LR J i P v . ’4 ﬁ ) i .
~for the Communjty Members Quustion&airc'(CMQ), proqentcd\in Appcndix D

aq compoacd of 40 paanLs of school LhildLLn flom each schdol plus 60

{;
e -
Lommunity membuxs 1n ecach achool s commuhi V. EorCy randomly selected

qtudgntb from cach’ suhool wOrc asked by the principal to each take

U . B . .
g o

i . > . v

CMQ to a neibhbor not hnvinb a- child in the school fzom which the CMQ

| came. Th3 ents collcctgd the CMQ s after the{}were cbmpleted
rLLurning th m to the school principal Thg ;otal.sgmphe-was comgosqﬂ'
I ] e, T L ' .

Y h - Eo
of 74&0 o uity'm¢mbers.‘: L 5o sl T
4 S o e T : ’ . Lo ’ -
_,,",' : _—,':.‘- ) ‘ . T . L : . .

— ) _— . o,a Qi’

. . « . )
vVA, : [

w9 SCUdent intervtew 4’qample" Three studLnts from each school fﬁ?

. e -,

ﬂ"were {nterviewed-‘ The prinuipal of each schoolxmas aqkea to .choose

A - K LI

4
chree éiudcnts from thG'upper grades of the qch ol ﬁho were of}gyerage

@ \‘_

dcademic abildtg and” bocinlly accepxabte to,thb r:peers.l Ifathe school

: et
\) .

;::}Tﬂ ﬁnd a stud%nts*»eouncil the prinodpal was askeﬁ ;0 include the :'A]Lf

. ,'\'& .
s

/ T IVS'I‘RUMENTATION :
e . N . " n

d

;':1 framework £or the Qucstlo:%aire was t§~bn from Minzey s<(1974) six

l\
Student 'S cOuncil Qggsidahejln“fﬁi'sa ple of thkee Qtudents.V~iT s

o ¥ , »

LT - el S " RL L
P e . 4 R o N

ot Ty T .; o

Schobl-Community Questionnaire e SRCRCI R

R

T e e womunxty ouestipnneare (560>, s showt? APP‘-‘"“J

iewed Thé

i

“r

>~*,\was deVbloped by the tesearcher/from the literature re

i

major components of communicy educntion. f.el Jr12 pro. ram, joinc/use']

' -

‘>of sch001.and community facilities' additlonal pragri

P
ey

J“

: A2
two CMQ homu, and bive one CMQ to one of their parents and the other '

75
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s

e —

age childien;.prOgrams.for adults; delivery and toordination of community N

3

services; and’eommunity involvement.

A seventh component, administration, was added by this'

-

-
researcher because much of the recent literature suggests that community

school education cannot be pursued with great vigor,n& success without

-

sufficient funds, and an administrator or coordinator spending a

considerable amount of time promoting community school relations.
Since the SCQ was used ‘to identify the degree to which a school
had developed the community school education concept, a quantitative

aspect was/bnilt into the SCQ Consequently, the Questionnaire was

///desi;ned so that a hypothetical modeh school would score four points

" on each sectiqn and 28 points for the total SCQ. These scoring

- scoring procedure for the SCQ _ . , -

: Coals of Community Eduratienﬂ~r'

— -7 SR e
i A\

procedures reflected the literature findings and the researcher's
personal experfence in schools. A higher score than 28 points was

possible on the SCQ. See Appendix F for a, detailed descriptign of the

!

/»/‘./ ' 1l

_schools_to comparison\schools.

-LTeacherS'QUestionnaire

T~

The final section of the 5CQ involves 13 questions concerning

_goals of community school education The questions were designed from.

the goals referred to- in."The Review of the Literature ‘Section (p 17)

Q2
T
LA 3 -

These same goals are a part of the Teachers Questionnaire and the

Community Members Questionnaire, and.were~used to compare community

‘

v

Y

_ The Teachers Questionnaire (TQ, Appendix C) was designed to

collect 1nformation from teachers for the production subsystems

76.

7
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‘a

A N
! . <) ‘ : S ’ o : .
of community schools, hy concentrating on the teaching-learning process

(the "1-12 programs" component . of community school education); the L
'y \ . ) . .
supportive subsystems of a community school by directing attention to

the ' community involvement" component of comMunity school education, or

more specifically, to the control of the school, ‘the maintenance sub—“
‘;_systems by analyzing teacher satisfaction and: prestige' -and, the goals e
' - l .

of education.‘ An explanation of these four TQ information sources is’ '_U;@

given in Appendix G. o ' o !ggf : ‘_';J s k
Community Members' Questionnaire o

The Community Members"'. Questionnaire (CMQ, see Appendix D) has
three major sections or’ questions. Question 1 was constructed to .
edistinguish if the‘re;;ondent\had a member of his/her immediate family
attehding the school from which the CMQ came. The second question
on control was identical to Question 5 of the TQ and the reader is

: referred to- the discussion of this question in relation to the TQ

(Appendix G). The third question of the CMQ, dealing with the goals A
of community school education ‘was identical to both_guestionflzof’fhe
TQ and Question 8 of the SCQ The reader is\teferred tthhe discussion
of these goals with respect to the SCQ (p 76 ) if further information ’

is required.

Interviews o L o . -‘ K < s
The interviews _were designed to provide supplementary material

" to that gathered from the SCQ, TQ and CMQ

' Principal interview. The principal s interview schedule (PI°

E Appendix E) uas developed directly from the conceptual framework with



particular reference to Katz and Kahn 8 o‘&anizational s*bsystems hnd g“tw
Hall s environmental compoments. The PI was of a scheduled standardized

form with questions of the. open variety (Richardson, et al 1965 36, 147)

Student interview. The student interview séhedule SI;

“

Appendix E) was developed-mainly from the components of-community :

school education as presented in the Conceptual Framework Section
’ Lo ..
(p 67 ) of this study Similar to the PI, the SI was a scheduled p
- | .

" standardized form with open questions

»
. \ .

I N | |
VALIDITY| AND RELIABILITY B

v

Runkel and McGrath (1972 152) wrote.

The ‘question of validity is the question of goodness of* ' O =
mapping (correspondence) between concept ‘and operation.. “The B
: validity question asks, in effect{ whether the measure used
)/' in the operational definition is 'truly' a measure of the ‘
- corresponding propertyﬁas conceptually defined. o o

To tesq the validity of the SCQ, TQ and CMQ, l$ graduate

‘students in the Department of Educational;Administration ‘@nd four-

~—

professors, all from the University of Alberta vread and commented

on the validity, clarity and ambiguity of the'questions; The'two o
- ,- \\ .
interview schedules were read and recdeived comments from two graduate
» , : .
students and one proéessor in the Department of Educational Adminis-“

tration, University of Alberta.
Runkel and McGrath (1972 152) suggest that reliability is the
_dependability of an in§trument to produce the same value in ' repeated |

independent assessmenﬁs"'of_the same.subject; No{formal tests.of

ability wére used, such as test- retest. However, during the

intervi\*s the principals were asked randomly selected questions from

L B . , o PR ) f P e



the SCQ and their answers were compared with their written rasponses

’for community schools" were given because a portion of the study was

'to determine the characteristids of Alberta s community schools.» !

researcher during the interview.,a

s o I

.. . ~ :

v

given previously on the SCQ s. Very little variance was found betweenv

"the pairs of responses to the questions. » o L. ,"'“ﬁy_‘

5

(S
S W -
DATA COLLECTION

- | v - . . »

s

’ . . - Vo
X . . . L T
Tow

In September, 1975, a letter from Alberta Education was. sent_.m—_f~e~

~-to each of the 114 Alberta superintendents (Appendix,A) asking for.}'v

~

names and addresses of schools in their jurisdicg}pn which they

perceived as community schools." Mention was made that no criteria

e

\

When a reply was not received from a superintendePt, ‘the -

. \
person was phoned .In this way a reply was received from\all

i

superintendents. )

“In December, 1975, the principals of the identified community

‘-

| schools were sent .a’ SCQ and a letter (Appendix A) asking them. to

complete the SCQ When a completed questionnaire was not received

;

: / T o
from :a principal, the person was phoned o e

. The 197 community schools and 10 comparison schools were

personally visited by the researcher during February and March of

1976 While che researcher was at each school, the. p\\ncipal and
N
students were interviewed and the TQ 8, /CMQ s and SCQ1 were left with
Comels .ch

the principal ' The principal ofaeach ?‘ool had the questionnaires
e &

,rdistributed ggd returned hy mail td t“e researcher. ~The information

from the interviews was; written on thé interview schedules by tﬁe iy

. 9“ G . ’7‘ " o ""-"f;’




‘n

. _'mmman'r'or‘m\a‘nim S e
i L o . ‘ » ; ' ' N ! - .

All data from the SCQ s, TQ 8 and CMQ's. were coded and written L

S ' ! w .
on comppter data punching forms. Then cdmputer cards were punched ‘ . .
- . _ N ,
»Aand verified by a trained key—punch gperator. e L ff_(iﬁa»;

"for'each‘question."r

'¥for a11 ggsts was set At .05 (two-tailed) Statistical tests of ijhf"';"u

5 The interview data were subjected to content analysis (Holsti,
o L ‘ ~
1969), and coded and collated under each- item referred to in the inter-:.

view schedules.' The data were transferred to 1ndividua1 master sheets

- , L o #y -
{ . ‘. g < .
J

L

The interview data were described by utilizing petcentages and
freguencies. The questionnaire variables were analyzed with tﬁh
assistance of t- tests and’ F-tests. Whenever ‘the F-ratio was significant

3

this test was followed by the Scheffé method of testing for significant

v

differences between pairs‘?f means. The a Eriori level of significance

o

: significance were not used on the interview data because these data .

i§> €

were nominal variables.
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o / " ANALYSIS OF DATA . S
oo .~ L. INTRODUCTION . . =~ . . - -
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This chapter presents the analysis of the data in four major

,sections. The first section describes the sample size and percentsge'
. A .

return of the‘questionnaires. Each of the other three sections

; commerices with a sub—problem and then describes the data relevant to '

Y »J .

‘¥the sub-problem.f The chapter concludes with. a btief summary

o
.

L ' II.  SAMPLE -SIZE AND ‘QUESTIONNAIRE RETURN

Three questionnaires were used to gather data for the study.-
.tThe SchooL—Community Questionnaire (SCQ) was sent to the principals

of ninety—four community schools, eighty-three of these SCQ 8 (89.%

o

percent) were completed and returned sCQ's were also given'to»ten B

'/principals of comparison schools and all of these questionnaires wvere '
K retutned. - ,"”#‘7{, ~':f R _ f ~~4 RS _,ﬂﬂ

» The sample size and percentage return of the other two A ~” o

‘a.u

'siﬂﬂ'.
questionnaires Teachers’Questionnaire (TQ) and Community Members b

Questionnaire (CMQ), are presented in Table 4. 1. Thextotal samplt oﬁ”‘1
/teachers in the first group of community‘schools (1—10) and the second . :
group of community Schools (11 18) numbered 20& and 228 respectﬁﬂélyg,§ "fgb
Eighty percent of the teachers from community schools (1l10) %ad 6154

'percent 7f the teschers from community schools (11 18) retufﬁed ‘a ,:.

o ’81,’f'1;' E ) 'Lf i,' B
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Table 4 1.

;¢ Sample Size and Percentage Return
' . of TQ and CMQ

»

_Type of School - - TQ . ‘ ’ cMQ
' "Sample Return Sample - ' Return
(n)p - Number Z . (n) -Number . %
" Community Schools e . X
"1, " 30 21, 70.0° . 80 . ' 30 - 37,5
C2, 200 .15 75.0 80 45 - 56 ¢,
3. 6 . 6 . 100.0 .80 55 = 6848
4. 6 6 ' 1000 80 . . - 42 . 52.5-
<5, - 29 15 51.7° . 80 61 ° 76.3"
6. . 18 15 |, 83.3 "80 19 ~23.8
7. L34 33 - 97.0 .80 - 58 , 72,5 S
8. A2 .12 100.0 80 . 32 40.0
9. = 32 - . 2 75.0 80 ., 60  75.0
10, SV S 17 100.0 - 80 .. . 62 . 77.3
Total - 204 164 "80.0 800 . 454 58.0
-1l 26 12 46.2 80 .15 18.8
12. 36 17 47.2 80 26  32.5
13. - v21 o 22 81.5 80 67 83.6
14. 36 © 28 77.8 80 = 73 - 91,0
15, T35 .21 . 60.0 - 80 40 50.0
16. 15 17 73,3, 80 17 22.3
7. .~ 13 13  100.0 80 . P 51.3
B 18, 40 .25, 62.5- . 80 - .38 . 47.5
. _Total y 228 149 65.4 640 317 49.5
Comparison Schools . o ./ o
, I. 30 12 40.0 . 80 46 . ' 57.5
o2, 16 13 - 81.3 ' 80 31 - 38.8 -
: 3. 12 . .8 . 66.6 - 80, 13 16.3
g 4. S8 v 72,7 .80 - 10 1205
5. 31 220 71,0 80. . 54 67.5 .
6. 21 15 71.4 80 - 30 37.5.
B 20 U A 19 /ss.9 80 . 31 384 -
8. g 18 8 7 aag _‘80 17 ’21.3
9. 29 . 20 - "69.0 - 80 - 41 51.3
| 10. " _29. . 24 . 82.8 ,f 80 _56 .. 70,0 =
Total : . 231 .. l49. " 64,5 800 . 329 . 811 L
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completed TQ. For the comparison schools, 64.5 percent of the'231
teachers completed and returned a TQ. - - . |
Fifty-eight percent‘of the 800'community members_givenbs1CMQ;‘ T

in the districts of commUnity schools’(l-IO), returned a'completed

}"

questionnaire The community. members from the districts of the community
/

B schools (11 18) and the comparison schools returned, respectively, 49 5_

N

percent of 640 questionnaires ‘and 41.1 percent of 800 questionnaires.
III. 'ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR SUB-PRdBLEM ONE
/J. ‘ . ' . i ' . . i

Sub-problem one. How many community schools are presently
operating in Alberta? To what degree are the components of
community school education developed in their programs?

Data were gathered for this subvprohlem from the replies to a
letter (Appendix A) sent to each Alberta school'superintendent and

the copies of the SCQ completed by the principals;of community schools,

Superintendent 8 Letter
- . .
From thé"replies to the letter (Appendix A) sent im September,

.1975 to each of*the 114 Alberta school superintendentS, 9. schools were |
identified as community schools. A SCQ was’ sent ‘to each of these

v

comhunity schools to be completed by the principaﬂ?snd returned to the

researcher. _1 : : , AR P
" ) . . N l ) . " ‘. . -

‘School-Community Questionnaire

Eighty-three\\Y the 94 principals receiving a SCQ returned a o
T '
-compteted questionnaire. %he data obtained from the SCQ are presented

r : Sl
in Table 4 Z(for each of the community school education components._ . oo

Table 4.2 also giyes scores for the hypothetical model community school

(see Appendix F) on each of the seven community school education

e
N

components. ; sy : -



| Tablé 4.2 .

. - Mean Scores.on Community School Education gs? nents

' for Alberta_ Community Schools. ¥

Communicy School EdUCBCion-m-A¥~~m“-Mean%Seére~-m~»}J:.;;Score~£ez~»}——¥~»m~~~

Components : _ o Hypothetical
' . Model
B - o E Community
. N \ S . _ S¢hool
1) Educational program for ’ = S
school age children . : . 2.3 _ : 2.0
2) Joint usé of school and S ' S .
community facilities ‘ S T 4.0
3) Additional programs for - S S L
'school age children and ‘ - . , ‘ -
'youch 2.6 . b0
cL 2 S : : A
4) R;ograms for adults L .10 o Lo 400
5) Delivefy and cootdihatién '
~ of community services . - 3.4 ) 4.0
6) Community involvement 'f . 11.2 e 4.0 ' N ,
7) Administration . T O
T ' T —T " A v
TOTAL 138 28.0



The most highly developed community school education comp0ncnt
in Alberta community schools was Delivery and Coordination of Community
* : vj' ij

o |
X Services, with a mesn score dfu} 4 points. According tox:§e SCQ s
o7

\scores, the rank order/of the community school education. qmponents,

/ N . "/:‘f‘«“\}d
's developed in Alberta community\schools, was: &);Kdditionsl
B A \“‘} s
: Programs for ‘School -Age-Children- angg#opth,v&.;“ DQ :'f‘g,(z.), ‘ g
-/‘J\ ‘1 \
Educational Program fot School Ag" ild{ 2 ts), (3) Joint

/

R
Use of . SchoolyCommunity Fadigiéi”§ e %

W/N
13), (4) Administration

(1.6 points), (5) Community In‘\§3ement (lr2§?points, and (6) Programs
e o .

for Adults (1.0 po nts) _'; T

‘ The hypothet al mddel community school scored, four points on
each of the community school education dimensions and therefore,;
‘accumulated a total score of 28.0 points. The Alberta community

.schools"mean tgtal score was 13.8 points. B

. ANALYSIS OF -DAJrA FOR SUB~PROBLEM TWO - - -

. . [ .
Sub-problem two. What ‘are the organizational characteristics"
that are descriptive of community schools and’, in relation to
comparison schools, how prevalent and accepted ‘(by teachers, °
students. and community members) are these characteristics

* in the community schools of. A1berta7’

The analysis/of data for sub—problem tvo is discussed under the
five subsystems of organization as developed by Katz and Kahn (1966
,3° 44y and outlined in Chapter 3 Data were gathered from the 18
community schools that scored the hthest on . the scqQ’ 8 and 10 comparison

.vischools.

185:'

-
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B To facilitate the snal&sis ajd reporting of this data. four of
Minzey's components of community sg?ool education vere used as £oca1 N 5f_”'

_m_ﬂpoints.for_the”study_ofcths_productiontsubsystems.__The_components_aret_s___;m
(1) Educational Programs for School Age Children, (2) Joint. Use of | |
School'and COmmunity Facilities' (3) Additional Programs for School
Age Children' and (4) Programs for Adults. L

B

,_;Educational'Programs'for School Age Children .

SCQ, community school education7component-one;' The/scores for

the first community - school educstion component Educational Programs

for School Age Children. are presented in Table 4. 3 These scores

wvere obtained from the administrators SCQ's. | -
The scores for community schools (l- ) ranged from a low of

C ‘ \:
2,37 points to a high of 4, 00 points, and the mean score for ‘these 10

schools was 2.96 points. The comparison schools scores ranged from a

low of 1. 00 point to a. high of 2. 97 points, with a mean score of 2. 19

points. The eight schools in community schools (11—18) had a low

score ot 2 07 points, a hiéh score of 3 06 pofnts and a'mean score of

2.63 points. The hypothetical model communityjschool was assigned four 7¥n

,,:‘points on this community school educstion component." .‘ ' ‘ o
o Utilizing a t-test, a significant diffcroncc at tho O 01

‘ probability 1¢Ve1 (two-tailed) was found betwean the mesn scores of the e

‘3 community schools (1-10) and the~eomparison schools. No significant o

e o
dif;;?ence was - found, using ahother t-test, between the mean scores "(h.;‘

PURIS
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S tatews

e

Scores for Cbnm“uni'.t:yv"\\ScHobl véducation Component’

“ A

- Number One! from\Adm'inist:récérs'SVCQ"l‘

\

Scores.

“uﬁi#);“Schools- ~ Componen® One \ Com‘p;i";isbn“ S_@hboi@_}f:homponent, One

-+ . .Scores

L \ ;

¥

o e T GR— \ e
! 3'92 - . \ 2 ‘

T 2.60 1 - G, B
3,31 P

3.07. s 6
2,31 SRR N
. 3000 8.
9. lales - SR}
10¢ ‘ S .2.63 - 0 110,
Mean (X;) =~ . = 2:96__ - Mean (Xj)
. 11, 0 3.02 '
© 12, - 2.89
13. -
14.
15.
16."
17.
‘.“1.8.

¢

OO NO Y W N

e  /'

2,33
2,00
2,97
- 2.04

2.52 .

t.00

. '2 . 3’3

2.33.
2.19

2O
2,37

N

AN

- Mean (X3)

(two-tafiled) '

t-ratifo ' _ p '/ ‘S;gnifiCance

/

” ’ 35 14 ' ‘ O-Oi v

/

1.38° 0.8 / :

/

.S

g

Ns/

4. . - . B 7
' ‘ L ~ o o
Educational Program for. School
: s i e

ICognpévnen‘tn ne:
\ - :
/ .

.../

Age Children
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of class time that teachers involve students in community-based
;

activities per week was calculated from the TQ s by’ dividing the -

. ." T -

Tg, percentaggs of community—based activities. -The percentage

‘ for'cqmmunity‘schoolsv(lTIO) andﬁoommunity:schools (ll~l8); S Q.i5

mfb_icmmanswersmﬁor-Question—Q —by the pnswer for Question 12 anaamultiply
l

. by 100. These percentages are presented in Table 4.4. :.5.~71"1ﬁ -

- €- " .
. v ! K \‘ 3 'E“-}V
ing "
i ' ’ 4
i wowe o

PRI ‘ The community schools (1 10) had low and high percentage scores
of 1 33 and 11. 61 percent, ahd a mean. of 5.60 percent. The eomparisOn\

: schools mean was 4 53 percent, and their low and high scores were b

v |

O 87 percent and 5. 85 percent. The mean of ‘the community schools
aa

11 40 percent. . I -". L oy ‘. y'_‘ R ﬁk? s
T~tests were utilized to compare the means of the community ~

i
’a

lschools (1-10). to the comparison schools mean and the mean of the

)

'community séhools (11—18) No significant differences were found in'

either cdhparison at the 0.05 probability Ievel (two-tailed). e
1 ’ ’ ’

rg, classroom activities related to community.

Scores were

: obtadned on the percentage of classroom activities

relateg to the'"} ..
o . ‘-; ) . . . . . A . . /A; . L
S o o . X ’
" kY Bt
. 9 ! ‘ i X
N v T : Bl ‘;‘“a: .
1How ‘many . hours per week are’ you-formally<assigned - ff’
to teach? . . . ..ot L L L . . ,,.wh;. ‘houts/week _
, . "‘ s ) (, .’)l“ ; . oo . ._hv.' ; N '\
i 2On the average, how many hours of class time per U
d" week are yoyr students involved in commuaity- .
.+« . based activities? e, g..field trips, individual o
. community projects, eig. e M e e hours/week
. . . . 9 o . . y _.; & .- S . ‘V '. \

(11~ 18) was 5.58 percent, and the scores rangﬂd from 3.32 percent to 52(

“\J

./‘< :



e Table 4.4 N

‘Percenfagegl of Class Time Teachers Involve Students
’ “in Community-Based Activities Per Week

Communitf - Mean Percentage of Comparison Mean Percentage of
Schools Community-Based ' | - Schoolsg Community-~-Based
« Activities/Week \( L Activities/Week ~
S ¢ e 3o -
1 73S 1. - 3.09
2 “4.23 2. - 438
3. ! ., 8.33 3. - 4.63
4. 1,33 4. ' .0.87
75, 6.07 5. : 3.78 .
6. ’ 1t.61 6. 3.09
. 5.25 7. 4.80
8. 5138 . 8. 4. 42
9. 4.70 : 9. o 12,60
10. 1.72 0. ¢ 585
Total (X3 5.60 . Total (X,) T 4053
11. 6.24 e T
12. 5.69 / . | i . [
13. - 4.12 | :
4. o659 .
Is. . © 3.32- L : 8 ’ e
_16. 372 o - e
RS VA 3.52 A _ E :
8. 11.40 o T j 4
Total (X3) - 5.58 " -
- - v | : -
: t-ratio P Significance
, ‘ (two-tailed)
X) ahd X;  1.63 - 0.1 . ' yg
Xy and X3 -0.25 . 0.80 NS

1‘I‘Q Question 1: How many hbu;ﬁ pervweek,are you
formally assigned to teach? 7 L . o hours/week

270 Question 2:°-On the average, how many hours of class:
time per week are'your studefits involved in community-based -
activities? e.g. field trips, individual community .
_5?5352ts,\étc..-...,.j.’.'. e e e hours/week
Percentages were obtained by dividing the answers for Queé;iop"
.2 by the answers for Question 1 and multiplying by 100. = °

"

\,
\
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schools"' immediate community, as indicated by the teachers on the TQ:

Question 3. These scores! are reported in Table 4.5.

o

The lowest individual mean score for the‘community schools

(1-10) was 0.87 and the highest individual mean score was 2.93, while
‘, .

the total mean score for the ten schools was 1. 69 “The compargson

(13

schools had a total mean score of 1.71, with the lowest individual

.mean for the ten schools being 0.80 and the hightst individual mean

0

N o ’ ’
being 4.31. The communify schools (11-18) had a total mean score’
for the eight schools of 1.78, with individual low and.high mean'
. - . ’ . .

scores of 1.05 and 3.64.. -

. The three total mean scores each indicated;that.ljlo percent

B . o o . .
of classroom activities were related to the schools' immediate -

communities. Using a t-test, no Significant differences at the 0.05

N

probability level (two-tailed) were found between the mean scores

v

" of the community schools (1- 10) and the comparison schools, or the mean

&
K

&

~

scores of the community schools (1~ 10) and the community schools

(11-18).

1

o . e

Resource people Question 4 of the TQ gathered data on thé?f-

number of resource people utillzed by a teacher per”month. The mean

v

numbers, of resource people per teacher part1c1pat1ng in class

activities per month are presented in Table 4.6 -

3 .

9 -

IThe. percentage of classroom activities was scored .as
follows from TQ Question 3:

.1’ 3 . . E .
il 0 - 0% - 4 - 31 - 40%
. 1= 1-107 5 = 41 - 50%
2 - 11 -~ 20% -6 - over 50% -

21 - 30%

90



Table 4.5

Mean Scores! on Classroom Activities Related to
the School's Immediate Community

¢
-

‘Cémmunity Mean Scores on . Comparison Mean Scores od
> Schools Classtodm Acti ities Schools Classroom Activities
Related .to = . : . . Related to
Community ‘ Community
1. 2.19 R B 2.17
2. ) 0.87 2. 4.31
3. . 1.50 3. 2.25
y L 2.67 b 0k 88
5. 1.53 . 5. 1.68
6. 2.93 6. 0.80
7. 1.61 7. 1.32
8. 1.42 8. "1.87
9. - 1.13 o 9. 1.10
10. 1.71 _ ~10. 1.54
Total (X1) 1.69 o Total (X) 171
11. 1.50 ’ B )
12. 1.29 ’
13. 1.05. :
14: 1.61
15. 1.61
3 16 . 4 3 . 64 - ._J'»,
T 17. 1.23
18. 2.68 ,
Total (X3) . 118 .
t-ratio p - ‘Significance
o (;wo-tailed) y '
Xy and X, --0.12 0.91° NS
Xl"and. X3, —049 o 0.63 . NS-°

1The Percen;age of Classroom actlvities was scored as follows )
fron the TQ Questlon 3: .

What percentage of your classroom activities (curriculum,
in gpe broad- sense of the word) 1s relatkd to the .
schdol's immediate community? e.g. If wyou teach in a '
rural area, the class llterature,'clasc prejects or

sample sclence problems are 1ocally‘based
- 0z

- 1-10%
- 11-20%
21-30%
- 31-40%
.41-50%
over 502

s HEO
t

91
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v

-
* ' - ‘ \
Table 4.6 \\,
‘Mean Numbers of Resource People Per Teacher Part£§3pating
In Class'Accivities Per Month \
. o ‘ ‘ A
, \
Community Mean Number of Comparison ‘Mean Number.of.
Schools Resource People Per Schools - Resource ﬁeople Per
Teacher . Teacher = %\ .. -
1. 1.53/month 1. 1. 43/mon¥h
2. 5.50 2. 3.90
3. 2.69 - 3. 1.75
4. 11.25 : 4. 2.00,
5. 2.56 .o 5. - 1.43
6. 3.77 : 6. 3.60
- 7. 1.78 ' . 7. 5.00
8. 1.40 "~ 8. 1.67
9. C @ 3.47 ‘ 9. 1.43
10. . 1.57 ' . 10, . S 2.14
Total (X;) ~ 3.15/month . Total (X3) _ 2.58/morith
11. 1.83/month o '
12. 1.50 | | '
13. o L.57 0 e . , . 3
14, 4.07 - : f
15.. 1.33 ' - ; ' . ' -
16. © 5.16 . \ .
17. 1.66 . ' ' 1 » j
'18. v 2.92 : ' ‘
Total (Xj) .2.83/montﬁ
A t—fatio ' p . . Significénce
. ) ' (two—tailed)
“Xpand X 084, - . 0.41 . - NS
X; and Xj S 0.46 T 0.66 NS

lAs indicated by teachers in Question 4 of the TQ:

Approximately, how many people, Not employed by
your School Board or School Commibtee; . . TR
participate as resource people in your class s
activities per month. e. g. guest speakers,

classroom volunteers, etc.? . . . . . . .. people/month




o

The total mean number of resource people per teacher for

.communityvschools (1~10) was 3;15 per.month,”with an individual school

ihigh of 11. 25'per month and a ,low of 1. 40 per monthu For.comparison

I l‘\

' schools ‘the’ total mean number pf regource people per teacher was 2.58

per month with an indivldual school range from 5.00 per month to 1. 43

v

- per month.” The community schools (11 18)" had a ‘total mean of 2 83

”Vresource people per month per teacher with an individ 1 school low =«
S \
" of 1 33 per month and a high of 5.16 per month :

{ £
‘The differences between the total mean numbers of resoOrce

"people for.tﬁe community 3chools (1—10) and the comparison schools

.

S ' N ! . o
were not significantly different at the 0.05 probability level (two-

’tailed)'whéh snbjected‘to a t-test. Similarly, the differences. betweén -
: . N ol ¥
_ . B ) : N L .
‘the total means for the community schools (i—lO) and the community
”schools (11—18)}were not significant.at the'0.05 level.
Goal‘number one: SCQ, TQ and CMQ Goal number one was ; o

stated as "Considers a relevant regular academic daytime program for®

L

1

students important " The scores of 1, 2 3. and 4 were assigned

\

respecéively, to ‘the responses, 'not important";\" omewhat important

”important" and "very important" on both a Preferred\\\dxgctual

dimension. Therefore, the higher the score, the’ more/importanée\\jfi\\ .

placed on the goal. The data are presented in’ Table 4 7. i "~

The communitj schools' (1- ]0) meap scores for Actual and - s N

a9 ’ . N 1
K

Preferre responsea,were,.respectively, 3.80 and 3.90 (administrators);
3.30 and' .52-(teachers); and 3.21 and 3:59 (community members). Both‘
' the teacher ' and community members ACtﬁal scores wereVSignificantly

lower (t- test, 0.05 probabilitg)'than their Preferred scores. In

L A *. s
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probability level than the community members

' means. o A

'(lower),than the

: ; ".,, R ¢ . i &
addition according to an F test, the mean Acﬁual score of the

<2

administrators was significantly'%ifferent (hi er) at the 0 05

“
ctual‘mean score. No -

/o

¥ .
-significant di@ferences otcurred amopg”the respondents' three Préferred

% ;. ,\.
R . :

3 4
‘For the comparison schﬁols, the Actupl a Preferred mean scores

,r-

. - e
were, reSpectively, 3 50 and 3. 80 (administrators ; 3 23 and 3.)52

(teachers), and 3.08 and 3.51 (community members) Both the teachers'

:,and community members Actual mean scores were significantly different

eferred scores (t- test, 0.05 probability)

E {
Accordin ~to an. F-test no significant differences occurred among the
three respondent groups A//ual means or Preferred means.

Eor the community~schools (11—18) the Actual and Preferréd )

»

‘mean scores vere, respectively, 3.88 and 3.88 (administrators), 3. 14

.and 3.42 (teachers); and 2. 97 and 3 42 (community members) -The

!

teachers' and community members Actual mean scores were significahtly

different (lower) than their Preferred mean scores (t test, 0.05

probability). Also thg Actual'mean‘responses‘of th administrators'

o

were significantly different (higher) than the teachers and community

i

members Actual mean responses (F—t st, 0. OS probability)
9

When the mean scores of the community schools (1~ 10) and

comparison schools‘were compared (t- test), the only significant

'difference (0. 05 probability) occurred between the Actual responses

of.thoacll!ynity“memberst When commenting»on<their own~schools, the'

~community members oi the community schools (1 -10). thought that their

schools considered this goal (academic edugation) to be more important
¥

than did the cﬁunity members of-the comparison schools_.;



R

AL-"importént" and "very important" on both Actual and Preferred . P

L‘_\E; -~

/ ‘ .

. . . . '/‘ . ] .
When the means of the two groups of community schools were .

“compared, the community schools'(1-10)'Actua1"scores'of the teachers'

and community members and Preferred ssores of the community members
were each significantly higher than the’ corresponding qommunity

schools'’ (11-18) scores. : /

Goal number tw0' $CQ, TQ and CMQ, Goal number two was stated

as, "Makes full use of human community resources to enhance the_
academic daytime program. Scores of 1, 2, 3 and 4 were assigned,

respectively to the responses, not important" "somewhat important",

hat ) ,’

nT\'
dimensions. Therefore‘*the higher the score obtained by a group, the :

more importance that group placed on this goal (the full use of human ;

community resources in the academic program). The data are presented

in Table 4.8.

The mean scores for the Actual and Preferredfiesponses of -

 the community'schoois (1-10) were,irespectively; 3.10 and‘3.70

(administrators); 2.57 and 3?22 (teachers); and 2.58 and 3.18 (community

members) Both the teachers' and community members' Actual'Scores,l

-

were significantly different (lower) than their Preferred scores

(t—test,.0.00 probability). No significant differences were found

' with an F-test among the three groups\of respondents Actual mean

scores or Preferred mean scores.

For the comparison schobls, the’Actual and Preferred mean

_ scores were, respectively, 2 20 and 3.10 (administrators), 2.18 and '

3. 02 (teachers)' and 2.37 and 3.14 (community members) Within each/ <7

-of the three- groups of respondents, the Actual mean -scores were

~ T

S
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significantly different (lower)- than the Preferred mean scores (t test,

2

0.05 probsbility) In addition. with F- ratios of 2.72 (Actual) and

1. 38 (”referred), no significant differences occurred among the three

\

groups of respondents Actual mean scores or Preferred mean scores.
The data for the community schools (11J18) produced the
cfollouing mean 8cOres. for Actual and Preferred, respectively 53.25 .
Cand 3.63 (administrators), 2.49 and 3.10 (teachers); and 2.55 and 3.16
(communityvmembers). Both the teachers' and community members'’ Actual
.scores were significantly different (lower) than their Preferred’ |
scores (t-test,~0.00 probability). Utilizing P-tests, the only
significant difference among the three Actual means and the three
Preferred means was between the Actual means of the administrators and

the teachers, the administrators mean being higher.

When Fhe mean scores of the community ‘schools (1 10) and the
/

comparison schools were compared (t test), the community schools

(1-10) administrators and teachers Actual and Preferred mean scores

and the community members Actual mean’ score were all significantly

different (higher) than the comparison schools means. There were

I

no significant differ!ﬁces between the means of the community schools
(1-10) and the community schools (11-18). . -

-

3

Goal number three scQ, TQ and bMQ?, Goal number three uasic.

stated as, "Encourages staff to involve students in real 1ife community

activities beyond the usual classroom'program. Scores of 1 2, 3 and

N

'f4 wvere’ assigned, respectively, to the -responses ''not important ’

e

PO

X‘T(f

/.

"somewhat important , "important"” and "very important' on both Actualel'

and Preferred dimensions. Therefore, the magnitude of the mean score
. . . ——

v



!
f o

obtained by a group was directly proportional to the importance that

group placed on this goal of staff involving students in real life

7

‘community activitiea. The data are presented in Table 4 9.

-~

The community schools (1-10) Actual and Preferred mean'

r-

scores were,lreapectively, 2. 90 and 3.40 (administrators), 2. 65 and

‘ 3 17 (teachers); and 2 54 and 3 20 (community membera) _The Actual f”m,,“

/

/
‘mean scores of the three groups of respondents were each significantly

different (lower) than their corresponding Preferred mean scores. ' In
addition , with F~ratioa of 1.45 (Actual) and 0 48 (Preferred), there
. were Mo significant differences among the three groupa of reapondents'
.Actual mean scores Or" Preferred mean scores.

The’ Actual and Preferred mean score; for the comparison -
"schools were, - respectively, 2 70 and 3. 30 (administratora) 2.19 and
2.97 (teachers); and 2.36 and 3,24 (community_membera). The three
groups’of reapondents' Actual mean scores w re‘eachhsignificantly

’differentf(lower) than their corresponding Preferred mean scores~-

(t test 0. 05 probability) . An F~-test did not reveal any aignificant -

i

'.differences among the three groups of reapondenta Actual mean scorea.

However, a significant difference was indicated among the Preferred

‘mean scores as the community members' mean ‘was significantly different '

e

(higher) than ‘the teachers mean. R

- The community schools (11-18) mean Actual and Preferred scores
- were, repectively, 2. 38 and 3 75 (administrators), 2, 64 and 3.22
(teachers); andrz 54 and 3.18 (community members) The teéchera and

jcommunity members Actual means were significantly different,(lower)

o

%

\

991
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synthesized into°two categories. The first catego“

'different (higher) than the community members Actual mesn., There

were no significsnt differences among the three Preferred means.

making friends. ‘ -*&' g S . - '

than their Preferred means (t-test,”0.0S prohability). An,F-rstio'

of 3 46 was obtained when the three respondent groups Actual means

-

were compared The administrators Actusl mean was: significangiy

i

T ~In a cdmparison ‘of Actusl snd Preferred scores ﬁf the f‘”lk)/L;“ T

'community schools (L-lO) and the comparison schools,.significant

s .

‘differences were found betwpen the teachers” Actual snd Preferred

o 7

means and the community members Actual means (in a11 cases thé

community schoﬂls (1 10) means were higher). There were nO//

-_sighificant ‘differences bebween the means of the tyo groupﬁ of

community schools.J : .. R l \’ Ty . | _ .
. ’ : : . o "// S OO -

S R o Ll -

Student responses to Question‘Two (Student Interview). . N

\‘_ . 5 , : ' , . .‘ ’/,
Question Two'asked "What do students see as ‘the purpose of going to - s
schbol? Does, 4his school help them move toward this purpose?" ‘ /{

/ 1

Data for: this question are reported in Table 4.10. R ‘_L )

The students” replies to the first part of Question TVo uere/

indicated tha

-the school shpuld prepare students for more. educstion an :ot a job,.

4

P

and the second category described the school's purpose as’ providing

an environmentconducive to social interaction or more simply to

>

a
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’; ' ' " :.‘\:‘: :
s . / { |
C N1 "
Table 4. 10 . e
Percentage Respohses of Students to Question Twol ";r -l ;f
.'from the Students" Interview Schedule N
v J.’ ) R { ) .
" Response Categories - ~  Community Comparison" ,;fCoﬁmoﬁiéy
' ' o Schools . School’s .. Schools - '
' 1~ 10) - (A1 -18) .4 . -
’ Meoq y S - |  Mean -% 7
' (Studencs.indicafod'chat' o S K . i J T
‘1) their ‘school pre- ' ) L ' ‘ ' ‘:‘;;
pared them.well.for . B o PR Sa
more education-or : . o . e S A
a job . : 7100.0 too80.0 0 917 L
2) their séhool pro- _ . o F”'- ’ e |
. vided an environ- ' ' " L
ment onducive to . A
socidl interaction IR e L o
¢making friends) _70.0 .- 46.7 ™42
/ ‘lduestion Two: What do students see as°the purpose of going ’;
‘to ‘school? Does this school help them move toward -this purpose? !
’ : 3 , . S L o e
o . ‘,At“‘,; ' Co ‘ < . ) ' .‘ S ) ~ .
,"f& ixI . . x ’ - : s ‘_
< v '
L ‘ The percentages of students that thought their school prepared
‘them. well for more education or a job were 100 0, 80.0 and 91. 7 Xercent :
{. o ' N N
. respectively An. 9he community schools (l~10), compatison schools n _ gﬁg
anQ-community3  hools (11—18) In the community schools (1 10), . . ."& '%

studonts~s ing that their soh?ol.providedvan"énvironmeﬁtooonducive‘ B
to social/ interaction were, respect@gply, 70.0, 46.7° and'54.2 percent. >
_ s T, -
14
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Student responses tovquesgioh-Three (Student lnterview). : ‘2J¥¢

. i A \',. . R . i . .
Question Three was stated, "How often [ per year do people, other than

) - . - - 4. . @
teachers, participate in cléss’ Sh0uld this be done- more often’" Data

’
@

,from the responses to Dhis questipn are presented in Table 4. 11

) N

. The mean, numbers of péréons participating per year in e?ch '

students' classes weré -10. l 12 2 and 4. 75 respectively, for community
PR

schools (1-10), comparison schdols and community schools (11 18) The

l'percentages of students that said more pedple'should-participate in
class per_year, for the community schools (I-10), comparison schools '

@4 community schools (11-18), were 73.3, 100.0 and 83.3 percent,

respectiuely, while the remaining students did not want more people
\ . C : -

‘per year participating,in their classes.. L, - Y

tw
v

)

Student responges to‘Question.Four (Student Interview).

. L4

~

Question Four asked, "How often dQ teachersﬂtake,.or aI&ow, students

to go into the community per year as part of . their academic school .

work? -~ Should this do done more often’" The response data are

: presented in Table 4.12. T ‘ >

— . Ly

e . ' .

- The students from the cbmmunigy schoolsffl—IO)i companison:~ R

t

. -..

"schools and community schools (11-18) tndicated that the mean numher o,

v

of times per year each student went into’ the community, as‘part of

his/her academic work was, respectively 8. 7 4.6 and 12.6. _The., R

percentages of students saying that students should be allowed to go

-

. < Dot )
into the community more’ often were 76. 7 86.7 and 58. 3 percent for

the community schools (l—LO), comparison schools and community schools

(fl 18), respectively. The remaining students said that they should

"



. ,
Responses of Students to Question Three! from

Table 4.11

the Students' Interview Schedule

\

P

104

‘Response Categopies“’ Community “Comparison Community
, Schools . Schools Schools
(1 - 10). . . ‘ (11 - 18)
Mean - Mean = Mean
Number of people per'year . o
‘participating in each - , ‘ : ‘
student's class, ather ) o ¢ o
than the :teacher ‘ 7 10.1/year-- - 2.2/year 4.7/year
Percentage of students . -
that said: ~
1) More people should
participate- in class ‘ ' o
per year - 73.3% 0 100.0% -83.3%
2) ‘More people should : . « T » - S “:\
© . not participate in . T . ‘ / L
class per year : 26.7% : 0.0% 16.72 (", a

5

R lQuesf:ion Three: How often per year do people, qther;than‘
teachers, participate in class? Should thisd:e done more often?

S B
not betrallowed to éo into the community more often or:they were

xpleé§ed with .the present situation. | o

B\s. :
o

Joint Use of School and Community Facilities

.
~

scQ, commuhity school education comppneﬁfrtwo.sﬁihe scores
F2e . o T [ -
for the second community school education component, Joint Use of - ,

School and CommuniQyFacili;ies,‘are préséntedAin Table.4.13. These

scores were obtained from the administrators'’ SCQ'S%;

D]
~
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c ~ Table 4.12 | s ';‘;Q//
Responses of Students to Question Four! from '

the'Students' Interview Schedule

v

Z

Response'Categories " Community Conparisqn; Community
Schools Schools .» Schools
(1 -10) " : . (11 - 18)
Mean " Mean ‘Mean
Number of times per.year
each student went into
the community as part. of . - :
his academic work ~ 8.7/year 4.6/year ' 12.6/year
Percentage of students ‘ ‘
saying: . ' :
1) that-students
should be allowed
.to go into the . g : o . .
community more often o 76.72 86.5% - 58.3%
'2) that students should ' :
not be allowed to go
into the community : '
more often, or they : i ‘
are pleased with - . .. _ e
the present | P : o " .
situation S 23.32 . - - 13.3% N 41.7%

lQuestion Four: How often do teachers fake, or allow,'students
to go into .the community per year as part of their academic school
work? Should this be done more often?’ '

g
» . . .
. . - :

The community schools. (1 10) scores ranged from a high of . o (

A “ -~
10. 04 to a low of - 0 65 producing a mean score of.3.81. The,compa;i—

.

‘son schools.had'a mean score of 1.34 and low and high 1ndividua1
school scores of 0.16 and 2.81. The mean scorewof che community
schools (11-18) was 1.94 and the indiyidual low and high school scores

_were 0.00~and;4.56,vrespectively. ‘ N
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| Table 4.13

Séores for Community School Education Component.
Number Two! from Administrators' SCQ's -

A \

Community Schools Component TQo' Cémparison Séhools Componenthwo'
i Scores : . "+ Scores
- 1. 10.04 1. 1.62
2. 5.72 2. 2.58
3. 0.65 3. 1.65 :
4. 3.66 4, 0.16
5. 5.48 5. 1.07
6. 2.30 6. 0.52
7. 3.46 7. 0 1.22
8. 4.30 7 8. 1.02.
9, 1.14 9. 0.76 :
10. 1.32 10. 2.81 . -
. ] : . \
Mean (X;) 3.81. , Mean (X,) 1.34
11. 1.49 . .
12. 0.00 L
13. 4.56
14, 2.40
15. 0.53
16. 1.54
17. 3.02
18f . 1.97 b
Mean (X3) 1.94 ' .
t -ratio p Significance
(two-tailed) ' : '
2.65 o0.02 s
1.70 0,11 NS ’
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»

The means for the community schoola (1—10) and‘the comparison
schools were significantly different (t-test) at the 0.05 probability T
level.v The community schools (1-10) and the community schools (11~ 18)

means were not significantly different at the 0.05 probability level. S

' Goal number four: SCQ, TQ and CMQ. The statement of goal

. ’ : . . - ey o . B
..number four i;{'"Adapts school facilities to multiple use for persons

of all_ages." Scores of 1, 2,7 3 and 4 were assigned, respectively,'

.

to the responses "not important', '"somewhat important",'"important
and "very important" on both Actual and Preferred dimensions.

Tberefore,Jthe magnitude of the’score obtained by a group’was'directly

.

proportional to the importance that group placed on this goal of
adapting school facilities to mqltiple use. The data are pnesented

in Table 4.14. ' ’ _:

‘ . ‘The community schools .(1-10) Actual and Preferred mean scores
. , : . . .

"ﬁere, respectively, 3.00 and‘3.60 (administrators); 3.22 and 3.40 -
‘ (te.achers)'; and 2.‘72land' 3.22 _(communit:y m\embe.rs).‘ The ‘Actual 'mean ’
;scoresvof the teachers and commonitylmembers were'significantly

difﬁerent‘(t-test 0. 03 probability) than’ their higher Preferred A

‘mean scores. In addition, an- F-test on the three respondent scores .

fndicated a significant different (0.05 probability) on both the -

Actual and Preferred respofises between.the teachers and community

members.

. The' mean scores for the comparison schools Actual and- - - o

. Preferred responses were, respectively, 2 10 and 2.80 (administrators),

[

2 36 and 2.98 (teachers), and 2 18 and 3. 13 (community members)

- .,

The teachers and~community members' -Actual mean.scores were
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‘gignificantly different *(t-test, 0.05 probability) than their higher

" Preferred means. With F-ratios of 1.83 (Actual) and- 2.42 (Preferred),'
‘no significant'differences occurred among the three groups of.

N
N

respondents' Actual and, Preferred mean scores.

Mean ‘scores of 2.88 and 3 38 (administrators), 2.95 and 3.28
(teachers), and 2 66 and 3, 29 (community members) were obtained for the

Actual and- Preferred responses of community’ schools (11- 18) Once ’ .o

again the higher Preferred means of the teachers and commhnity members

were significantly different (t test, 0.05 probability) from their
Actual mean scores According td an F—test, no significant

differences occurred among the Preferred means of the three types of

'r‘

community schools (11 18) respondents. However, the teachers' Actual
mean was significantly higher than the community members Actual mean. ¥

- |

Significant differences (t- test) appeared betw een the community.

'*schOOISA(l 10) ‘and- the comparison—eehools—ineﬁ“(1)~thevActual

responses of the administrators, teachers and community members, and
(2) the Preferred responses of the administrators and teachers. Only

' one set of means between the community schools (1-10). and community ’
N

schools (ll 18) was significantly different i.e., the teachers

.Actual responses. In all cases, the community schools (l-lO) ‘means

were higher. - | S o -

/ ’ ‘ ‘ \';" ’ . / ’ . ) t

_ Goal number five:. SCQ, TQ and CMQ. Goal number five was,

stated as, "Makes full use of'community facilities (other than -
school facilities) to provide alcomprehensive educatiOnal program

-

for the community." Scores of-l 2, 3 andia were assigned,

respectively, to»thé'responses not important"' "somewhat important",

!



"

o

(

"important", and ' very ‘important” on both Actual and Preferred
dimensions. Therefore, the importance a- group placed on this goal of
the school making full use of the community facilities, was: directly
proportional to the magnitude of their mean score. The data are
presented in Table 4.15. ' f' z . : /

.The.mean Actualfand“Preferred'scores for community'schOOIs'

(1 10) were, respectively, 2, 80 and 3.60 (administrators), 2. 74 and

3.22 (teachers), and 2.46 and 3.11 (community members) Each of.

_ the respondents Actual means was significantly differentd(lomer)

;means were significantly different (0 05 probability) None of the

than their Preferred means (t-test, 0.05 probability) In an F-test -

on the three Actual means, only the teachers and community‘members'

-

/
Preferred means were significantiy different from each other.

3

For the comparison schools the mean Actual and Preferred

. scores were, respectively, 2. 22 and 3.11 (administrators), 2. 36 and

‘2. 96 (teacher§§, and 2.20 and 3.09 (community members) Each of the‘

respondents Actual means was significantly different - (lower) than

their Preferred means (t -test, 0.05 probability) No significant

differences were found among the three Actual means and the three

Preferred means of the comparison schools respondents (F-test, 0.05

o

probability)

—

Means of 3.00 and 3. 75 (administrators), 2.72. and 3 23

(teachers), and 2.51 and 3.18. (community members) ‘were obtained

respectively, for the community schools (ll -18). A significant

i difference (t-test, 0,05 probability) was found between each

respondent's Actual mean and Preferred mean scores. Two F—tests,

110
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applied separately to the three Actual means and three Preferred means,
-

found no significant differences among the scores..

T—tests (0.05 probability) were used to?compare the scores of

the community schools (1-10) and the comparison schools,band the two

. groups of community schools.” In the former comparison, the teachers'
’ 4 0 . - - . L ; R X
Actual and.Preferred means and the community members' Actual means

were significantly different with the communityu&chools (1- 10) scores

being higher in all cases. There were no signiﬁicant differences in

the latter comparison. ®

Additional Programs for School Age Children and Youth

'SCQ, community school education component-three. The scores

. « . . .
" for the third community school education component, Additional Programs

vy

SN
e

for School ﬁée Children and Youth, are presented in Table‘4.16ﬂ The 7
administrators' SCQ's provided this data. The hypothetical model com-
munity school was assigned 4.0 points on this component The-lowest,and
highest school scores. in the community schools (1 -10) were 1l.14 and
9.33, and the mean score wds 4.73. The mean score for the comparison
zschools was”0.72, with the highest and lowest school scores being 1 36
and O.QO. The community schools.(ll-ls) had ‘a mean score of 2.90 and ¢
a range'of'school scores~from 0.71 to 7.10. : |
A significant difference (t-test, 0. 05 probability) was found
between‘the mean community schools (l-lO) score and- the mean comparison
schools score, indicating that the community schools (1- 10) offered
more programs to school age children and youth than 'did the comparison
'schools. There was no significant difference between the means of the’

community schools (1- 10) and those of the comparison schools (ll =-18).

Vo
[

i
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_Table 4.16
'Scores for Community Scﬁool.Edqgg;i&ﬁ&pompqngq;
Number Three! from Administrators’ SCQ's
Commgnity Schools Component Three Comparison Schools Comﬁonenc Threé'_
- ' Scores - . o - Scores’
1. 5.83 - A V7 T 136
2. . 983 Y 1.27
3. J 5.74 . 3. 0.89
4. 4.18 4. 0.11
5. 1.14 - s, 0.67
6. 2.58 : . 6. 0.00 g
7. 6.42 7. - 0.41
8. -3.80 8 1.05
9. 2.63 9. 0.48
10. 6.44 - . 10. 100
" Mean (Xy) o 4.73 . Mean (Xp) 0.72
1. 4.08 R o
12, 7.10 . i N
13. 1.67
14, 0.71°
15. 3.26 , | o
16. 2.83 | -
17. 2,70 . - SR
18. . 0.82 - . C
Mean (X3) 2,90, e
t-ratio ~ p 7 significance_
~ (two-tailed) ) .
Xy and X0 5.21-. - . 0,00 5 . g
X; and X3 1.72. - 011 . Ns

and Youth

1Component Three: Additional Programs for.Schobl7Age Children

/
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' Goal'number six: - SCQ, TQ and CMQ. The;statement of goal
T - v .
¢

r

number six was, "Considers relevantﬂprograms for children, other than

.

'the‘regular academic daytime program, important," Scores of L{'f, 3.
'>and 4 wereAassignedfrespectively tojthe'.responses;p"not_important“;‘m
“somewhat'important" “important" and "very impdrtant" on‘both Actual
and Preferred dimensions. Therefore, the maghitude.of the mea;'score‘
obtained from a group's responaes yas directly proportional to the :i;
importance that group placed on the goal’ of providing relevant programs
to children (other'xhan the regular.academic ptogram). The data are
presented in Table 4. 17 | &

_ The mean Actual- and Preferred scores for the community schools dl‘
(1-10) were, respectively, 3 00 and 3. 20 (administrators). 2 90 and v".
3 30 (teachers)l and 2. 57 and 3 (1} (community members) Both the

~
teachers and community members Actual means were significantly

different (t—test, 0.05 probability) than their higher Preferred

means. {n.addition, with F-ratio scores of 9. 99 (Actual) and 7 96

4

(Preferred), the teachers Actual and Preferred means™ were significantly

-different (higher) than’the community members Actual and Preferred

means, respectiVely. N

The comparison schools' Actual and Preferred wmeans were, LS
4respectiyely, 2 lO and 2. 70 (sdministrators), 2, 41 and 3 00 (teachers).
and 2 27 and 3'03 (community members) . All of - the three Actual means
vere significantly different than their higher Preferred means (t ted&

- 0,05 probability) sUtilizing F-tests, no. significa t differences were

. found among the three-Actual resppnses ‘or the.three Preferred responses.‘

. - PRI
SN i
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"Mean scores of 3.38 and 3.88 (administrators);'Z.ll-and,3.19
(teachers); and 2.58 and 3.06 (community members) were obtained,-

respectively, fOr the community schools (11-18) Actual and Preferred

)

responses, yhe Actual heans of the teachers and commumity members

vere sign!%icantly different (t*test, 0. 05 probability) from their >3

-

o

higher respective Preferred means. In addition; a significant

difference (F-test) was found between the Actual means of the

administrators and'community members, and the Preferred means of the

fadministrators‘and community members of the community schools (11-18).

A t-test (0.05 probability) indicated that the following pairs .

of means from the community schbols (1-10) and comparison schools
L]

were significantly different‘ (1 administrators ACtual,‘(Z).teachers'}

Actual (3) community members Actual and (4) teachers ‘Preferred.’

All community schools (l-lO) means were higher than the comparison

Vo
.’.

schools means.

A t-test between the community schools (1-10) means and

Te

community schools (11 18) . -méans found only one pair of.peans to

.be significantly different' that is, the administraaors Preferred

means, of which the administrators in the community schools (11- l%)

had the higher score.'

o .

-~

Studentirespgnses to Qdestions Five and Six (Student Interview).

¢

;Questions Five and Six asked respectively, "Do students have any extra-.

i
#

curricular programs at the school? Should there be more of these

/ / o4

types of programs?" and "Does the community have programs for«y0ung f -

/péople? Should ‘there be more of these types of prograﬂ?" The data

’
A

are presented in Table 4.18. ‘
- v S S

(3
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. e ' Table 4.18 C | S

" Percentage Responses of Students to Questions Five! and Six2
1 . . from the Students' Interview Schedule

;

S

Response Categories ' Community Comparison Community
: Schools  Schools Schools

_ (1 - 10) - (11 - 18)
€ Mean 7 - Mean % Mean %

Students indicated that:
Q .

1. a) the school offers enough .
extra-curricular “programs 46.6 33.3 52.9

©

b) .the schéol should have
: more extra-curricular

programs.’, o . 53.4 7 66.7 47.1
2; a)>the community offers enough T .
programs for young people 40.0 Y, 36.7 37.5 .

b) the community should offer

more programs for young . , .
people. .- 60.0 . 63.3 62,5

lQuestion'Flve Do students have any extra- -curricular programs ~
at the school? 'Should there be more of these types of programs’

. ) 2Quéstion Six: Does the community have programs for young
people?  Should there. be more of these tYpes of programs ,
’ e
. ; ‘ ¢

o -
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All students indicated that the school offered at least a few

extra—curriCUlar‘programs. ’he percentages of students in community
schools (1-10), comparison schools and community schools (11-18) that

thought the s | ol offered enough eitra-curricular programs were 46.6,

33.3 and 52.9 percent, respectively.  The remaining stuqents'thought

the school should offer more extra—curricular programs.

In replying to Question Six, the percentage of students in the .
community schools (lrlO), homparison schaols and community schools
(11-18) indicating that the community offered enough programs for

'young people»was'éo.o, 36.7 and 37.5 perceut,?respectfyely.‘ lhe
oche;IStudents-thought that more programs should be offered‘by the
community. | |

Programs for Adults v

~ ) » . . )
B . 3 .
L L e .0

' SCQ; community school education‘component four. The scores

for community school education component four, Programs for Adults,

-are presented in Table 4 19. These scores were obtained from the

<

administrators SCQ-s The hypothetical model community school was

8
assigned 4. 0 p01nts on this component.~

The community schools (l -10) mean score was 3. 42, with a range

e

of school 'scores from 0.89 to 6.83. The mean. for the comparison'
schools was 0 54 with low and high individual school scores of O 00
and 1.71. The final group of schools, community schools (11-18), had

a.range of school scores from 0.34 to 3 21 and a mean of 1 70

. e

Significant differences (t-test, 0.05 probability)‘were found

between the means of the community schools (l—lO)’and'comparison .

S
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Table 4.19 » g
Scores for Community School‘Education Component
‘Number Four! from_Administrators‘ SCQ's

N

Cdmmunity Schools  Component Four “Comparison.Schools- Component Four,

Scores . . .. Scores
1. 5.74 1. 0.67
2. 6.83 2. : 1.71
3. 4.36 30 ~  0.66
4. 4.09 4o 0.00
. 5. 2.54 e 5. : - 0.70
6. 3.29 © 6. , 0.00 -
. 7. 1.43 R SO . 1 0.24
. 8. 2,55 . 8. - 0.44
o9 2,43 9. - 0.82
10. . 0.89 - 10. T - 0.17
Mean' (X)) 3.62 " Mean (Xp) ' . 0.54
SRR S PO - 0.34 ' ‘
2. - 1.73 -,
.. 13, Te1.24 0 ‘
4% o~ 2.34 R .
o i 15.° SR I3 | BRI T ;
: 6.y . 1.08 o o '
L7 . -72.34 : ¢
. 8. 7 1.29,
" Meam (X4) & . .. .°1.70 . ,° - R T AN
“- e -» e . 8 t_ratio. P o ) Significance
S ) v . . .(two-tailed) ) h
X; and X, . 4.71 .. 0.00" - s
.+ Xpand X3 % 239 7 0,03 S- .
}Compénent Four: Progrhﬁg for A&uits N
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schools, and the community schools (1-10) and community schools (ll 18).

The mean. for community schools (1- 10) was higher in both instances,
indicating that the community,schools (1-10) had developedvtheir adult
programs more than either the comparispn schools or the community

schools (11-18) had deyeloped adult programs.
o i

Goal number seven: SCQ, TQ and CMQ. -Goal number seven was

stated as, "Consider relevant programs for adults important." Scores
of 1, 2, 3 and 4 were assigned, respectively, to‘the responses ''not

important'", '"somewhat important", "important" and "very important"

;-h Therefore, the magnitude of the mean score obtained from a group s

responses was directly proportional to the importance that group placed
.-on the.goal of considering programs for adults. lThe data are presented
in Table 4.20. |
The community schools (1-10).Actual4and freferred means'were,
:reSpectively, 2:90 and 3.40 (administrators), 2.82 and 3.13 (teachers),
and 2 37 and 2.85 (community members) Both the teachers' and
community members Actual means were significantly different (t-test,
0.05 probability) than their higher Preferred means. In addition,
the teachers' Actual and Preferred means were significantly different
(F;test 0.05: probability), respectively, than the community members

\

. lower Actual and Preferred means., ' . .
. o

ThejActual and Preferred means of the comparison schools‘were,'w
respectively, 1. 80 and 2 30 (administrators), 1. 95 and 2.60 (teachers),_‘
and 1.87 and 2.81 (community members). The Actual scores of both the*-

community members and. tecachers were significantly different (t-test,
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0.05 probability) than their higher Preferred,meansﬂ “No signifiéant

‘differences (F-test, 0.05 probability) wére‘fqund among the comparison .

Y
»

schools’ three'Aptua; means or three Preferred means.
The scores 3.25 and 3.38 (administrators); 2.62 and 3.09:

_(;gachers); and 2.43 and 2.98 (community meémbers) were, respectively,

the Actual and Preferred means of the commUnity'schools (11-18). Once

&

again,,thgwhighertPreferred,means of chd’cbmmunity members and the
k3 . . : .
' -

teachersiiere.significantly different (t-test, 0.05 probability) than

their Actual means. In sepé;ate comﬁarisohs of the three Actual‘
mean$ and three Preferred méansbnq significént diféefences (F-test,
0.05 probability) were found. | | |

: Wheﬁ the differences betwegﬁ thelpaifs éf meaﬁs of the.communftY'r
'schools (1-10) and the éomparison;séhqols were}tested (t-test, 0;05
pfobability), all of Eﬁe Actual pairs and Pfeferred’pa;rs’we;e |

éignificantly different except for the community members' Pfefe;red

4 !

means. In all cases the .community schools (1-10) means were higher.
S . g _ , .
The t-test revealed only one significant difference between

¢

the Actual means or Preferred meanszof the ggmmunity schools (1-10)‘>
and“the coﬁhﬁnity»shhools (11—18); i.e. the Iat;er'sfcommuniCy_.
<. T . &»

.@émbers"score was“éignifieantiy higher than the formé:’sAcof%ésponding '
_mean.. .
Tl

SUPPORTIVE SUBSYSTEMS . -

Community Involvement

.

SCQ,'cgmmunity'sthool education COmponent,six.The scérééAfor'.

community school cdﬁéatidg*cbmponent six, community involvement, are .
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preéented in Table A.él.i These scorés ;Qre obtained from’the
admiﬁistrators' SCQ's. The hyﬁothetical.ﬁodel community séhooi waé : ®
assigned 4.0 points on thié componené.

The mean“score for‘the cbmmunity dchools (i-lO) was 1.90 and
the scores £aﬁg¢d from 0.00vt0'3;07. TheAéomparison schdols_had'low
7and high”iﬁdiQiaﬁéi'schdol sééréé of>b;db ana 2.4b,>aﬁd;a mean ﬁfﬂ
0.83. ‘A méan of 2.2? was‘obtained for the cpmmuniﬁy-schools‘(li-185
aqd theif low and high school scoreslwere‘0.83‘and 5.00. v

Thefmean for'the community schools (1-10) waé sigﬁiflcaﬁtly
,‘idifferenf (t-test, 0.05 érobability)_fhan the lowef comparison schoél
meaﬁ, indicating that the éohﬁunity'SChools (1-10) ﬂad more community
~in601vehent than Qid the cbmpgriéon séhoqls; The meén for ébmmpnit&
schodls (1-10) was not significantly different from the mean of the
comﬁunity schools (11—18).

»

Goal number eleven: scqQ, TQ'énd CMQ. The statement of goal

number eleven was,'"invdlves é11 people c?ncernéd (Sr athleast'
représéntatiyes) in‘plgnnihg prégfams,gnd égtivitigs;“fhis-refers
pgfticﬁlarly to iay-ana sgudenf in§§1§eﬁent in decisibn—m;kiqg.".
’ Scores of 1, 2, 3 éndia'were assigned, respectively, té the féllowihg “
’respopéééz,‘ﬁﬁot imﬁ?rtant"; ";omewhaﬁ:impdrtant", “imporcant"{ and

o _ ‘ R

"very important" on both Preferred and Actual dimensionsa Therefore; :

the magnitude of the ﬁeap score 6b;aiﬁéh'ftom é'groupbs.fesponégs'
Qas-directly proﬁottiohal to thé impo;tahce thAElgrOup.placedMPn ';.1
’tﬁis'éoél oflin§olving;peopi§ 1ﬁ‘blanning progfams and activities.
The data are présented in'Tablé 4.22, B |

i



Community Schools

ﬁf,

Table 4.21

Scores (or“Commuhity School Education‘Compénenc
Number. Six! from Administrators' SCQ's.

Component Six

Comparison Schools Component Six

Scores Scores
1. 2.97 J; 1‘ 0.00
2. 3.07 2. 1.23
3. 2,27 3. 0.00
4. 0.33 4, 0.00
5. 2.83 5, 1.25
6. 0.83 6. 2,40
7. 2.53 7. 1.87 -
8. . 2.67 8. - 0.83
"9, 0.00 9. 0.33
10. 1.50 10. 0.42
Mean (xi) 1.90 Mean (X3) . 0.83
11, 5.00
.12, 2.47 '
13, 1.25 ’
14, 2.23
15. 1.95
16. 3.33 o
17. 1.10 o,
18. 0.83 N
/
“Mean (X3) 2.27
t-ratio p . "Significancé
- (two-tailed)® o
Xpand X, 237 - 003 b g
-0.62 . 0.54 NS

R

Xl'and X3

-

~ lcomponent Six: Community Involvement

124
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”

The‘Actuui and Preferred'scores‘for the community schools (1-10)
‘were, respectively, 2.50 and 3.40 (administrators); 2.39 and 2.96
(teachers)?'and-2.26 and 3,06 (community members). Ali of the three
Actual means &ere significantly different (t-test.'O 05 probability)
from thtir higher Preferred means. No significant differences were
found among the three Actual scores or three Preferred scores (tuo

separatevF-tests) of the community schools (1-10) respondents.

The comparison schools' Actual and Preferred means were,

T
» —

respectively; 1.60 and 2.60 (administretorsTtil.QB and 2;64 (tenchers);
' and 2.15 and 3.14 (community members) . .All'of the three Actual means
' vere significantly different (t-test, 0.05 probubility) from their
higher Prtferred means. An F-tcst (0.05 probability) on the three
Actual scores indicated a significant difference between the teachers'
and community members' responses. The teachers and community members
were also significantly different on their Preferred ‘means (F-mest),
the latter respondents having higher scores.

.The Actualjand Preferred means for the community schools
(11-18) were, rESbectively,TZ.SS and 3.63 (administrators); 2.30.and
3.00 (teachers); and 2.25 and 3.11 (community members). A significant
'.*difference was found between each resoondent's Actual mean and higner
‘,ﬁreferred mean 8core§L wa F—tests, applied separately to the three
Actual means and three Preferred means, found no significant differences
among the scores. — ' a |

T-tests (0.05 probability) were used to compare'the means of

3

theicommunity schools (1—10) and the comparison schools, and the

community schaols (1-10) and the community_schOOIS (11-18)..'In the

former comparison, significant differences were found between:. (1)
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.

the. administrators' Actual mcané, (2)'thg édministrutors' Preferted
meﬁns,'(3)‘che teuéhefs' Actual me;ns, qha (4) the teachers’ P:efgfred
me#psr- In all instances tﬁé community ‘schools (1—10) scorés were
highcr.:_Thg lutgé; comparison; between community schools (1-10) #nd

community-échoolé'(11-18),.did not yield any significant differences.

Goal number tvelve: SCq, TQ and CMQ} Goal number fwelge‘wns
statéd as "Prov;des opportunities for community lay people to assume
‘leadership roles in the community." Scores of 1, 2; 3 and 4 were-
assigned, respectively, to the resporises ''not 1mportant",_ﬁ50mewhqt.
~important", "impbrtant" and "vérylfhbortant"lon both Actual and
Preferred dimensions. The?efo:e, the'importance that a group placed
‘on the goal of’provldlng.lgadership opporﬁunitieg_to ;ommunity lay
people was di;cctly proportional to the magnitudé of»thé mean score )
obtained from the groupfs‘respbnses. VTHQ data are presented in

-

Table 4.23. - L | : R

‘The mean Actual and Prefe scores for the community schools

(1—10)‘wére, respect;veiy, 2.50'andﬁJ;SO~(administrator§5; 2.6l.aﬁd

2.90 (teachers); anaw2.23 and’ 2.79'(community mémbers). All'pf tﬁg‘ . -
.respondeuts' Actual means were‘signifiéanf}y diffe;ent (iowéf) than |
thedr Preferreq means (t—test,.0.0S pfobabiiityi. Two F-teété; |

appliedlseparately to the‘;hree’Actual‘and three Preferred scores
& , ) . - | .
revealed in the former scores a significant difference between.

;eachers' and community members' Actual means.: In the latter scores,

~

a significant diffeténce“was shown‘between the Preferred scores of

administrators and community members.
- R . . .
The comparison schools' Actuzl and Preferred scores were, .

reépectively, 1.50 and 2.30 (administracors);-l.9d and'2.43“(:ea¢hers);f

- . - - : ,
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andPZ.Ol and 2.73 (commUnity members). The teachers' and community
members' Actual means were-significantlyvdifferent (lower) than their
Preferred means (t—test’, JAn F-test on the Actual scores jindicated no
significant'differences at the 6.05 probability 1evei. " However, an
F-test on.the_three‘Preferred scores'reyealed a significant difference.

‘between the teachers' and community members' scores.

~The Actual and Preferredvscores of the community schools
]

(11- 18) were, respectively, 3,13 and 3. 62 (administrators). 2. 20 and
2 66 (teachers), and €.19 and 2. 81 (community members). The communﬁty

”members and teachers' Actual means were significantly different

(t;test 0.05 probability) from their higher Preferred.scores. An

-F-test’ on the three Actual scores reveafﬁd two significant differences, ;

that is, between the administrators (higher) and community members,

and the admjnisgrators (higher) and.teachers. - A'significant

difference was also found between the adninistrators' (higher) and .,
community members' Breferred scores, utiiizing a_second'F—testl
- "I-tests were used to compare thefacores'of community-schoois
(1-10) and comparison schools, and community schools (11—{5) "In the
former comparison, each of the community schools (1- 10) means were
signif . antly different (higher) . than the comparison schools’ except
> for the community members Preferred scores. The only significant ‘
difference found in the second. comparison was with the teachers
- Actual and Preferred‘scores; the'community schools (1-10) teachets:had
‘hihher scdres.v ! | ; AA .
_ . A - , o ‘

Teachers' perceptions of control over school affairs.. The

‘data for this section werc obtained from Question Eiye of tne,kg,

-9 ) . .o ;
. ) ; i - . . B «



-(Appendix C) and are presented in Table 4.24; Scores of l 2, 3, 4

and 5 were assigned, respectively, to the responses "ligtle or none",
"some",,"quite a bit", "a great deal" and "a very.great deal".
Therefore, the higher the score; the‘more control that person Qasﬂ
perceived to have. . n

Based on the amount of control,.the teachers from comparison ‘
schools and community schools (ll—lB) ranked the categories‘of people:
in eiactly the same order. This rank order was as follows. (1)
superintendent, (2) members of school board, (3) school,adminiStratorsy

(4) teachers, (5) members of school advisory.committee (if applicable), 'd'

(6) parents of school children, (7) community memhers, other than

parents of school children, and (8) students. The teachers froq . <o
f : . -
3 : k)

community schools (1- 10) ranked all the categorieq in the Same order -

A

except the last two categories, which were reversed.
. _ N

T-tests (O.OSIprobability) were used to find significant

'differences between the control allocated to a catégory of people by
K -
‘the teachers in, first, community schools (l =10) apd comparison

schools, and, second, community schools (1- lO) andlcommUnity schools
(ll 18) In the former comparison,'the community schools (l g )

teachers scored ‘all of their categories of people significantly

higher than the comparison schools teachers scored their categories

]

of people, except no significant differences occurred betweensthe,
teachers or students. The community-schdofs' (l—Bb) totallchfe was

“also significantly higher than the comparison schools' total‘écore.

"In the latter comparison, between community schools (1- 10) and

r

'community schools (11-18), only one significant difference occurred.
°. - ; ' .

S
h

. .

IR IR : 0.
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|

A

The score of the parents of school childred of community schools (1-10)

was significantly higher than their counterparts in the community

schools (11-18).

a

Community members''perceptions of control over school affairs.

The"deta for this section‘were.obteined from;Question 2 of the CMQ.
(Appendixl)) ‘Scores -of 1 2,.3, 4 and 5 were assigned, respectively,
-to the responses "little or none'", "some'", '"quite'a bit", "a great
deal” and ' 'a very great dehl" Theréfore -the more control a person or
group was perceived to have, the hfgher their score. The data ere )
presented in Table 4.25. ;,. o Sy
The community membt¥s from each group of schools ranked the ,
categories of peqple in‘the same ordet with respect to their‘controi Q§}
oyer’local'schooi affairs. The rank oroer'was: (1) members~of sghool ;
.board (2) superintendent,~(3) sChool administrators, (4) members of‘
.school adVisory committee (1f applicable), (5) teachers, (6) pd%ents ;
- of{ school children, (7 students, and (8) community members (other.
than parents of school children) | |

q

& : T-tests were utilized to detefmine if significant differences

~ - P .
. . . S

existed between the mean control scores‘of; first, community schools ...
fﬂ«\_.\ ) . . ) . . . : ) o
(1-10) and comparison schools, and,second, community ‘schools (1-10)

and community schools (11-18). In the former comparison of means,

only one significant difference occurred: that is, between the school

administrators'_mcans (the mean for comparison schools was g -er),

In the latnef COmparlson,'the meén scores for comnunity schools'(ll—18)

‘for students, community members and the total were all significantly -

different  (higher) thah the mean score of the community schools :

(1-1: . y
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" in Table 4.26;

134

Student responses to Questions Seven and Eight (Studené Interview).

Questions Seven and Eight wéfe, respectivelyf "Do students have any

input in deciding what they would like to study? Sﬁquld.they have more

input?" and "Is the school staff (administrators and teachers) open to

¥ . - o
suggestions from the students?" Data for these questions are presented
]

N ‘
In response to Question Seven, all students indicated that they
! _— .

had some input into making deéisipns_regaxding'the content and method

N v

of théir studies. However, the percentagesjof students signifying
that tﬁey should have more inﬁut were 50.0, 60.0 and 18.8, respectively,
for the community schools (1-10), comparisonfschobls and community

o . .
schools (11-18). The remainder of the students were satisfied with

\

their input.
'Question_Eighc_fesponses were divided into three categories

each for |administrators and teachers. ' The’three categories were "Very

open", "quite open'" and 'not open"'to their suggestiorns. The following v

percentages of students categorized the administrators in the community .

s

schools (l—lO),'comparisonISChools,and community schools (11-18);

i

respegtively,_as (1) very Opéﬁ:v 40.1, 1{;1 and 12.5 perggnt;‘(Z)

quite oben: 40.0, 55.5 and 50.0 peréent; and ?7) not open: 20.0, 3315‘
and 37.5 percent. Tﬁe s;ﬁdents aléo"desc:@bed the teéching staff in
the cdmmunify schools-(l—IO), comparison schools and community schools
(11-18), respectively, as: (1) very open: 60.0, 22.2 and 25.0

percent; (2) quite open: 20.0;‘66‘6 and S0.0 percent and (3) not

open: 20.0, 11.2 and 25.0 percent.
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they would like to study’

Table 4.26

135

o~

Percentage Responses of Students to Questions Sevenl.and Eight2
from the Students' Interview Schedule '
Response Categories Community = Comparison 'Communityo
' Schools - - - Schools Schools
(1 -10 (11 - 18) -
_ Mean % Mean % Mean % -
Students indicated that: on
1. a) they should have more .
input into deciding what
.they would like to study 50.0 60.0 18.8
b) they have enough input
into deciding what they
‘would like to study /r“ 50.0 40.0 81.2
2. with respect to accepting -
. suggestions from. students
- a) the administrators are very :
; open ; P 40.0 11.1 12,5
~:;§) the administrators are, quite _ q‘ L
" open 40.0 -55.5- 7.50.0
'c) the administrators are not : v-r' .
open - 20.0 33.4 , 37.5
d) the teachers are very open 60.0 22.2 25.0
e) the teachers are quite open . 20.0 .66.6 50.0
- 20.0 25.0

11.2

f). the teachers are not'iféﬁ\\

~
o *

lQuestion Seven:
Should they have more input?

1Question Eight

Do stydents have any input in deciding what

) Is the school staff {administrators and
teachers) open -to suggestions from the students? .

;
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‘Satisfaction with teaching. The data for this section uere

- obtained from the "Satisfaction with Teaching" Factor of the Purdue

»
Teacher Opinionaire which was 1ncluded as a portion (twenty items)

v

~‘of Question'b of the TQ. The higher the score, the more a teacher

/

~was satisfied with teaching. The data are displayed in;Teble 4,27,

'The satisfaction with teaching" scores for community. schools
(1-10) ranged from 57.9 to 70. 0 producing a mean of 63. 8. The
comparison schools' mean was 63. 4, and the lowest ‘and highﬁgt\individual
school-ecoresvyere 58.9 and 70.2, The mean for the community echools
(}1—18)‘was.63.8; with a school range. from 58.5 to 7;.1.

Utilizing tsteste,'the ueans of{the.community schbols (1-10)-
end comparison schoels, ahd.the’commun;ty schools*(l-lO) and cqmﬁunity
echools (11-18) were compared. No significeht differences were,found

between the'two_paLrSvof means at the 0.05 probability level.

' Teacher status. This section"s scores were obtained from the .

) . oL .‘ . . . . R M . . [ - » -
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire's factor.entitled,VTeacher Status". .Question

Y

Six of the TQ included this factor (eighx items) as a porcion of .

‘its twenty—eight items. The higher the score. the highet was the
- teachers' -pe;Ceived status. Table 4.28 presents the data for this -

factor. .. C e

The .mean "Teacher Status" score was 21.9 for the community

sehbolsv(l-IO);’wiﬁh.the individual-échool'scores ranging from 18.3

tq 25.8. The comparison schools' low and high scores were 17.6

136
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j
- Table 4.27

Mean Scores for "Satisfaction With Teacher! Factor
“from Purdue-Teacher Opinionaire.

Community Satisfaction with , LComparison Satisfaction with.
Schools - Teaching: ) Schools " Teaching: ,
Mean Score ) ’ Mean Score .
1. 67.5 1. 62.3
2. 59.1 2. 66.5
3. 70.0 3. 61.4
4, 63.8 4. : 58.9
5. 63.7 -5, w6545
.. 6. 68.5 ’ 6. 70.2
7. . . 64,0 . 7. 59.5
,87' ' 57.9 T = 8. 62.3
9, 63.3 ‘ 9: ' 63.8
10. ‘ 61.2 - 10, . 61.8
Total (X;) - .&ba.p» Total (Xp)  63.4
1. 64.9 ST
12, - 68.5 .
13. 61.0 '
“14. -. 58:5
15. ’ 65.9
16. . 73.] - '
17, . ©60.1
8. = 64.6
Total (X3) . 63.8 y
t-ratio“*’ P Significance
, (two-tailed)
© X; and X, -0.30 © 0,76 7 NS’

X) and X3, 0.00 . 1.00 NS




Table 4.
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Mean Scores for "Teacher Status" Factor
from Purdue Teacher Opinionaire .

{

Community " Teagher Status: . Compgrison Teacher Status:
Schools . Mean Score Schools Mean Score
1. 22.7 1. 20.1
2. 18.3 2. 23.0
3. 25.8 . ‘3. 20.1
T4, 25.7 4, '20.9
5. 22.7 5. 21.7
.6, . 23.5 6. 24.7
7. 20.8 7. 17.6
8. 21.3 8. 19.1
9. . 21.9. - 9. 22.2
10. 2;.3 ~10. _ '19.6 -
Total (X)) 21.9 Total (Xj5) 20.9
1. 20.8 S
12. 20.5 )
13. . 20.5
14. 18.2
15. 21.1
16. 22.0 .
17. . 21.7 \ P
18. 21.8
Total (X3) 20.6
’ - t-ratio . p Significance
. o (two-tailed)
+ Xy and Xp 1.57 "0.12° NS
‘ 0.04 s

Xy and X3

2,08,




and 24.7, and the mean was 20.9.
ieun score of 20.6 and a school ra
When thL means of the comm

schools were compared with a t-tes

‘different at_ the 0.05 probability

1 4

“The communicy schools (Li-lB) had a

nge of 18.2 to 22.0.
unity schools (1~ 10) and comparison
t, they were not significancly )

level. However, a significant

difference did occur betwecn the mean of the community schools (1-10)

[

~and the lower mean of the comﬁunity scbools;(llle).

Y 1
it

Student responses to Question Nine (Student Interview).

Question Nine asked,

and socially, to others in your city, town or areca?"

"How would you compare this school,

the'responses-to this. questien, are presented 1n‘Tab1e 4.29,

Table 4.29

Percentage Responses of Students to Question Mine!

from the Students'

‘Interview Schedule
f

academically

Data, representing

Response Categorles: Community Comparison ‘Community
‘ Schools . Schools Schools
w o R (1 - 10) (11 - 18)
~, o : 3
7 » Mean X = Mean % Mean ‘%
‘Students indicateéd that |
in comparison to other
schools, academically
and socially, their
" school was: 7 e .
(1) Above average 50.0 50.0 50.0
(2) Average 30.0 30.0 ©50.0
" (3) Below average | 120.0 ¢ 20.0 0.0

' lQuestion Nine: ; How’ would you compare this school, academically

and socially, to others in your city, town or area?

V-
——2

—

‘ e

139
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-

" The followlng purcentuges of students from community schools‘
(1 ~10), comparison qchools and communlty schools (11-18), rcspcctively,
1nd1cnted that in compnrison to other schools, acudcmlcdlly and .
socinlly, ‘thetir school was: (1) above: nvernge -50.0, 50.0 and 50.0-
percent; (2) average:. 30.0, 30.0 qnq 50.0 percent; nnd'(B).below’

average: 20.0, 20.0, and 0.0 percent..

»

ADAPTIVE SUBSYSTEMS

SCQ, commmity school education component five. The scores

for community school education component five, Delivery and Coordina-:

tion. of Comntufiity Services, were obtained from the administrators’
€C's. These scores are presented in Table 4.30. The hypothetical

model community school was assigned 4.0 points on this component.
< . A

The mean of community schools (1-10) was 7.38 and the indlvidual'

"schools’ high and low scores were 2;29 and 12.58. The comparison

’

schools' mean was 1. 92, ‘and the score range was 0 00 to 6. 86 In the

5roup of community schools (11- 18), the low and high scores were 1.50

I3
.

and 6.00, and the mean was 3.76.

Utilizing t—tests, fhe_community'schools‘(l-IO) and the'”

comparisonschools, and the community schools (1-10) and the community"
' o

schools.(1-18) were compared. The mean of the community schools (l 10) §§?\
was significantly different (higher) than both of the other means at
the 0:05 probability leVe}. 1ndicating that these schools were more

involved in coordinating community services than were the other tno
groups of schools. g o :

i
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Table 4.30

]
/S ; ,
Scores for Community School Education Component
Number Fivelifrom Administrators' SCQ's

Comﬁunity-gchuols Cdmponent Five Cbmparison Schools Component Five
' Scores Scores
Y , :
1. . 12.58 1. 0.60
R T r— 2.29 2. 2.33
o i BBy . 3.75 . 3. 6.8{‘
. gy . 0 12,00 4, 1.50
R - 8.06 _ 5. 1.67
- 13.67 ¢ 6. ©.0.00
s 2.40 7. 2.74
o 4.50 8. 1.41
: . ot .‘-iiO.BS ' 9. -2.07
100 R - 6,00 10. 0.00
Mean (X)) I ZJBB Mean (X;) 1.92 .
Al ) 2,40 : : ‘ b
12. 1.50- A
13. : : 3.10 .
14, 4.05 o : e
' 15. 3.57 -
- 16. ~..5.65
17, . o 6.00
o180 3.81
Mean (k3) . 3,76
- ' , t -ratio P Sighlficance \
’ o o oL “‘(two—tailed) “o, oo
X, and X,  3.80° 000 - 8 '
X, and X3 - -2.36 % 0.03 s

?Component Five: Delivery and Coor&inétfon of Community Serviceé
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Goal number .nine: SCQ, TQ and CMQ.  The statement of goal

‘niné was, "Prevents duplication of services by co-ordinating activities

with other agencies in the community." Scores of 1, 2, 3 and 4 were

 assigned, respectively, to the responses, "not important', 'somewhat
- ‘ [ -

fmportant', "important"Adnd'"very important" on both Actual and

Preferred dimenslons. Therefore, the mugnitude of the mean score
° ‘ !

obtained from a grouo's responses was directly proporcional to the <
) importancc that group pldCLd on the goal of coordinating activitiesbto
prevent duplicntion of services. ~Data are presented inrrable 4.31.
The mean Actual und Preferrcd scores for community schools

.

(1- lO) ﬁere, rcspectively, 3.10 und 5 60 (administrntors). 2 42 ahd

2.99 (tcachers); and 2,28 and 2.87 (community members). Each of theA
respondents’ ACtuai means mere significantly different (t—tesc, 0.05 .
-probnhiiity) than their higher Preferred means. An F-test (6;05
probahility) on the three Actual means found a significant difference

. between the administrators ' and community mcmbers means, the former
being higher. A second F—rest on the Preferred means found a
significant difference in thc same . direccion between the administracors
and community members. “ ¢

The c0mpaxison schools Actual and Preferred means were,‘

respectively, 2.10 and 2.50 (adminiscrators), l 91 and 2. 57 (teachers),

% and 2. 03 and 2. 77 (community members) The Actual means of the teachers.

"and comumunity members were significantly dif ferent (t—tests) from their

higher Preferred scores. F-tests on the three Actual.and three

-~ ¢
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. consistently higher.

' .obtained grom'the,group s respenses. The data. are presented in Table'

. o { - ‘
Preferred means yielded no significant differences among the respondents'

Actual reSponses or Preferred. responses. ‘q\
.0 ' \

The Actual and Preferred means “for the community schools (11-18)
were, respectively, 3.25 and 3 63 (administrators), 2.48 and 3 06 R

(teachers), and 2 27 and 2. 90 (cbmmunity membcrs) The teachers

Q R W

‘and community members' Actual means were significantly lower than

their Preferred ‘means (t- tests) In-addition, the administrators'

gand community members' Actual-as well as Preferred means were |

S£gnificant1y different (F-tcsts), the administrators scores being[
. N )

¢ o
s <

T—tests were used to compare tne means of community schools
N ‘)
(1-10) "and comparison"sthools'and community,schools (1-10) and
community schools (11 18) In thehformer comparison the'following :
! s

i

pairp of means were significantly diffcrent, the means of the community
schoﬁ?yu(l—lo) always being higher: (1) administrators Actual,

NS RPN o . : .
(2)_administrators' Preferred; «(3) teachers' Ae}ual; 4) teachers'

-

Preferred; and .(5) -community members' ~Actual. Ig\the lattér comparison,
14 of ’ : .

-

‘ne significant'differences were obtained.

u;; " Goal number ten SCQ, TQ and CAQ> The statement of goal

PN
-

_ number ten was,v"Prevents lack of services by co-ordinating activities
: &

with other agenciles in the community. ' This goal was scored in the . -

same manner as‘goal number nine above. - The importance that ‘a group

.

placed on the goal of" coordinating activities to prevent a 1ack of

Lon

services vas directly proportional ‘to the magniibde of the méan score

4,

4.32. SR ‘} . .-.;"'

v
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The Actual and Preferred mehns for the community schools (1-10)

were, respectiveiy,‘Z.SO and 3.lb (administrators) ] 2.54 and‘2.94
' i v c .-
(teachers); and 2.18 and 2.74 (community members). /Both the teachers'

and community members' Actual scores were significantly different than(j

their higher Preferred scores. F-tests on the three Actual‘scores
. \ . , ’ &
and-three Preferred scores indicated that, in-both cases, the teachers'
s

scores were.bignificantly higher than the communi‘y membérs' scores.

\ o &

L The comgarison schools Actual and Prelcrred means were,

i respectiVaHy,\ngﬂ aud 2 20 (administﬁftors), 1.84 and 2.47 (teachers),

s

s
R

‘1451.,‘

.e?‘

2

T

:md l 97 an{ 2570 (community members)sf The Actual scores for both
the ‘!ﬁchcrs and cnmmunity mcmbers were significantly different .
,.-{ n-

(;dtcst) tﬁgn thcir higher Preferred stores. The F-test on the three

! +

'

j"la «., -

‘ Asgyal scores found no significant differences.} However; the F -test

S

'mn the Preferred scorcs indicatedha significant differeno? between

: . Lo i ‘s
the teachers' and community members means, the latter being higher.

/

The Actual and Preferred eans‘for'the community schools. .

.(ll -18) were, respectively, 2 88/and 3. 38 (administrators) ‘2;38 ‘and .

' 2 93 (teachers), and 2. 18"and 2/79 (community members) Once again,

.did not revealjany,significan¢ differences. = b
' " I8 ‘\‘ . - -

the‘teachers and community mejfers Actual means were SLgnificantly,

different (t—test, 0 05 probability) than their higher Prefer:

means:' The F—tests on the thr e Actual means ' and three Prefer
; . o y

‘v(‘ . T)" L. . l“

© ' é
'g,on the ngsponses from commun 'ty . schools (1-10) and comparison schools,

o

"'and communie? 'schools (1 10/ and community schools (11 18) In'the

'.formen comparison ,bn%! the {oilowing pairi of ,means- were'significantly

~different, the community schoois (l 10) being higher. (1) teachers

’

.. e . . ”Q_,. - . ' L
T-tests for significahfydifferencesobetween.means'were completed

- 146

oy
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Actual, (2) teachers' Preferred, and (3) community members' Actual. CIn
/ i .

the latter comparison no significant differences were found.

7

» . . L .

.Goal number thirteen: SCQ, TQ and CMQ.' Goal number thirteen

was stated as; "Develops means of evaluating the extent to. which the
: . . , A

programs or proceSScs are meeting the previously set goals.»isf 4

1’}"'

scoring was identica .oal number nine abové. The magn itEd

. 7 " o ‘ I

the mean score obtained from a group's respoises was direc
i ' o . B

proportional to .the importance that group placed on the goal of

eValuating progrdms The data are presented in Table 4.33. . '__ e
The Actual and Preferred means for the community schoola j»f' -

{1-10) were, reSpectively, 2,30 and 3.60 (administratorh); 2.62 and : "”—'}/‘

Ky

- 3.07 (teachers);'and 2.39 and 3.11 (communtty membero). Eech of the. ) /

2 S

respondents Actual scores were significantly different from'*weir ,;( -S .
\ 4 .
higher Prgzerred scores (t test, 0.05 probability) The F-tes¢ on the

A ' v
three Actual scores indicated that the teachers' Actual respohges uere.Q , ‘

. significently higher than the communiQymembersf Actual,responses." , (

There were-no significant differences among the three Preferred mean;\
' The comparison schools' meéﬁg@,pre,'respectiyely,&1,67 and

2.67 (administrators), 2 02 and 2. 80 (teachers), and’. §‘13 and 3. 03

&\)—"" vwl'[ G

A (community members). Significan differquhf (t test) were found

between each of the re3 ondents A tual means when compared to their

-

vhigher Preferred means. ~No significant differences (F—test) were

found amdng the three respondents Actual 'scores. Hohever, the

teech%rs Preferred mean was significantly lower than the community

-

members‘"Preferred ean at the 0. 0? probability level

- ) . - e
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i “
The Actual and Preferred means of the community schools (11-18)

were, respectively, 2.88 and 3.38 (administrdtors); 2.27 and 3.07

¢
o~

(teachers); and‘2.35 and 3.0l (commuaity membere). The Actual means
“of the teacherq and community mcmbers were significantly lower than

<:> their Prtferred means (L testa) ,The two F-tests on the three Actual

and threevPreferredvmeanehdid'nqt show ony significanc differences
.o T_;. . - ?\

LAt B S
i .o

among these"means - : o (
To determine significant differences between the community

/ schools (l 10) and. comparisouvqchools, and the community schools'

(1- 10) and community g%ﬁn

‘subjected to t-tests. At 0.05 probability, the following pairs of

@506} 1-18), their pairs of means were

* means in»the first comparison were signiflicantly different: (1)
o ' . s
administrators' Preferred, (2) teachers' Actual, (3) 'teachers'

Preferred, and (A)tcommunity memhere' Actual. 1In each'caSe the
community schools (1—10) had higher means than the comparison ’

‘ schools, §n the second comparison, qnly one set of means was S

* ?ﬁignificantly different, that is,'the teachers in the community

schools (1-10) had a higher Actual score than the ‘teachers in the
A S .
‘Community schools (11-18). : g e C v

3

; | ¢ ' MANAGERIAL SUBSYSTEMS

1;3 SCQ, community;schéal cducation component seven. The .scores
f , -
-for commdnity school compohent seven, Administration, were obtained

.
=

- -

e kfrom the administrators SCQ S. The data are presented:h1Q£ble 6-34.'

: i? The higﬁgi the score obthined by ; schooi, the more administrative

.:i -1 emphas 8 Jfﬁ'b#ing placed on developing school—community relations.

t a the hypothet&c&l model wim} 1ssigned 4, O points on this component. '
gRe {fﬂ :

4 am ’ L . _ R R

ORI . Y -uqd-
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Table 4.34 . o
Scorcs»for.Community School Educhtion Cémpongnt ﬁ%y
Number Seven! from Administrators' SCQ's o
Gommunity.Sc%ools,' Component 'Seven Comparison Schools Compouent Seven,
: - Scores oo A Scores '
1. 4.00 1. ° 0.00.
2. 4.00. - 2. : 2,50
3. 3.00 3. 2.50
4. 2.50 4, 0.00
Su . 3-00 5- 0-00
6. 4.00 6. ~ 0.00
7. -3.50 . : 1. 0.00
8. 0.00 ' e 8. . 0.00°
9. 4.00 - & 9. 0.00
. 10. 0.00 10. 0.00
Mean (X)) 2.80 Mean (Xp) 0.50 -
11. 2.50 o '
.12, 4,00 2 ,
13. 2.50 i C S
14. 3.50 . - .
15. 3.00 E
16. .0.00
17. 0.00 &4
X 18. , ) ., 1“00 ".“!ﬁ,‘ a .. -
, N EAE Y v - : R
Mean (X3) - e 2.44 ¥ . o , e
sy oy . t-ratiq ° B . ;Significance
Do bl _ . v -
; ‘ s : . T - > (two-tailed) :
< . . R . . .
I X; and X, ~-.-3.85 *° 6.00 - S
X, and X3~ 0.48 . . 0.64 NS
) .T- " \./ ‘_'0
IComponeh; Seven: Administration,- ‘ . ’ ‘ T_ N
. i *
Ol ,'ly ) ok
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The mean score on component seven for the community schools

(1-10) was 2.80, and the individual schools ranged in magnitude from ,
I R

0.00 to 4. 00 The comparison schools mean was 0.50, with a low and

Y .

high score of 0.00 (eight schools scorcd 0. 00) and 2 5® The community

-

l.“f:-.

SLhODlS (11 18) had a- mean of 2. 44 and scores. ranging from 0. 00 to

4.00. .
‘T-tests were applied to detect significant differences between,
Lfirst,‘the means of“community schools (1-10) and comparison schools,
P _ A e 2 o

P v ) .‘. . .- . K . . .
and,  second, community schools (I-10) and community schools (11-18).

-

The first comparison indicated that the community schools were placing
significantly more effort into administering school—community relations
than were the comparison schools. “No sigpificant difference was found

hetween the community school§ (l 10) and community schools (il 18)
1 “h
-

‘Goal . numbeg, ht" SCQJ TQ,and CMQ. JThe statement of goal
%Ji = &

‘number eight was, “’rovides initidgive and leadership in planning and

: 1mplementing community projects. The scores of l, 2, 3 and A,were :
'gassigned, respectively. to the responses, "not important", '"somewhat
. ) -

iimportant".‘"important" and,"very important". Therefore, the,higher
the score, the more importance_was placed'on the goal. _ihe data are
~presented in Table 4. 35. : | - o , r .
N The mean Actual and Preferred ~ scores for the community o v
=schools (1- lO).were 3.00 and 3. 20 (admihistrators) 2. 58 and 2 96 . './
'(teachers), nnd 2. 22 and 2 79 (commun%ty membegpl{ The teachers ‘and
commhnity members Actual means were significantly higher (t—tests)

'than their Dreferred means and therefore, they would prefer to see

more emphasis pleced on this goal. An F-test on the-three Actual ) . ‘\

ey - .
‘ «
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seoves indicated significant differences between, first, the Actual
mean of the ndministrntofs(nnd the lower Actual mean of thczcommunity:
ukhbersi and, sccond, between the Actual mean of the teachers and the

N . )
lower Actual mean of the community members. 'The F-test on the three

3

. . N . . . ) A
Preferred means did not yield any significant differences at the 0‘05'.~»-7;ﬂﬁig

probability level.

“The comparison schools’ Actuai'and'Prefeffcd'means were,
'respoqtivcly. 1.60 and Z.ZQ.(admiﬁtstratoEs); 1.86 and 2.35 (tedchers);'
and 1.97 ué&.2{77‘(gomhuult; members) . Both,che‘comnunity members‘ . .
and teachers"Preférréd means weré signifiéantlytbigher than t@cir
Acgual means. . An F-test on the three Actqnl means found no

stgnificant differences. However, an F-test on the Preferred means

indicated that the teachers' Preferred answers weyg significantly

lower than the community members' answers.

Thc~Actua1 and Preferred means of the tommunity schools e ;

(11-18).were; tospeé;ivily, 3.00 and 3.25 (%dministrutors); 2.43 and | L
2.89‘(£eachers); and 2.25 and 3,01‘(commdnity mcmbers).a,Tﬁe Preferred’
means of tﬁevteacﬁers_and éémmunity nembers were significautly higher

than their Actual means at the 0.05 probability ievgl.(t*CQsE).; Two

F—né;ﬁs on the Actual means nnd'P:eferred‘ﬁeans indicated nO gy

% -~

"significant differences among the three Actual or three Preferred
means. . o ’
! T-tests were utilized to test pairs of means between, first, ‘./.

community schools (1-10)'nnd cdmpu:ison'schools, and, sgcond,,ébmmunity //
schools (1-10) apd community schools (11-18). In the first comparigon, '/

thé‘folldwing bafrs of me@ns.were stignificantly aifferent:‘ (1) !



L

édmlnisttucérs' Actual, (2) iadministrators' Preferred; (3) tcnuhura
Actual, (4) ceuchofs' Preferrved, and (5) community members' Actual,
In all ;aacs; the means of the community schools.(l—lO) were higher
thnnvghc cmeQrLSOn scﬁpolg"mﬁuné. Only oﬁe stgnificant difference
oécurred in the sccﬁnd comparisbn; that is, tﬁe Preferred comﬁunity"

members' _mean of thL community QLhOOLa (11~ 18) was signiticantly higher

chan the commun{ty members' Preferred mean of the community schools ..
(1-10) . ’ : -
/ ;
V. ANALYSIS OF DATA FOR SUB-PROBLEM THREE

Sub=-problem three. What arve the envivonmental variables that
avre descriptive of community schools?

Q

-

Technolopicil Conditions e o N

.‘Bﬁsponscs to_Question Two, Principals! Interview. Question Two

asked, "How highly'differedtintcd is the schuol staff with resﬁect’to\ . "*?:

-

T—
stuff members suppoxtin5 communlty s#hool educution or not~bupporting :

Lommunity suhool education?" The response data are. prghented iﬁ ) f“. S
: able 4.36.

[ o

To' facilitate the reportlng of’ cha datn. the reqponses were w’
divided into foqggkategories.‘ Th; perc;ntage of the ei5hteen community
wSLhOQl pxlngipals reporting that the séhool staff was not differentiated -
{all s;aff supported community schqol education) was 27.8 percent. ‘The

,uperéeﬁtégcs of.pfincipals indigdtihg;thdt:the school staff wds‘siighﬁly
differentihtcd (mosLksfaff'suppdrted'éqmmuﬁicy schqql éducaiiéﬁ);u C?; 
1quité diffefentiated,gshall majority supported co@munity échopl
equgaﬁ;on) anamvétyvdiffgreutiaied (app;oximateixoyefhnlf>6f the’staff
A\ i
>y



f

AT . Table 4.36

Percentage Responses to Question Twol

‘Principals' Interview Schedule .

school education

’
Degree of Staff  "Commun1ty‘ Commhnity
- Differentiation Schools . - Schools .
(1 -10) - (11 -18)
Mean % Megn: % ~Total. Mean ¥
-“lot differentiated ‘
(all supporting Lommunity
sghool oduc‘tion) 40.0 ’ 12.5 27.8
§1ight1y diffcrentinted
(most supporting Lemmunity , . :
school educat ion) :'JO.Q' 62.5 44,5
Quite differontlated B )
(small majordty support-
ing community school y
education) -1 .20.0 - 12.5 16.6
, : ‘ S ‘ '
Very differentiated ,
(approximately one-half ' . X
supMreing community S -
- 10.0 12.5 11.&.

-t : o

lQuobtion Two:

How highly differentgated is’

the school staff

»with réspect to staff members supporting comqynity school education or

v"not ﬁupporting community aschool education?

?’ [’,'- - " '
e kS I o
,‘“L : T .731

o

o

Srespcctively.l

e

T qupyorccd community*school ééucation) wetd‘&d 5, 16.6 and 11. 1 percent. S

- . "

Almoqc all prinuipals suggested that one of the chief

responsibilities of a uommunity school coordinatot should be to deal

-

'of~commuhi§y schbol eduédtion'in’the school.

- with thc problems capsed by some staff membets opposing the development

155
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'._'that their community school progrums were much Lnsier to devclop

[ 156

Lepal Conditions- -,

thngae\ to Qnoation Fonr, Principals' Interview. Question Four
uskod, "What lcgni_uspects (bonrd'policy,.ctc.).hnve.helpcd or :
hindcrcd the devclopmont of the community school concept?" The
response data are preseated in‘Table'4.37.

The principnio mentioned véry few legal aspects that had

eithcr htlped or hindered the devclopmenﬂ of thcir community schools.

As’ hindLances, four principnlq mtntioned that their bonrdq gnve no -

.0 4 -
i : ~

'.direction in the«form of policies or role dvuuriptxunn for community

schools and/or community scnool coo¥dinators., Two other principuls [

mentioncd thnt thc.'lnck of formol'commnulcntion chnnncls to‘tnc
board ‘was hindrunce, for- example. no central office person assigncd . o
to work with community sohools. binnily. twd principals wore concerned
with a lack of clarity on the issue of who assumes rtsponsibility for

a perqon injured on the sthool grounda after regular schooi hours.

s . "

Thret 1cga1 conditions that have helped the devolopment of

community schoola«were identitied ' First. three principals snid

fthat ChL bourdsa formul designation of their school ns a community

hChOOl had holpod to obtain appropriate staff and extrn finances._

l

"Sccond, six principals indicated thut the bourd policy of retaining
"janitors until 11 00 p m. evcry night had facilitated thc deVLiopment';_

‘of the community school pro&ram. Finally. sevcn principals suggested A ',/

- &

"'becnuse cheir board actively and formnlly supported community school///

cducation. SR . S e LT e

rd
7

v/?,



?r{nctpals"Rosponsos to Question Four! from
o the Principals' Interview Schedule .

/
' o w
.
/

/ ;m "7 Table 4.37

o ! \
P

Community
) - - _Schools
- . (1 - 10)

Legal Conditions

Community

~ Schools

(11 - 18)

Actual
Number

‘Actual

Number ]

Total

Number

Hindvr.

(l) No diruLtion from
board for community
'sLhools (c.g. role
description of . - ¢
comminity school -
_coordinator) - - B )

(2) Lack of Lommunlcation“
" channels through
which community ’
suhunl education’ . Ty
‘ pfoblems can ‘be o R
directed to board ‘ R S

(3) No disuussiopvon‘who
¢ assumes responsibilicy
for "a person injured
aftér rcgular school ,
; hourq t ‘ 1
Helpr f’p B
(1) Schéol is formally
designated by the
"board as a community
school o 2

(2) Janitors are retained. =
: until 11:00 p.m. o 5

" (3) Board actively and

- formally supports
community- school - ,
education o 4

v

»

A
IR
~cf -

lQuestion Four' What legal aspects (board policy,=etc ) have-'

helped or hindered the devqlopment of the community’school concept?

o

v

T 157
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. o . M
Political Conditions oo '
'Resﬁbnues to Quéqtion Five, Principalq Interviem Question Five'
asked: "What pressure grdugs onmindiéiduals have been: ini . uential

in promoting or retarding che\g;owth of the cdmmuniCy school congept?"

-

. \ . , . o .
Response data for the question are presented {n Table 4.38.

. [ M .

. . - o .

3 < SRR
N . N ;o - .
‘ N ; < - ' L . .: -~

. . S . . p : N R . P
Al - Ce .
t : .

. : . R
B r o ey ‘
-, Table4.38 / | 0
Principals’ Responses to Question Five!l from
. the Principabs Interview Schedule
. v e _ o -
Pressure Croups  Community Cohmunity
S , " Schools : Schools' T
(1 - 10) o (1Y - 18) ~
Actual Number .Actual'Number  TotalaNumber
. o , that : that -~ 4 - t ..
e T S prom.? ret.3 «~prom. qﬁggc. . prom, ret.
Y P ° . S, . A
Religious 3 0 . o iy 4 o
‘Récteation - RIS 1 w2 2 2
' Parents 3 0 2 ﬁﬁh,'jo : 'S5 1
) i . . s - .
School board .2 N o " o 2, .t 2
’ ' ;\l:v - ‘ \ ! )‘ .,.,. .
Others 3. 0 .3;_"3Agdfaﬁﬁ’3 o 6 .3 ?f“
o 1Question Five- w:i;/ggesﬁﬁzzi;néugs individuals have been E .
: infldential in promoting o etard{gg’th!" : ‘of the community S R
“school concept7 T S LA . - » il
‘ I : o e o . : . o
T T promoted_ i‘, = .,ﬁ?‘ o
¢ - . . . S v
3retarded ) - - ’\ﬁ' LT Con
. - . ¥ v
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‘ Th& 18 communiﬁy schbol principals identiffhd nineteen groups fhat o
promoted the. growth of community school eduéﬁtion and eight groups% ‘ !v‘;~~
that retarggd the growth of the community schools. Rellgious groqps
: Jwete montioned four times as prpmoter& ‘of community schools and not - b
4mentioned at all as retarding the copmunity schoof developmént.u 4 ;‘;"yg .

R Y ’ \“*gw '; s " ) v

. Recreation groups were mentioned twice as promoters and twice as: .§ BT

«
< e } .

retarders Parent groups promoted community school education i

LR

a

Ly
g the community se¢hool

i

dLVQlOpment in five schools and: retarded it in § é school., Two o
princigkls tited their school boards as prom

concept and two~other principals suggested chat their boards had .

h&ndered the growth of community schools Finally, six miscellanEOus

VI
we ’

. groups (for example, BoyeScouts) were identified as promoting the T

.__r

growth of the community schodl concept and three miscellaneous groups
v ‘ . ‘A .
were cited as, retarding the growth%of the community¢school concept.

S : § . :

> Y - e L ‘ oy

- : ) [N ! POTE
. : . e

St e YT PR, LW S T e
Besponses to Qgestion d%e, Principals"lnte'view Question.ohe'._
i o d)‘.,‘.-.,_"
';s asked WWho'provided the initial motiyatiqn to devw i this sohool as -
, - 1.3 i t X &° '_.-,‘w j .
Y CQmmunity school’" agsponse data'are g;esented in Table 4 39 #Hﬁ‘?" L

* - ‘. S
I e

~,ercentage (27 8 pﬁpcent) of p%incipals credited

B . The highe

+

‘ the school principal1 al fhe board jointly, with providing the
~ 5

I 9

initial motivationd!b deVelothhe con dhity schqpl The board and o , - oY
\" }."-é-}.‘

principal were identified separately for prj.iding the initial \- g .

'f motivation by 22.2° percent of - the respondents. The community memben% _‘_i‘

_— and_achool staff were credited jointly, with the initial motivation

A — _ R o ,
s T lMany of, the,principale)\nterviewed were not*the prineipal in-
-!. $he schodl when. the community school educatibn concept was- introduced

LN
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W v ‘ﬁ j Table 4".39 / -
CEr ' . 1]
: Principals' Reronses to Question Onef from " .
S the Principals Interview Schedule , . :
Ao & | S S s
- RIS . . b s ) ' 5, v “
i . e _ =t : -
7 .+ TCommunity . Community .. . Total _
R . * L ]Sch0618" ! . Sehools ‘. V.
e (1 - 10) QA1 - 18) - 0 .
, L ‘ . i
‘li‘ N . A . o
. ‘ Mean % Mean 2 . . Mean 2
N . Principal and board : . ‘,v 30,0 _I '_n"‘i‘a:"» ’_‘?S.O—V s .27'.8', o
| *‘J % , Co T 300 L 12l - 22,2
. , . ~ [y . o . : N B . '. «,"I -
ciPal o 9. 80,0 T - 22,5 L 22,200
. W -,... oL e "".:J,

Conununity members and ‘5-= "

School sfaﬁf' ) .
Arpa recreatign director

o, v -

. a&d prihc‘ipal ‘5 ‘., o - 111 v :.‘ ,
o lQuestion One w Who p vided the Qﬂ&k& mOtivation to develop

chis school aas a«acommun@l? s _ _ -
) i _ . o oA 10k, L '

B TR ”““ b S

‘ motivation in 16 7 percengaof che, schools, and Marea t'ecreation .
— director and the principal - cé ‘her,, were mentioned, &g tﬁe initial . ‘_ .-
e I TS .o SE » !
; <A - i oW PRI A

b motivation fo}r 11 1 perc tfgf,, 7 schools. _'.' o ¥ .
R :, - K I N =R - 7 ud -
- R ‘ @ i ", R Y . o - y

' Economic Conditions S o T '

o v DO {;) Lo,
o Lo T B

'S

Question Six. wasg. "What economic conditions ha\? hglped or ’bindered the

AN &
v_.-development of t:he community school""A The rgsponse datfa are presented

3 ) s | - - . . 4 -
‘ o . . .

"inTablel»AO co ~> 7 TR ER gt .“

3 \ -

‘ P \ s
"money from sources other than the regular.sc.kgpl budget: or government
B . L “_, " . . H - I_ ! . .
o N AT 'u- . .
- - _l‘_' .. ¥, © .
FSERFSPEARN ,| R s
R o
RN -

Responses to Question Six, Principal s Interv1ew. The queﬁ in

The lar&est pez:centage of principals (77 8 percent) ident:ified

.
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e , ]
- ‘y ‘ / j ¥ . b @
S | : s
. @} “ ’ ‘ o : ) _ -“.‘.Mv’-‘:
“. - x - ) o . L
AR ' Table 4.4D . S L
’ : H : [ g . - . . ' ,0:‘5« "
"‘:&, & 'ﬂ ; Tl . 1y . l . : B o
' Per entage of Pr incipalq ‘KRespon8es to Question Six . 5 R
R i from the Prmcipal;"" Interview Schedule : B LN
\‘: »-“. ) r 'Z N .A. ‘ .‘ . \ ) ‘:?t : . . - . ﬁ.". .
Economic Co.nlditionév . Community ‘ Community . Total = ]
- .that: " o [ . Séhools ¢ Schools . ‘ L
. SRR 1-10 . (1 - 18 , o
) ' F o . e - p Vi I & ‘ . "
. ' ' - /«" ‘. % of Schools . Z of Schoolsz I ' n
: ) ‘7 T ST L R N . -
- Helped: &, . @ B " . <L SN L .

(1) echnmgney‘?rom RN _ . : DR f

- ogher*Soyrces' (in

additian o school  ~ NS Y
g)audgu: o#‘goyernment s e " VO de ""“, o
e “grants) U i, ’& 80.0: . 750 .

“fé’ "i'f;dered“‘ L ,r.:, R [

+ board'. ‘V‘ _ : :
@) extra-«noﬁey from .‘ ‘,J‘ Lo
- government projeccs 3 " 62.57
1 ‘ 3 PR _ o
{‘* *(3) extra ney from , - _ ,

-", l," (1) no monies sp cifically . R -
R jdes"‘ign d Bor an | T ey L '-
S operqtin bugiget 60,0, . [ 37.5 ¢
%‘i:;a ' % g PO v - 1,‘
% (2) "no mon}i or W5 ° . o i
... "' assurancgof c n- \.‘. B - By : >
.. 7. tinuation ®f ‘monies . - Lo T
e for cominunity"school .-l - L ey
S = coordinator S , T
" . il ‘ -
» (3f o moniesﬂffor ) . S ‘n
cr T eplacement of worn .. : Q@
= . r‘_ “ehuipmem: e . 40.0 R
RIS ’ ER ' \ i 6
 ndl ~ 1Quest:ion Six. What economic conditions have hekpad o
hindered the development q__t:he communit:y school concept:? e, e
A . . R TN . S e e S
./. . . / I . V ., B i



grants (for example, school fund~faising projects) as a helpful 1,

‘egonomic condit:ion. HOwever, extra money frbm the boag and tlig

"o

¢

goyernment were ldéntified as helpful economic conddtions by 66.7 and

L

{ : o . . .
72.2 percent, respectiwvely; of the'principals.“
o ¥

Fifty pcrcent of thc principalp said that the community school
Q

O

" _crocram was hindered‘ by mc .

au operating budget.' "No ‘mon eS'-r no assuradce of a continuation of
E . S S
~monies for a. community school COordinetor" was a problem in 33.3 °

."

percent of the schools, as was '"no monies for replacement of worn
’ l . - . Y
eguipment.

Demogtaphic éhd Culturﬁl'con&iﬁions‘ . R R

# . . . R

AN

' 3 ) . .
Responses to;Que§tion Seyen,‘Erincipals Interview Question

o .3{' ?

i 3 .
@Ekéﬁﬁ»onies speCificahﬁk deqﬁgnated for -

&
g S%ven. asked “"What arao»the demquwp& conditions of the couunﬁnit:y?'%“R
; RS A ‘ ST
- Response data are preseqted in. qule 4 41, e
L e . of the eighteen pﬁincipals 1nterviewed~¢$0 0 peécent said

‘a .
: ¥

) that theuschool community had a cross-section of age groupS‘ind 50.0 ;11 -

*qu' ~*

f’ percen; said that the qchool s community was mainly composed of’

: ‘N' .
£ young people. In addition; 61 1 perdihtvof thetprincipals said,that<

“"-vi 2

. many single parent families lived "in the-schooL“s jurisdiction.

v

When‘the princ 1ls were asked if demographic.conditions had‘

-

' < o

< influenced the school 's program, 83 3 percent replied in. the
, affiéative.{ For exampl%, some schoolse had after—school Supervision '
~

_ ‘for young cﬂild;én with a working singIe parent while others had
. - -

pqurams~for senior citizens. A,

1 3 - ' - .

I :‘ . R

» W

) ; , . N S e '!GL?&?

. . -
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1dde :;i;%l ) v
ve " o o,
:” o
Table 4. 61
‘ Principals' Responses to Question: Seven! from
the Princyipals Interview Schedule , .
1 ’ T ! .
Demographic B . \.Conihxnnity ~ . Community . . . . ;ﬁal .
. ° Conditions . .~ " ' Schools ' Schools L
‘ S . e -1 7 (a1-18) ot
L . % of Schools % of Schools .. X .
v (a)f Cross-gsection B - . o 4.\' ' : -
o age groups in o : ‘ oy
% the community = = 760.0 37.5 . . 50,0
" . (b) Community is & . e
' mostly young = .- ospe | . P T A
_people A 40.0 62.5 - '50.0
o ‘2.'_‘_Many singile-parent : R | . o n '
families in the ' . : o S 2 IR
, communit:y ' o .. :50.0 . 15.00 JToel.l S
3. The school program P 0! -
‘has been inf u‘nc‘ed . - ,
.. by demogtap «u ' N o
- ,qphditions w “ « 90,0 . ¥l ,Q’ 75.0 “

”. .'.r X LI . ._ : - ‘E‘ ~( § . “ .- .‘ ‘; . A

e )
lQuestion Seven. Wha.t are the demgraphic conditions of. .t e

N community" S , Jire . RETI RS .,
‘ . L - o - . S LTy
. - . . ) - = “ -’,‘. ;’;‘ L . , ) - T N
: P4 '\,,P 2 R . ! M Lo “ 1 * b
4 [ . ‘ ' » ‘ ' N - .y
. N ..- I3 .
.‘ - QQ , . ‘ -
o : '(' Resgonses to Quest n Three, Principals Interview. 'Question : -
-~

Three(/lsked, "Is the schodl' S, community homogeneous or %eterogeneo\us
" with respect to. socio econoihic LFvel and cultural background?" ’ M

»

4 L}
Table 4 42 presentsﬂx response dat:a.
e f b . - .:» . \’ T . v-" - . ‘: "...
» 1A community was described as, heterogeneous if the differences S
were difectly affecting . school performance and/or programs (for I
. .eiampl  : children, s na;:l"ve language ‘was not Englis‘:) , ‘ FERS
Yﬂ"m _ ,-"- ,.7 .\,ig.} MQM‘O - . o A

N
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Table 4.42 | o _ = = §
: , Principals' Responses to Question Three! from o
L the Principals' Interview Schedule,
1“ .':!‘
¥ > ‘ == o
'School's Community . Community Community
S - K Schoals . * Schools- _ SRR
T oo A ,;(1 » 10)- (11 - 18) S
. f...blean X, . Mean X. - .o =
1. Socioeeconoaic level - - . LR T 4 :
‘(a) homogeneous ‘ ’ _ ‘\‘hi T
- lower class . v 3000 . 122?
- middle class - 200 - }'.»%;12.5 :
’ .o~ uppér, niddle ¢lass Aeo, - Y Mias .
(b)yheterogeneousﬁ 4w Rplo 0 U e2ls , o
, e . o ool
e : 2y . v
2 Cultural background “b?ﬂﬁif o o BRI :;" SN
homogeneous : .g'”,., 70“0 "; Sb‘ - -‘fu 3 61 1 o
1:i;., (b) hetetogennou%4,'; g&'.~* 430 0 o 50 0 co T 3§'?§§@}J o
lebstioﬁ?Three‘- 1s thezschool community homogeneous aor e
~ heterogeneous }ith rtspect to sooioﬁecomﬁuic level and”cultural back- ‘
- arBundg (AL ynityyas described:as hécerogeneqas if the = = @& - - O
RS differem¢g§;‘ 'direcﬁly af%eqxing,sch§ul performance and progtams, : .-
. for example, 1ildren s nnt”&nguage 'was not Eninsh) R .
\~ According to the princieais, 50 0 percens of the community '
: .- . \.
schools communities had a heterogeneous socio—economic level ‘22. 2 R
percent had a homogeneous lower class socio-economic level 16 ? percen&%a
~had a homogeneous middle class socio-economic level* and 1.1 petcent
. ® o e
had a homogeneous upﬂtt-mfﬁdle-class socio—economic level ! . .
. With resp@ to cultural background 6xpercent of the
' L ¢ R
«schools communities were homogeneous and 38 9 petcent were heter- =
o geneous., fhe heterogeneous cultural backgrdunds varied from two main h‘ :}‘

8‘0“P$» for ex&mple, white and metis, to many different cultural i

.
[=3 .- K
L4 - P “
v . | . |
- ‘- . % o . ‘ ; - ‘ .
-3 x : T e i ¢ BRI ! R
#oa -Q "' ) ‘ e - R L - ; . . s S ‘ . e
TR S Y PR O . < . T i
. W T ! T e T o P T e - .
. PR . e PREI P o L . ) : L ‘ v )
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) | Canndian,’

This chaptexr has presen/té the analysis of the data collected
e for the*#ndy., The data uere/arranged under the ‘three sub—probLem ' ’
' ‘\ - .
‘.u headings.

o "r-. Yew T

b

Sub-problem one 5

- ‘:1 N . . . ) .
"'}*“.Q‘aﬁ . 81? ' \- ) U

B 4

* 1? o b , 4'
'I‘he firs}«éub—problem was concernetf with the numbe;'/o/f community ‘

/

L
.

5 schoiols ing:\lbtt’ﬁa and tm_ dmelopmcnt gf t:he pogxmznity school ‘education' -

*‘3 ’-Eﬁmponents in the‘ir pxogr’nms. fhl."‘school suﬁeri‘ntende,nts of Alberé’n

"“'4.' o s Cr Q} « * ) . i
- 1dent1fic.d 94 schq,plq i’ ttheir Juridd.iction&as coﬂununj,ty schools’
.,/ - 'f :{} v’% .
Subaequently, ,Sl)q, ptibncipa].s of 83 of ,thc;qe s::haols ompleted SCQ'

.

f;onl ‘uch vit iy’&a. Po!sible. ito mtvnsure ghe dcvelepment of the seven

v, "“.

) i :.“~ P o ,' uq P’y - ‘1‘ . ‘u" 4 B o ‘ v
comunity sci\ooi eﬁucatjpn c0mponents i’n t:»he 3(:,!\00131 ‘ ’4. °

ub 7 -

3 'l'he wd‘a{: highly developed comxnunity school education component
in’ Alberta community 's'chpo'l.é\”was the DeliVeri and Coordination of N -t-'_'\‘
Community Sers;rioeé " “The rank order of the o,thet cq;ngonen.ts was, l)

g ey Y T ‘ PO,

WW Additional Progt‘ams for School Age Q\ildren and Youth ‘"‘ ‘;,

- . F)ngram fot School Age Chudren, 3) Joint Use of School and Community

B
J._r'

) l-acilities, 4) A ministrat‘ﬁm, S) Community Involvement and 6) Ptograms :
for Adults. Ncine of the components in the Albetta commu.nity schools

was as well déveloped as the hypothetical model community school'

l\‘ } ..

components. ‘ In fact, only the fitst three,gomponents were developed to ' R 'l,
‘at least one-half the development of the model's components. - , ,



s

. . ';.
\q‘. . . . . % N :,1 ’ l
< - . . e ‘%‘“-‘,;
‘ " ' : @r ' - ) B ] .
' ”‘Sub~problem Two i ] l.-‘ﬁf '

In ad.attempt to describe the organizationdl characteristics

‘of community ?‘hools. data were gathered from eighteen comunity

schools and ten comparisondschools forvsub-problem tvo.
Productionfsubsystems. The st set'of results obtained fd%“”

Th¥ data analysis indicated ‘that administrators. comnunity members and

. ¢

students’ thought thtt‘the cbmmunity schools placed significantly nmore.

L

: importance on a céﬁkunity-based progrem than did the comparison

,schools. The community members also perceived the community schools

3

-4

as placing significantly morettmportance on-the academic prosram than

theicomparison ac ls: T S f S ey

to whether the )

: ';p :
. significently different than thOSe of the comparison sohools. The Q-

:p ‘fi B *

responses on- actual school activities did not produce significant ;v"ﬂl-?

<‘differences between the community schools and comparison schools -

i ,]

fregarding percentages of class time studedts vere involved in

-

tomnunity-based activxties. pgﬁésntages of classroom‘activities related

.w;
. -

to the schools immedii;e communéties or numher of resource people

RIS R e

: participating in class acttVitiei. But the teacher responses todthe

; B Boa" va

"indicated that the community schools were seen ‘as' placing

.significantly more importance on utilixing human community resou es in

‘the daytime program and encouraging staff to involve students in real

.t )
life community accivities than did the comparison a;hools. '

B - TR . N -

166

'the production subsystems -dealt with the regular daytimb school program.u‘

4

ty schools production subsystems vere _?ﬂf' x%lg”'

e
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. The production subsystems' second set of results dealt with <

the joint use.of school and gommunity'faéilities. Thé administrators'
: o ' )

SCQ data and the teachers' aqdvcohmun1Cyﬂmembers' responses to the.

. ’

goals signified thntrcdmmunity schools made sighificpntiy more use -
-and plaqedlmofé iﬁbortange on the use of school and community .

facilities than did comparis échools.

L

. o e - .- ‘ v .
The third s%thof prqduction subsystems results dealt with s

addition&l pfogrums for“Vouth. Dnta from the ndministratora SCQ s,
R & ‘ .-:v
nnd admtnibtrntors s teachexs and communitv members gbn} ndiuated

Ry

that community schools placed sibnificantly moro impqrtwnce on

relevant progrnms%fo; children, other'thun_the fegular acudemic.program 

¥

~than did compaiison‘schodié. The students concurred with these
results as a highéy}%etceh;age.of students in comminity schools than

' iw”compurtSOn SChbolh thought their .schools offere¢, enough extra-
] . . .' ‘.‘_« . . . ‘ @ . . . . . X k
turticulur pro&rams. . S A ; v
) ' - 'S . [2

‘The final data for the producciogtqubsystums anllyzcd progxams
for ndults. According to the data from tHS administrators SCQ 8
and the administrators , teuchets - and community membegp responses to

the goal on adult ptograms, gommunity qchoola offergd more adult

.‘nrograms and - placed sigpiiic&g&ly more importance on providing adult

! - - s e .r

progrni& than did comparlson schaols!’ o ‘ e : Y . '
. ’ ‘ K - N . . . :
sqLLprtive subsvstems. The data céllucted tor thL qupportive ' s
. N .' .'- "l/‘
subaystems congentratcd on Lhe amant of community involvement in L _ -/ﬂ

oL S

educational decislon-mnking Data from the administratots SCQ I aqg A")/ﬁ"

»adminiatrators and tenchers goal retponses sigu&fied that communit"

6 . BT . <

: sahools had significnncly mofe comnunity igvolvement and placef/gn/

L A

’importauce on eommuniuy 1nvolvement than did compatison schoo:slkwf'f
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Tuachers from tha community/ schools and-comparison.schools ‘
ranked Qp Wies of people
é 'same‘:rd;}‘with reapcct to the ‘:,ogyé;ntrol‘they‘exercised‘over L.

locwl s;hogl affairs. But the
e ’

gave signitiéancly more cbntrol to ﬁll categortes. except their own,
than did the teachers from comparison schools.' Nhen the communicy

‘ ﬁomburs Qer; asked ;o rnnk éhe same categories oﬁ people with raespect
to their amount of control generally. there were mo significant f

diffcxences in the rank order or amount of LO“CTOl between the community )

/

schools‘and thﬁ’eompariscn schgols.' . . S oL .
/ - . . . . )

The students in“the communitv qch<pls appeared to- be more

atiafled with their umount of anut into dncisions regarding thcir
/ K N .E" .

atudlgq thnn wvere the stugents in the compartson schools._ In’ ]

(AN

&ddition, Lommunity school scudqnts perccived both cheit teachers and

'/,,f' -y d) > ) )
/s principal; as mor ' o uggestibns than did thn atudents in L -

9
hd -

/ ‘ :
' A ’ . ; o 2

comparison’ schools§Ry T . ¢ L

N y o I - Ny

D - L4’ A R
’ - . ) . M > . .
- h . ‘ ‘o T L . PR *
N o Te ey .

G Maintenance subsvstems. - Data for otéadiiattdﬁhl subsystems

'focus;d on. the satisfaction of achool personnel i e. students nnd
tLachers._ No significant difterences were fouud between che community

qchool and comparison SLhOOl teauhers wlch.respect to job satistacff n

nnd statug IP additiun. comhué?%y scaggi and‘eompatlton schod& -2:'\.>""y

students dld nob rate their schools diffetently when making ajcumparison

ha”)‘ o

“to o;her schaols in theit ntea.'_-'.”x_ RS 0 
. - . : \

u,_q¢§ dqptfbe eubqystoms. Thé\dgfa for ndaptive subsystems were

t

obtalnedgﬁp determtne the deareo of cooﬁrration batue théﬁschool and . QQ
A . ) N \ ‘ . ."‘v '
5. other asggcies in the community\ The administ;atOts SCQ data o ’ . Q~ .

.. EEE . L. . | ] C e
P . . . . B . DN
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than did compatiaon schools. Goal data signifibd first, thatq
. o . Ea /
admlnistratcrs, ;eachers'dnd community member

a

LAV

petceived'community'

'SLTV1C084'nnd third. that teachur% agd/éommunity members v}ayed
“
communitv qchools as placing signiticantly more impottance on

‘"cvaluutina programs ;han comparfson~achoolsh e T, L0
R . . e LLk ' - v &" - . . S

anagerial subsyscems‘b The'ﬁ#ﬁ!?ﬁ&thered fox maﬂageriul L et

. N
o - i X0 ; -
\ub\Vbtem\ tonc;ntrated on~the nmouqijﬂﬂ’admiuiqtrative cime ad ~

SR wy
~schools allueatod éigkificantly more tim& t»;

! .

'“'  &commnnity nelations than did the compatiSOn schools. In aﬁdition. o ,:'-

. A R
gonl data signified that adminiqtrators: comu@members and. - o
. -.i“l . S . - '

',:teachets perceived that qommuui;y sbhools p}g;ed significqntly moxe

PR W

importqnu; on,providing initiative and leadership in plannins and

=

: _implemcncing cdﬂhunvty projects ;han ddd compatieon sahools.-sm S 0

» LN L S -
« oS o - ) L N ,uie' 4

Yy ' : . B L . o
) Sub*problem 1hrue R e . ,,f* -:_“.,:A BRI PR

- -
. v

S _‘73 Dnta -were gnthered for sub~problem thtee in an attempt to:’.;q'

“

l.dqtetmine th@ environmeutal variables dsgcriptivq ot community schools. o

‘ : c/_.

'VEfIneervievs with the princfpala of the selected eighteen conhunity R Jﬁ
» schools supplied ‘the - data. : _”v- : . = - e o ’:-u _ ;_;¢.‘L};»

. . PR o . oo - L BT » . ( ot .

“ - . ‘ . . - ) ". 'w . i
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th::r stnff supporting c0mmunit¥/sqhool Lducation. Legn (policy)‘ :

e .
conditlonq of importance to- ;he community schools scemed to be

primarily linked to school/boards.. Principals emphnsized the . ,

importunce of a commun}ty Schoolubeing formally recognized and
= ,

N
Y

supported by the bourd. _' |
s . _ ,
Politicnl conditions did not seem to play an active xole in'

m_'

uffecting the 5rowth of community schools. Economic conditio

. ' f'/' .
however. )ppenrod to be important, especially'when monies were

s directed'specitically to communi!y schooL projects and personnel i";' -

. Most of this;type of mOney éame from internni school sources. :4, T
, . Y I

g0vernment grnnts or school boards.' . -“ "v“. o ; ui‘m"fff o o
‘ }/y'r . Demographic nnd cultural conditions nppenred to affect the S ,' :
a ) RS “ : LA w; -'. L

A type of programs offered 1n‘eqmm““§E?'8uth}8‘ I“ 3dd1ti°“3 a - 'é' gy
H I T .

‘,9' slightlv high dispxoportionate number of community schools seemed

o ek

to be looated in”multi#culturai, lowtr‘Soéﬁ-econoﬁib.ieVel ‘{;p,f_gk
‘ nui;,hborhoods. :" ‘_‘{"‘ —," . , \ KR ‘ \ : .

. ery. - Cu - e ' . toae - . . i
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‘// o o - " Chapter 5 | ' S
i - . : . ,"" . o "" N H ‘. . ' . " . L.
: '1§UMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS = = - ' T

‘ - ’ “‘ - s T - - \"‘\' ’ .

o A brief summnry of the proble instrumentat:ion and - B

’ m;thodology of. the study are Presented in the fir‘ - ‘.f"- -

“a

, . chnpter. 'I‘he second section contains the gonclusions and implications

’ for educntion and ‘suggeqtions for pfurther research. '
I.' .. ‘ .V ‘ ) ) . ) ) | S \ IJ .,
L T . e - Sumiary . . st :
.- s . ’ '.-, o -' . '.:'L». . \ ._'_;‘-' "F' ‘ { v:‘ ) b .o ; " ) . ‘/‘ W _, ‘. . ‘ 4
Stntement f the Problem »;.,n;..rg KR . e
R ' ' .
o majas pq'blem oE fﬁis study was \o analyze tWy 1“!
LA g ’ . _
: school edl cation concept imcommﬂhity schoo& in t:he Province of A‘lbérta, :
. - . Y ~ Q ! ! "
* and to de ermine the orgnni:ational and envitonmentalmchar;acteristic,s L 7
' v Te o el

which &r,‘ descriptive of the communit:y school educati%n program in th

.o - ~

Provlnce. <_'f S L .

% .r' Sub—groblem gg__ How many obmmunity{ :schools -are presently _'-*' S "“{.l

}'opetating in Albertg‘? 'ro wha: degre@ are the compqnents of cbmmunity

£%on develope? 1n cheir Programs?

o Sub~prQb1em two. . What \aire t%e organizabional &aracteristics T
- . Yo, i ﬂ‘ : C e
L q\atfare despriptive of community schools agd in‘ relat:ion to e mparison R

. ’school‘s how preval.ent and accepted (by teachers, students aud’ © mmunity

- o 3

Wmembers) ate these chnracteristics in the community schools of A/lberta?

‘ \ . Sub-problem thre'c. What are the environmenqal variable ‘

Coee s .vml_ ) -

re desctlptl,ve of community schools? LmA .

o ! 3 . - . e ) S . . - .
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L) : - to
. ) :‘- . . , s . . ' Lo . R
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; _-Inst:rumentat:ion and Met},odology e ‘ . oo \ s

o v

2 Three questiomnires were rdesigned to collect data- for this.

'

S I

swdy. The fi/sx/cm{stionnnire, School-Coﬁlnunity Questtonnaire (SCQ), i -

"ompleted by a3 communit:y school principals and lO comparison T

- schooll principals, mfcb provided infqrmstion on’ seven communit:y school ) .
' 4 LI |
/ ' : L

S educat,ion components wil:h respect to each of the echools*.' The o o E

C information f‘om the 83 SCQ s was used in the: nnglysis of dat:a for " ;

’

sub problem one. = ¢ B

[
i

lrThe 1nformation from each school s SCQ was scored wit“n respect
to theﬁle@ee to wh‘lch the school resembled% model community school

A 'Then@e 18 com;gunit& sc,hools tlﬁat had then highesq scores on the SCQ _ ,
. l Lt

I3 <3 g

plus- the 10 comparison schools were used as)che sample of schools for
-~ - A R e L : .
o f'.sub problem two. Nl é_ . ST e o ..A_“;,'@f‘ AT K
. 'I'h(. sccond questionnaire‘,-' the Tesohers Questionnaire (TQ). St
e SR
.. was dcsigned to é’ollect lnformat:‘ion from the tea hers inuﬁﬁﬂwe 28 sample.f T

LU ¢ 0

schools involving their commitmen:\ ta J-and S&tisf Ctionﬁwich d‘ommunicy e
school ed\cation. FOur hund‘red and s;xty-cwo ’I‘Qfé (69 7 percenc) were = l":'__‘
COmPleted 'and returnexfand tl:e data ftqm these q’uesgioﬁnaires wfre "_c?_
ucilizied 1n t:he analysis for sub-prob,l!*em t:wo' 'N ,,,\; :” "‘.t,_-/\.: E

S The Communir.x, Membei's Questionnaire (ﬂQ) was designe” to L f"""‘ '
. . ( o "‘1" R : .. 47 b
collect information Trom the communiby members iu the areas
A e i ) .

schools with regard to t;hEil pe,tcept/idrns of"ithe cont:rol and .goafllss

PO

the sam{pl ‘ : v

®

\

LR L N 7\. . .'<' PR s - X o IS R

- . . - . N a e Sy - Lo T e Lo -
N Ly P . . i o . J‘ . ) . P e " .

S l'I'het compar?éon schools wex/e randomly sel’ected f om the Alherca."
schools that were not’ identified’ by the superint ndents /as’ cammuniélr .

schools dnd matched with-the ‘top- 10 comffunity 8¢ ools vari«ablevsuch
as 'school size, school grade levels and type o£ schao comqnq\y. R e

,.'4 e N 4 A e B ’ N R
; R R e .lo‘.- o o i . ~"‘f'-_'
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of the schools. The data from 1110 TQ's (49.6 percent) were‘used in

the analysis for sub-problem two. .Interviews were held with three

‘ students from each school and this infprmation was used for sub- _

'sub-problem.to whichgit applies,

problem two. The data for sub-problem three yere‘obtained from

interviews with the principals from the 18 selected community schools.
'f Interview data ﬁere[descriQEd by utfliiing‘percentsges and
frequencies. The questionnaire variables were analyzed with the

assistance of t- tests and F—tests The priori level of significance

te

for both tests was set at .05 (two-tailed)

s .
. »

* CONCLUSIONS AND IMPi;IcATIONS 4

‘N N

“This section presents the conclusions of the study and their

implications. Each conclusion and implication is arrangéd under the -

. P
/ o
v . o

! : . . v . -

Sub-problem One ~ Conclusions and Implications

Sub-problem one. How many community schools are presently
- operating in Allberta? To what degree are the components of
community school’ education developed in their programs?

’

. : 2

Conclusions. 1) Considering. that thefirst Canadian community

schools wvere started in 1971,ca relatively large percentage of schools

PRI

in Alberta (7.3 percent) were identified by_their.superintendents as

~

| ’ . . "
utilized in this study, none was de

community schools. . | }\ - '\\\ N

_2)_0f7the Beven c&mponent of ‘community school education
loped in the community schools

,

lyhenever the F~ratio was significant, it was followed by the
Scheffé method of testing for significant differences between pairs
of meaps. S :

-
. -

* 173
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offklberta to the level of the model community school. In fact, four
of the components,(jOint use)pf school and community facilities,

‘programs for adults, commupity involvement and administration, were -

developed to less than one-half of the level of the model community

8
. .

school. o . — ‘ L

. ' T, . .

N Implications.m The relatively large percentage of schools

identified by superintendents as community schnnls and the Tow 8cores '
obtainedvby these schools_on the compOnents uf cquunity school ° .
. [ - . Loy S

Y cortéept of community

.education implies that the SUperintendents
’ ' Lol

»schools-is different'from\the>codtept supplied by the. community

'emphasis sh0u1d be placed"on\uﬁderstanding the'community school

A

174

‘School‘education‘literatureﬂ'fThe-desire of supérintende‘ts to .y e e

fidentify‘schools-as communityfschools points out that‘much more

- .

education concept Hy people at all levels, i.e., Provincial departments,‘

. PR 3 .
. — Ky

local school jurisdictions and university departments.

Alberta:community schools~generally should place more emphasis

on each of the seven community education components However, speciall

Y .

emphasis ‘should be placed on promoting moré joint use of school and

g —

community facilities, developing more adult progrdms “and encoyraging

..

. more: commynity involvement in educational decision—making, Also more

)
community school coordinators should be hired and/or administrators

should be encouraged to 'spend more time promoting school-community

relations, ‘ ' - N

"Sub-problem Two - Conclusions'8nd~1mplicafions

-

" Sub-problem two. What are the organjizational characteristics
\" that are déscriptive of community schools and, in relation to
\ comparison schools, how prevalent and accepted (by. teachers,:
students and community members) are these characteristics in’

.

*\ the community schoolsqof Alberta’ ' . ) B

\
. }
[
| -
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Conclusions - producéion subsystems. 1) Generally, the regular

‘educational program at the community schools in the study was based

S

significantly more on local community activities than was the prbgram

-

~in the comparison schools studied. .Administrators, teachers,_students

‘

and community members»from both‘communitywandfcomparison‘schools

preferred to have significantly more importance placed on a communityr
|
Y C ‘\ . ’ T ‘ ' ’ . ‘ /‘ .

2) In the"schools~studied;‘theicommunity'hchools made

based program.

significantly more joint use of séhool'and~community facilities than

did thevcompétison schools. The administrators, community members and .

¢
o 3 ’

_ teachers from both community qnd comparison schools preferred to have

significantly more importance placed on the joint use of school and
community facilities. | j;
3) In the schopls studied, the COmmunity schools had (propor-

tionately) significantly more additional programs for students, and

more students in these- programs, than did comparison schools. Generally;

'

administrators, teachers and community members from ‘both community and
comparison schools preferred to have significantly more importance
placed on these oypes of programs than was the case..

4) With respect to the schools studied, the community schools

had (proportionately) significantIy more adult programs _and more

N/

participants ‘in these programs, than did comparison schools From

both types of schools, teachers and administrators preferred to have

sig ficantly more importance placed pn the presentation of adult ‘
Programs than was the case. o - K h ‘I,_" : -
. TN o : ; o g | ,

1S =



-

T

Implications - production subsystems.:_with the community

schools' production sibsystems differing-significantly from that of
the comparison schools, bo¥h educators and laypersons may find the-

‘Hnovledge of. these differences helpful in deciding to promote or

,retard the growth of community schoolsmin ‘their areas. A more

L

)

community-based'curriculum (production subsystems) would seem to imply

‘two major differences from a non—commungty school" situﬁgion.' First

»

educators in community schools ‘take the initiative in deve10ping

curriculum that reflects the local community lifestyle and are given

_ the freedom to-do so. Second, community members are prepared to visité

the school and share their knowledge and expertise with the teachens B
, A

and students.~ o - : T o

An increase in the Joint use of school and community facilities

ﬁpplies that people involved witb community schools are prepared for

\

: higher maintenance costs' students leaving the school during regular

- »

school hours to use community facilities; joint‘agreementa between%

the school.boardvand other organizations; and community'members, other

thsn regular daytime students, using all school facilities

With community schools placing more emphasis than comparison

schools on.additipnal programs for‘children, the regularvcommﬂnity

o sohool staff appear to be. prepared to assume responsibility for" some of

these programs, and to. encourage community members to assist in
the planning and instruction of many other programs _ [}‘, i
With adult programs being an important aspect of the community

\y4

school curriculum, administrators seem to be aware that some adults

* ’ . . 1 . _.'.- '. ' ’ v

" Q
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- comnnity schogls and comparison schools with respect to the control

*

COnclusions - supportive subsystems. \l) With raference to the

school*s An the study, comunity schools had siﬁplficantly moré community

involvement than d1d comparison schools. Administrators, teachers and
’ }\' )

comunity members £rom both types o,f schools preferred tb ‘have :

LN

significantly more comunity involvement than uask the\ case.

- 2) 'l;‘he teachers in the study indicated that the same types of

'h-'

people cohtrol cOmunity schools and comparison schools, but in community o

schools theae people have significantly more control over local school :

, o

affairs than they did in comparison schools. Howevef the study s

comunity members did not perce!ve any significant differences between

over local school) affairs by these same categories of people.

PR
.-

' Implications - supportive,subsyst%m With Significantly ‘moTe i

comunity involvement in conInunity schools than comparison schools ‘the

implications for educators involve more sharing of decision-making

' powers and consultation with community members. E:omunity, school

educators will probably have to know their community members better

and be more politically astute and accepting of the contribution .

Qf others to the scl';ool program than would educators in other schools.

Comunity members would have to assume more direct responsibility for o

o

theit school and : sc& boards and government departments vill have )

AN

R . . . S

.i‘ .!' .v .

R
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to relinqﬁish some of their power ‘over schools, giving it to_local .

communit committe A ,'.; o ' ' ' o
o X ’ qg . o, . o - ~

.
h

ConclusiOns maintensnce subsystems. No significant
& |

differences existed between the study s\community schools adﬂ comparison

schools with respect to the job satisfaction or status of teachers, or_mn;'_e%,

genersl satisfsction of students.", o ‘i’,j

< e 1

nglications"- maintenance subsxstems. The lack of significant . |

differences in job satisfaction or status of teachers. between community

.,  schools and comparison schools implies that some teachers prefer to

. uork in community schools while others prefer to work¥n ' non—community"

- )

»

) schools. If this is the csse, school boards would have to maintain '_ﬁ'

- both community schools and non-community schools .to satisfy their . t'. S .

teachers or mske it cléar to teachers, before hiring, that the school

: district has. only community schools or non-community schools.

&)

Students seem to base their. satisfactiOn upon such indigenous

vsriables as friends and local neighborhood -and, they ‘usually enjoy their
I ¢ 2 .
. oum school whether or. not it is a community school. However, none of

the study 8, community schools was in a neighborhood adﬂoining a

comparison scéool's neighborhood, so. the students in. the study s i v gf'

-

compsrison chools fay ‘not have had an opportunity to be knowledgeable -

. ‘” * X ; f’; A:

about community schools.-

\

s ' ' ' 9‘ o
Conclusions - adaptive subsystems 1) Community scbools in Hﬂl .;eg ,

| the study coordinated community services significantly better than*did w, .":_,

the comparison schools in the study Generally, teachers, adminigtrators - :

and community members from both .types of schools preferred to Have S .

S T e e s L oh
AN -~ AU B e
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significantly more emphasis‘placed on coordinating community services
to prevent a duplicst'ion orrlack of services thsn.was"the case.
2) Generally, in the study, community schools were perceived as

placing s!gnificantly more emphasis than comparison schools on

1

»_evaluating their programs in relation to previously set goals. For

both types of schools, communi%y members, fdministrstors and teachers o

preferred to have significantly more emphasis pluced on this type of

evaluation than was ‘the case.

‘i ‘l . ,
Implications - adaptive subsy stems. The staff of community >

- schools cannot unilaterally decide to adjust course offerings or
;Lservices vithout consuIting with other community service agencies
., These educators constantly vork with members of other agehcies to

: uavoid duplication and lack of services.

With an emphasis on evaluation.in"community schools;'the?
‘school-staff is‘aware that their worh'will'he'under closer scrutiny

. . . ey ) : '
in’community schools thsn inl7£her schools.- This should be a positive

o

aspect for“trustees to consider when thinking about the promotion of

" community schools.

- S ; . - . . .
clusions -~ managerial subsystems. of the schools in the

study, the communi iy schools placed significantly more time and effort

“"into admini tering chool-community relations/than did comparison
\ L S

schools. Generally, teacbers snd cowmunity members f;om both types of

179

/e

,schools preferred schoels tO‘provide significsntly more administrative .;v

'leadership in the community than was the case.-'
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Imp1icékions - mag;ggrial subsystems. The general increase of

v responsibilities aggumed by community schools (e.g. adult progrsms)

K
demands that sighificantly more time be spent on sdministering

\

programs snd activities in community schools than in comparison ‘

schools. This increase in the administrstive workload usually creates

a need for a new administrative position, most often called a community

T school'coordinator: This new position would(increase salary costs for

I3

the schobl»boa:hiagd may introduce unusual problems of role definition.

/

in the schoolzsystem; Theﬂencumbent would be expectad to work closely“

,.

' with the school staff inside the school and with community members

N4

\and agencies outside the school in ‘the local community, both during

.

and after regular school hours. These responsibilities .are quite

"o

'different from the responsibilities of feachers snd administrators \y\ |

in most schools. - 0 ahT

’ ' . P ! . o

e o

Sub-problem»Threev— Cpnclusions and lmplications
Sub problem three. ‘What are the environmenﬁal~variab1es thst

. are descriptive of community schools? L . 3
N &

v A : . -
- . .

L

180 .

‘Conclusions. -The following conclusions were drawn, using Hall‘s .-

.

concept of environment (see P 70) from the responses of the 18

selected community schools principsls.

- 4

1) With respect to technological environmental conditions,

:most of the community schools had staffsowhicﬁ'were generally supportive ff"s‘

of community school education. However, some of the schools had only

14

. ‘half the staff supporting community schﬂ’l educstion..



L

» generally play an inportent role Ain the developunt of

Ny

- seem to :affect the =types of prognm -offered. .

S, .
B

1

., 2) Legal environnentel conditione did not seem to be extre-el.y

1nportent to the_ comun&y lchools. 'rhe fev.conditione that vere ’

. inportent involved~ lchool boerdl,tnking an ective and foml inteteet

. . ) .
o

in comunity dchool education. TN

v -

& ’

3) Political environnental conlitione (preseure gi'

r

e pgy - -
. B

comunity school wvement. The initial motivation to d
/ A -
comunity schools uaually came. ftom a echool boa;d, principal. o%

,both a school- board end principnl working together.

4) Community echo,ols tequired extta funding to run e_'eucceufu];
program and aesurance of yearly fundin; for comunity school

coordinators, and opereting and equipment replaceuent expenlel.

° “a,

' 5) Demogrephic condit‘ions, such as ege, eex”""ond- relision di‘

¥

not appear to determine the location -of the comunity schooll but did

! . IS

6) The location of the coumlnity schools did not seen 'Eo be
I

affected by socio-economic tmd cultutal conditions of 'the commitiel.

.
"i'

The commity schools were loceted in ell types of commitiel, fron

loWer class, mlti-cultural _coulnunities to upper-middle clags,

'ljoﬁogeneously cultural communities. o

: teache;s supportive of comunity schoo], education. A start cen be ude

‘ !

of the concept, but those, staff members not supportive of connunity\ .

e 4

.

s

r'~
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" Implications, _.A community an staff should be chosen m‘,, .

'Gin developing 8 comunity echool with only half the eteff supportiVe x/ -



' 'cooperation and consultation, ‘at the Provincial«level than ia preaently

/ e ' ’ - , . .
fy . ) . . . .. .«
.

' school education ahould be replaced as soon aa poaaibla. A T

"~ ' 1f truateea'are adpportlve of tommunlty achool education, .

iy . N

preaaure groups are not a major prohlem in the developmené“ot

.

community school. Peraona interested in promoting communitv/ . gl
educatioh, ahould look to principals and truateep fo&usaiiyizég
_they have. had the most aucceaa in promotinéfthel ”(éﬁ:fﬁLiléég;;“_m“ju_;i_i:' ‘
community achoola."" ffdit.” j’yé/ ‘\ . -
_ R Communlty achoola uaualgﬁ'glld extr;fgﬂf;:l‘d;fnaéauaaiot‘ .
extended hours of operation and an:fﬁggeaoe 1n“5?;5%tgré,'3441649951"ﬁ-'\

NN

f"da are required for’ communitykachoofﬁcOOrdinatora' aalariea and

'Operatipg expenaea. Therefore, athool boavda and government departmenta

?

should be prepared to allocate extra funda to community achoola .~?-‘
Becauae community achoola attempt to: expand their'reaponaibili iea )
wbeyond the traditiona% education boundaries, t?ey ‘should be able to

obtain funda from.a number of provincial departmenta, for. example,

o

education, recreation and aocial aervicea., Thia would involve more
. / .

- LN

N

the case. - ' _ -
T ’ School boarda ahould not heaitate to aupport the developmant
d-of community aehoola in any area of their juriadictiona.t COnmunity

‘achoola seem to develop in all types of communitiea. i e., low to hijh

aocio-economic leve] and uni- to multi-cultural. and they appear

to adjuat their programa to meet the need? of their particular

"communitiea. I b

8 ‘ ~ S s
£ ’ o N

: General Concluaiona and Implicationa »
From an.over-view of'the atudy a data, the following
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concluqione‘and_iﬁplicetione\heye been drawm. |
. ’ ' . ,A p R o - N . B “l :“ X X

’ . . . . -
. , ' . )

‘ .nclueione- 1) Teechere, etudente. connunity nenbereand‘\

-

: adminietr&tore £ron both oonnunity ochoole and co-perieon schools

.

generally deeired to beve their echoole ylace nore iﬂportence on. the

goale of connunity echool educetion then ute preeently the case. Thie

, \veb particulerly eppliceble to the connunity ne-bere.

2) The etudy s conceptuel fremework drewn fron Ketz and Ksahn,
Minzey end Hall, vas eppropriate for the etudy of connunity schools.

) The School-Comnunity Queetionnaire (SCQ) eppeared to be eble‘
to’ determine the degree to which a. echool had developed the conponente -

-of comnunity school educetion in its progren.

’

4) The Teechere Oueetionneire (TQ) end COnmunity Hembere'

Questionnaire (CMQ) eeemed to edequetely determine teechere and "

&

community membere -perceptione of goale of educetion end control of

' local school effaire. The use of the two factors of the Purdue _:" S

' Teacher Opinionaire in the TQ appeared to be an eppropriate uwthod to /
r'rmeasure teecher job eatinfection end ltetue.. The: terminology of the ,
. CMQ seemed to be too technical for connunity nenbere unfeniliar with ff

‘_educationel and sociel service terms. as some partially answered CHQ’

Vwere returned to the echoole. T 'A’ ) é _
o ! '
Imglicat According to the first general conclueion.

v-

.truetees, educatore end persounel fron governnent departmente ehould ;
be eware that, generally, people aeeociated with echoolo (eepecielly

:community nember\i vould like to eee more importence pleced on. connunity
. o
~echool education. Therefore, a further development of comnunity,echool

. . ' K i
S
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T TSI I T 1)

education comtonente eeema toibe“lppropriate for all schools,

Practitionera intereated in community echool education ahould
.

be eble to use the SCQ to aaeiat in determining the extent to ubich C g

'their echoole have developed the components of community achool f .‘ o x.,

, education. Consequently, from the SCQ' ecoree, it would be

"wrelatively eimple to. eecertain vhich community echool education o ';” -
vcomponente need more attention end developmedt..o' S j’_-‘qg" -' c;' 1Y
Thie atudy s conceptual framework 1is recommended to thoae i/;; | ﬁ -
peraona intereeted in conducting reaenrch on community sehoole. lt . |
is compreheneive and flexible, and providea an adequate guide for field—
Abased reeearch. The TQ and CMQ appear to: be appropriete for use in
‘further research on community echoole.v However, if the community _-: ,~i

r

! members ere unfamiliar vith educationel and social gervice terms, a ::
/d simplification of the terminology in the CHQ is euggested._ |
B chommnn" Amﬁs ro:;,rux'gm_sfunr ST
‘am‘Thia study was restricted to the- Province of Alberta. Other

'atudies might examine community echoole in other provincee on’ the'

; varieblee examined in thia atudy o L - vx‘ .i_ 1.,/”~u

Further work on an' inetrument‘to meaeure the.deveIOpment of o

jcommunity echool education componente, like the SCQ, aeeme to be |

| needed. More work ie needed to determime 1f eaqq‘of the eevenw'd

- componenta ahould‘be equally veighted and to detect any biae in the L e@ %.
inatrument for schoole of varioua eizea.fv_ N S ' '-‘ B el

Tl Another etudy might examine, in more dePth. the perceotione of \( y | g

vatudenta end community membere toward community schoole, aa well ae

‘the perceptiona of membere of local aervice agenciee.' Thie'atudyv
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' . . (XS E
2 . BRI S \ -
Ve ‘ _EDUCATION _ ' ! - )
..v“ o . N \ Extouive Buiiding
. Lot , 10108 - 100 Sweet
hE .  Gdmonion, Alberts, Cansde T8J 2V1

" FROM:  Brisn Steplef

Executivo Secrstary
Infor-oopnrfmenfal Ccmmunlfy School Commlffoo

T0: ' Alberta Superintendents of Schools ', e L “;

N

RE: "OOMMUNITY SCHOOLS" 2 o o . L

.

% N
: The Governmant of Alberta’s Inter-Departmentsl Communlity School .Committee
v has cantractod with the Unlversity of Calgary to complete national and
provincial- studies of community schools.. A portion of the provincial
: " »tudy has boen subcontracted to Mr. Kelth Sulliven pt the University of .
. Alberta. 'Mr, Suliivan will be attempting to doscribe: fho,dovolopmonf of
: community schools in Alberts.trom 1970 to the present. .

° ("' wo would be pleased if you would nd?lfy Mr. Sulllvan as -to the names and
S

oddrossos of schoojs In your jurisdiction which you serceive.ss "commun| ty
schools", Mo- critoria for community schools Is given here as lir, Sullivan
would 1|4e: to contact al| schools which are porcolvod as¥community school:.
He Is alsd” interested in. schools "which, sinco 1970, saw themsolves ms '
communlry schools buf _have now dlsconflnuod e ldoa. : M
’ ‘ It Is tho. Commlffoo's hope that 8 sfudy of the recent history of community

: schools in our provinge wiil bo of assistance in the development of govern-
mnnf policy about the communlfy school concopf in the fufuro.l

o / S .

) would Iike to thank you, In advanco, tor your cooporaflon.

\

o . . ' ‘ U 4

PLEASE COMPLETE AND RETURN THIS PORTION T0:  * P N L

Mr. Kelth C Sullivan - " i
~ Department of Educotional Admlnlsfrcflon . ’ . 0
University of Alberta, Edmonton: : ) . v

T6€ € : _ : o : - -

" NAME OF oonumw scuom. , oo PRINCIPAL . S ADDRESS OF SCHOOL

‘e ! .. . q3 L. Al
; "

.

~—
. -

N.B." 1f there ars no communlfy school: ln‘90ur Jurisdlcflon, a rofurd,lndlcaflng ?hl: uobld
be apprecisted.. . .

s+ NATE OF 3CHOOL JURISDICTION

Sopfombcr I6, l979 - - - _ L o
BS/bb oo : C : : S oo
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R LRI — COMMUNITY EDUCATION 40312848440
. Community School Committee® o .PR.OJECT' - ; o o g l .
: ' . ’ .*% " Dr.W. Glyn Roberts, Project Director -

% o

' Department of Educational
Administration |
.University of Alberta
‘ . - .. EDMONTON, (Alberta '
- B .- T6G 2BL

Y

In pvevious corfespondence with your'éupe:iﬁteqdent, your school

. was identified as having developed good school-community relationms.
1 am attempting to determine the characteristics of such schools’
in the Province of Alberta. To obtain a:profile of these o
characteristics, the attached School-Community Questionnaire has
been constructed. Would you, please, cobplete the Questionnaire
and return it 1n‘tﬁe‘enclosed envelope as soon as possible?

This questionnaire is a porti
that are making a concerted effort to relate to their communities.
The study has been authorized by the Provincial Government's Inter-.
Departmental Community School Committee and the results will be
used for a doctoralistudy’at the University of Alberta and for -
policy formation at the Provincial level concerning community '
schools. Your responses will be treated confidentidlly and.the
results will be reported by groups only. There are no right or
wrong answers, 8o do not hegi‘:téfto be frank. St e

1 would like to thank you, in. dvgnce..fpr‘éomplétiné and.

returning the Questionndife. - - LR .

| TT——

Sincerely, ‘. °

KEITH -C} SULLIVAN
Project Officer

K

i
) - T
.
v
\

\ "_ ‘_ \ o 1'

* Jointty Sponsored By Alt:om.,. . . Advanced Education snd Manpower : Education : Cultu}o : Rmnﬁ[m, Parks and Wildlife

n of a study of those Alberta schools

Dcpanmim of Educational Adminhl_uilon

' The University of Caigery
._Cd&HUAbuyAhnuh

TIN NG
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o Ny \ : ¢ ) ’ N
' N s \’ R (5"\" S v . *

Py ’ ] ‘v
‘ BN ; ! ¢ Lo Co / P

' SCHOOL-COMMUNITY QUESTIONNAIRE ~ N B
InstrUCCIona. T w ‘ij
Please answer the questions in sequdnce ‘and in-thé apaceb RS . ;W

» provided ‘Space hay been provided at the epd of each section for o ST

. additional comments”if needed. | P L

! B S S

The majority ‘of "the questions require only a short written _ .
answer., All other questions can be angwered by placing s check mark o
in the box | 2 ] beside the answer which beg: describes the A
situation in your school.’ L o

For questions which accoun: for a time ‘period- Qf ONE WEEK -
or ONE MONTH, please relate ‘your thoughta and.nnswers to A TYPICAL
WEEK OR MONTH OF THE SCHOOL YEAR'IN WHICH THE SCHOOL IS IN FULL ‘

- (NORMAL) OPERATION. Answer ALL. QUESTIONS UNLESS OTHERWIS ‘ L. .

INSTRUCTED on the Questionnaire. S ' . . St
Section 1 -‘General Information - . ' L?“ N
1.1 Name of School - : " »_ Z'\‘V‘ Con :ﬁ o

'£Tf~ Grade ievels in school . ' : _' ~:" \'.a»-% . .
(circle ‘appropriate grades) - Grades 1 2.3'4:56 7% 9 10 11 12' .0

gl 3 Number of faciltties in the ' !

|

'school or on the school ‘ ‘ Actual Number o
cgrounds, . ., . ... oL L, (1) Regular Classrooms SR
B - N (2) Libraries. ' '-{? o
(3) Gymnasiums . : . “f/‘
. : [(4) Auditoriums : '
t L ~_*(5) "Home Economics Rooms = o .
‘ . : (6) Indust#lial Arts‘Rooms - ‘
, . : (7 Laboratories . f@
N o - (8) Cafeterias ’ R “
;. : o o (9) Playing Fields
‘ . : ‘ (marked . end equipped)
’ f N ¢ () :
e T (1) *
1.4 Number of classes in AP Actual Number
' school . . . . ... ... oW, : Grades 1 - 6- ' ;
' : ' - .Grades 7 - 9 - ° o o )
_ : Grades'lo -12 o .
1.5 Numbet of daytime students : . : o Actugl Number '
p I

in school ..+ . . %y . . . . . ., . Grades 1 - 6
P - ‘Grades 7 -9 : S o
- Grades 10 - 12. L &

S ——— ¥



1.

N

6

7

¢ | BENE %)

Number of‘froféssional'(certificated)'staff in school . .+

1 R TN .
Number of paraprofessional staff in|school . . ... . . . .

' \k ) '

/8 Number: of ain enance staff in school e e e v e 4. .
. - N .
) Additibnal Comm nts for Section 1 (if neegzd) ‘ v '

-

\Sebtipn-Q - Joint Use Jf School and Community Resources

2.

1

e " ' - (6) Industrial Arts Rooms

Approximately how many times are school facilities used
by community members (other than school age children
during regular school hours) per week? NOTE: If a.
room is used more than once in a week account for it

each time it is'used . . . . . . . times/week

_ . (1) Regular Classrooms
¢ " o €2) Librarﬂes -
© - ' - (3) Gymnasiums ° '
L ‘(4) Auditoriums ‘
. (5) Home Economics Rooms

: : A (7) Laboratories
(8) Cafeterias .

o - (9)* Playing Fields

(marked and eﬁﬂipped)

(10) .

A(V - - . o (ll) . v

1




2.2 What is the approximate number of people using these
school facilities identified in question 2.1 per week?
NOTE: If a facility is used more than once per week
account for the people using the facility each time it

isused . . . . . v 0 b e e 0 . . people/week:

. o8 (1) Regular Classrooms
O o s (2) Libraries
’ 4 . (3) Gymnasiums .
. (4) Auditoriums : .

(5) Home Economics Rooms

(6) Industrial Arts Roomg

(7) Laboratories

(8) Cafeterias

(9) Playing Fields

‘(marked and equipped)

(10) '

- (11)

~

2 3 Approximately how ﬁany ‘'school children pgr ‘week .use
communitz,facilities (other than actual school
facilities) under the supervision or auspices of the
regular school staff;

(l) On a regular or semi- regular basis e.g.

during school hours student uses the community's ° . o
library? oT If a facility is used - et
more than 5§ce per week account for ~ o -

the children using the facility each

201

time M is used .« v v . b 4 e e e W . . students/week -,

(2)‘0n an irregular basis -e.g. students
‘visit a.loca} merchant or farmer ‘in -~ - .
relation to their school work . . . . . . . students/week

2.4 Approximately how many people not éhﬁloyed
by your School Board or School Committee,
participate as resource people in your
regular day-time school program per week;
e.g. guest speakers, classroom . . R )
volunteers, etc.? . . . . . . . . . ... . . people/week .

' ’ .
. - .

- 4 A
Additional Comments for Section 2 (if ueeded) . - .

Wxe,
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Section 3 -~ Additional Programé for School Age Children

t

3.1 This question is concerned with p}ograms for school .
age children (here termed "additional" programs) _ ‘;/// '
"which take place before and after ‘regular "school o T
hours, on weekends and during holidays. These
programs could include enrichment. remedial or
supplemental educational activities, as well as,
sports, recreationgl, cultural, avocational,
vocational or religious.activities.

Approximately how many of these additional . .
programs per week are under the supervision of;

(1) regular school staff and take place :
on or off the .school property? . . . . . . . programs/week

(2) "non-school" staff (not paid a salary
by your School Board or Committee) and, ) )
- yet, take place on school .property? . . . . progrems/week

3.2 Approximately how many students particinate
per weekoin the programs identified in o

eY question 3 1 (1) above’ "NOTE: If ‘a
.program has more than one session per week,
account for the students each time they

attend a session. .« « « < v e 0 4 . e students/week
12) question ‘3.1 (2) above?- NOTE If a .
program has, more than one session per . o .

week, account for the students each
“time they. attend a session, ..o o ..o . students/week

Additional-CommentS\fcr Section 3 (if needed) ‘ S .

¥ . . . Y
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Section 4 - Programs for Adults
¢

4.1 This question is concerned with programs for
adults. These programs could -include enrichment, ,
remedial or supplemental educational activities, . .
as well as, sports, recreational, cultural, : . .
avocational or religious activities.

"Approximately how many prograﬁg for adults are - v ‘
being held in the school or on the school
grounds per week? . . . .. ... e programs/week -

4.2 Approximately how many adults are participating
‘per week in-the programs identified in question
4.1? NOTE: If a program has more than one
. ' session per week, account for the adults each
L - time they attend asession . . . . . . .. adults/week

Additional Comments for Section 4 (if needed)’

«

Sectibn 5 - Coordinatign of Service

5.1 Approximately how many times-per week would a-
representative(s) from the school staff meet :
‘with a representative(s) or employee(s), of:

(1) government service agencies servingsthe. - .

school's community (e.g. recreation director,

social worker, policeman).to discuss . . ]
coordination of services? . . . . . . . .. times/month

,(2) non-governmental servige agencies (e.g. i ' e
Rotary Club president, minister, 4-H Club . ”
president) to discuss coordination of L _

. services8? . . + « « s 4 + e o o s.s s.5 o . times/month

’ >
-
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“

5.2 How many service agencies would be represented

in the meetings accounted for in your -answer to: .
(1) question 5.1 (1) above? . . number of service agencies

(2) question 5.1 (2) -above? . . QUmber.of service agencieg

Additional Comments for $ection 5 (Lf needéd)

o

vy

Section 6 - Community' Involvement

V2R

" 6.1 How many schools are in the jurisdiction of

%our School Committee or School Board? . Check .

one e« s & o & s |# -‘---...- . .o » -'}_-

v e 2-5
~ ' g v " 6 ~10
- : o ' 11 -15
v ' o . 161- 20
L . . more
‘ ' than 20 .

6.2

Provision is made for community-school
interaction by having:

(1) a) a parental organization which assists
the school in fund raising, providing
volunteer help, etc. Check| v jone e e e e

- yes .
.no’

b) If you have answered ' 'yes", approximately ‘
how many times' per year are meetings held? . . times/year

L

o
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(2) a) a school advisory committee or codncil
(other than for Early Childhood Services)
which is at least partiall composed of . oo,

community memhers. Check|[ / Jone . . . . . . .. \
o . ‘ C o yes <;7
¢ no

~

b) If you have answered "igglj‘a roximately
..... PP

how many times peré}ear does the -committée or
council meet? . . .. .. . ..., .. ... . times/year

/

o

If you have answered "yes" to question 6.2 (2)

above, indicate the composition of the advisory .

.committee or council by praviding the number of
representatives of each of- the following ’
BrOUPS . . . . . v v .. .. Y oL R

' ‘ ' " Number of
Representatives

/

] . (1) school administration
N (2) professional school staff
] " (3) paraprofessional school staff .

Sl (4) maintenance staff
" (5) school students :
(6) member of school board
" or committee .
_ (7) parents of the students
' " (8) community members
: (other than parents of
school students)
(9) service agencies
(10) other (specify)

M l‘

: Additioh&l’Comments for Section 6 (if heedgd)\

< - -
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Section 7 - Administration

'7.1 Does any stiff member of’ the school have the

promotion ofmcommunity—school -relations and/or

the inkroduction of progrhms and course eontent
_relevant to the community and school as a

definite part of his/her assignment?

Check ONE ™ & o v e e e e e e e e e e

‘

PR - PR PUN o

v

yes
no -

If you have answered "yes" to question 7.1,

7.4

5.

indicated in the answer to question 7.37?

heckl Y Ione e e s e e e w s s s e e e s »

"

. : ‘ (2) regular school budget
. ’ : '"(3) ‘other (specify)

© 7.2 ‘

" i{ndicate if this person has another

assignment in the school and the percentage

of time devoted to community schoql

‘relations. thgkl 2 |Qng in (l),a?d one

in (2). . y - ‘

(1) Assignment ) . (2) Pekcentage of time deynted
_ (a) Principal < ] ko community scnool relatibns

© 7 (b) Vice Principal - (1) _ less than 25%

(c) Teacher. (i1) 25 -~ 50%:

(d) Paraprofessional ) (111) 51 -~ 75%

“(e) Other (specify) | __ -(iv) more than 757

7.3 If_financiai support has been'prqvided in your

school budget for -facilitating a school~ )

community program, over and above the regular
' program, indicate the approximate amount

allocated per year; o
- (1) fo;~personne1 salaries : , dqllafe

(2) for capital expenSe; - ’ -dolla;é .

3) for operating expénses ) dollars

(excluding personnel salaries) :
What was the source of the financial. .support

(1) school board or committee [ ] o

]

.
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Additional Comments for Section 7 (i% neédéd)

Section 8 - Goals for Community Education

Check one of the four box

es following the word "ACTUAL" to record your

opinion on the extent to which YOUR SCHOOL'S programs and/or

organization INDICATE that 't

Check one of the four boxes

his goal is IMPORTANT.
) - '.\z N

¢

AND -

following the word "PREFERRED" ‘to record

your opinion on the extent to which YOUR SCHOOL'S Programs and/or

organization SHOULD INDICATE t

hat this goal is IMPORTANT.

community resources to
enhance the academic day-
‘time program, : gi,

' @

A / '
(> GOALS
- . . , :
8.1 Considers a relevant regular ‘ , . o
: academic daytime program for _ oo

students impdrtant. . ACTUAL [:::] [:::] [:::] [::;]

PREFERRED [ ] [ ] (] [

8.2 Makes full use of human

A;fUAL  ] [:::]‘f:::]-[:::]n

g e s I s f e

207



GOALS

leadership in planning and
implementing community

projects.
. [

8.3 ' Encourages staff to involve
students in real life ! ‘
community activities beyond . L ‘
the usual classroom program acruar - [ |t ) L
PREFERRED [ ] [ ] [} (]
8.4 Adapts school facilities .
to multiple use for . ! ‘
—-.-persops-fof- all ages. .~ - -.  ACTUAL I CT3Ca 3100
- prerEreED [ | C 1 101
8.5 Makes full use of community ‘ ' ’
facilities (other than )
«school facilities) to provide o o : _
.a comprehensive educational ‘ \
program for the community. acruvab | | 1L 1
prReFerRRED [ - ) (] [] .
8.6 Considers relevant programs > ! »
- for children, other than the 4
regular academic daytime , kT :
program, important. acTual | L o1
PREFERRED ] (] (1 .[]
8.7 [onsiders relevant program ' - . . ‘,'3 '
‘ for adults important. B ACTUAL L- VL 11 ] [' }
, PREFERRED | | | |} [ [_].
Provides initiative and . )

e [ [ 03 03
- pREFERRED [ ] [} ] -

¥

208



GOALS = ‘ 5

8.9 Prevents duplication of
services by co-ordinating
activities with other ‘ ‘ . L .
agencies in the community. ACTUAL - | & ]| || I

" PREFERRED | ;j§lg~? ] l”[. l

8.10 Prevents lack of services by’
co-ordinating activities with

" other agencies in the Co , ‘
‘ community. ' oy« 7N A EE O D O R I

: L PREFERRED [ - | [ 1 [ 1 1
& -5 . . Y

8.11 Involves all people concerned
(or at least representatives)

in planning programs and ¢ ’

activities. This particularly

refers to lay and student

involvement in decision- ‘ : . ' ' :

making. - acroar ] O
PREFERRED | | | | [_J L1 "

L

8.12 Provides opportunities fér
community lay people to assume
leadership roles in the

community. ' .o ACTUAL -7 C 1303
| L - o ceererrep [ ) [ [ [
8.}3‘Dc:;}ogs means of evalu&;ing _ : ) '
the extent to which the PEu £ ,
programs or processes are P ' ‘

- meeting the previously set - - o ,' ‘ )
goals. . R acrua [ ][ 03
o o 'PRE_I-.‘E‘RREDIA ] ] b i ] | “l E
< ) T — N "




. APPENDIX B . -

LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS FOR PERMISSION TO CONDUCT RESEARCH.

{ 3 | AND

'LETTER -OF PERMISSION 70 USE FACTORS 2 AND 7, FROM

~

‘-« THE PURDUE TEACHER OPINIONAIRE -

) Lo e

K. 20 ,
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. Inter-Departmentat - - COMMUNITY EDUCATION - o 403/284-8440
Ct’)mmumty School Commities® a . ‘P_R.OJECT ’ ) B
o . . Dr. W. Glyn Roberts, Project Diractor
. R 6cp|r4monl of Educationsl Administration
‘. " The Un]vormy of Caigery
. o . : __Calgary, Alberta, Canads
Department of Educational ' . T2N IN4
" Administration

University of Alberta
~ ' EDMONTON, Alberta
| - i . T6G 2E1 |

Januaryvza, 1976

. ,’/" .

~

+* s . . N . .
With reference to our recent telephone conversation, 1 am writing to
obtain permission to capduct research in the‘following'achoola in your

™~

school jurisdiction.” ‘ : N

\\
!
. o~

It is proposed that the d¥ta’ be gathered as follows:
1. An-fnterview will be requested with the principal and, if the
'/pdgit{ons exist, the chairperson of the community school council and
~"the community school coordinator. The interview questions will deal
with factors that seem to promote or hinder the development of goed
community-school relations and should take approximately 1-2 hours.

}V‘

-”2; A danple of 35 randomly-selected tcachers (or all teaghers if the
school has less than 35 tcachers) will be asked to complete a question-
nafire concerning, first, the degree to which the teacher relates his/her
class work to the community and, second, teacher job satisfaction.
Completion time for this questionnaire should be ‘approximately 20-30
minutes. , . ‘ " - S - R

*Jointly Sponsored By Alberts .. . Advanced Education and Manpower : Education ; Culture :-R«grinlion, Parks and Wildiife



" minutes.’ :

4, An interview will be reqqeitéd,with

, _— k2

5 -

3. A samplé of 40 rgndomly—selgcted students (from grades 5-12) will .
bg asked to take tyo questionnaires home to give to one of their
parents and a neighbour for completion. These questionnaired will
deal with community membars' perceptions of the goals and control -
of education. The completion time for this questionnaire ‘is 15-20

o . .
. 4 PR ber -

2-3 students identified by the '
principal as school leaders. This interview will-take approximately

30 minutes to complete and will deal with student impressions of how .
school work prepares them for the future, . ‘ ‘ :

1B

' In a manner éimila: to the School-Community Qﬁeétionnaire ‘that you

. particular school.  The results will be used for policy formation at
" the Provincial level concerping’ community achOOIsfqnd‘a'doctoral study |

have already completed, the data gathered b§ the above questionnaires”
and interviews will be reported by groups and not identified with a

at the University of Alberta. . .

Would you, plkase, complete and return the attached form iz the
envelope provided as soon as possible. If permission is o tained to
include your school #n the sample of 20 A¥perta schools, I will phone

you in the.negr\{pt§r§\tb?makafmotemapgcifig‘artangements. : s
) e ,r.””' "'. P . : ’ l . ~ .

If you have any qgesti;ns which you would- like answered before - . -

returning EﬁIE“f6?ﬁTﬁIfg§y‘bE‘tontacted—at—4324399Av—elﬁuguldslikam-f' _

to thank you[,in'advahﬁfﬁ'for.consideringﬁthis request. ’ e

Sincérely,- l ’ ;‘ \ T : v - &

. te .‘\\ FEY . - ' :‘ . By

' ] . T { . N A . ', . \‘\. .' v . .
T : AN %ﬁ,
KEITH C. SULLIVAN - ' ‘ ' .
Project Officer.: ... =~ ° N ' N

KCS*dr | ]
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l“’ /'
- /’/ \ . " -
- G ’ i "_ .
| . ‘
To: Keith C. Sullivan e
: Project Officer ' : - S )
Department of Educational . BT .o T
* Administration T T
.University of Alberta . R E " _
EDMONTON, . Alberta e . . : .
T6G 2E1 L S
- ® . \ - ' \ [ ’ i ! . . v . ! ¢
Permission is granted t;tincludg
-~ o © . \

Schdol in the.study_bf‘community-schbol relations as oﬁtliqéd'£n< .
L v - { '
yaur letter .of January s 1976.

- v . .
o . N . « . -
. . . . . . . .
N 0

YES - ) = 'NO ‘
® A
: a 'Y
i }’; . : 'l
‘ >/§ PR ~ Signatures of School Principal
///' ] i , ’ . .
e o - School Phone Number
/ C . . , - —
/’ /
7/ ’ )
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PURDUE RESEAR&H FOUNDATION

A WEST LAFAYETTE, INDIANA 47907 <

L April 26, 1976 .~ —~_- k

r ’ . ’ 2
. . N
. ' M . -t
. —
. . — !
. . . .
o .

Mr. Kejth.C. Sullivan
. 406, 8210-111 St.
Fdmonton, Alberta,
T6G.2C7

Dear Mr. Sullivan,

Permission.is herecby granted for your use of Factor
2 and Factor 7 from the ‘Purdue Teacher Opinionaire in
- your doctoral study at the University of Alberta on the
Lollow1ng basis: .
(1) Proper credit to Purdue Rescarch Foundation
must be given, the form being: "Reprinted
with permission of Purduc Research Fourdation’
Copyrlght 1967."

{(2) It is our understanding that the items
taken from the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire
Lwill not be sold commercially:

-(3) A copy or abstract of the completed study
"~ would be apprec1ated :

If you areée in agreement with the foregoing, please
sign and°return the copy. of this letter.

. . > o el :
fw. ) N . . e Slncerely, o
Yol | - ' ZZ>£U/ZA: |
B ' mfw. D. Griggs
. - Assistant Treasurer
%1 s o . - e
ACCEPTED:
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TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE (TQ)
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. i fnter-Departmental -

-

Communmity School Committee *

N

COMMUNITY EDUCATION
PROJECT - -

403/284-6440

5
Dr. W. Giyn Robém, Project Director

! ‘ ’ ) . Department of Educational Adminisuatior{.-

' E The University of Calgary

Calgary, Alberta, Canada

. . " T2N 1N4
TO' TEACHERS
O . T Galem N
\ : . ) ' . "/6 -
The attached School Community Questionnaire, Teacher Edit‘ion has been.- .
constructed to determine the extent to which you involve the community R
in your teaching activities and the extent to which you are satisfied i
with your work as a teacher. There are no right or wrong answers, 50 "
do not hesitate to be frank. - . o e T
The questionnaire is é‘porfion of a study on school-community n  }” .

relationships which has been authorized by the Minister of Education® -
and the Provincial Government's Inter-Departmental Community School -
‘Committee. There.is no need for you to record your name. All
responses will be treated confidentially and the results will be
reported by groups only. :

o M

- Please complete this questionnaire as soon as possible and return
it to the school's administration office. After all questionnaires
‘ from your school have been returned, they will be sent 'to the
L University of Alberta for data analysis. .
I would like to thank you, in advance, for your cooperation and
contribution™ to this study.. ‘ ‘ N

. Sincerely, . E ) .
KEITH C. SULLIVAN, - S

Project Officer
7 KCS*dr | o IR

B4 . . .
T . . B
RO : .y .

‘o

“Jontly Sponsorkd By Albe;ru .. . Advanced Education and Manpower : Education : Culture : Recreation, Parks and Wildlife .
5 - : . . : L

~
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TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE

COMPLETE ALL ITEMS = SRR

School -~ ' '. ‘ ’ Age

‘Last degree completed s

< i
. !

Directions

The first five questions require only a short written answer or a

check mark in the box [:Zj beside the answer which best describes

the situation in your classes. For qhestions which state a time : o,

. period of ONE WEEK or ONE MONTH, please relate your thoughts and B
answers to A TYPICAL WEEK OR MONTH OF THE SCHOOL YEAR IN WHICH THE

SCHOOL IS IN FULL (NORMAL) OPERATION. '

L

)
.

1. How many hours per week are your formally assigned
toiteach? . . « o v v o et e e e e e hours/week

2. On the average, how many'hours of class time per
week are your students involved in ¢ ommunity- -
based activities?  e.g. field trips, individual

Community projects, etc. . . «.+ o « + « .+ o . hours/week .
l | .
3. ' What percentage of your classroom activities ‘0%

" (curriculum, in the broad senge of the word) ) :1-10%-
is related to the school's imhediate. 11-202%
community? e.g. If you teach in"a rural. 21-30%
area, the class literature, class projects - 31-40Z ..
or sample science problems are locally. ) 41-50% -/

based. Check| one . . over 502




Approximately, how many people, not employed by
your School Board or School Committee,

participate as resource people in your class

activities per month. e.g. guest speakers,

218

" classroom volunteers, etc.? . . . . 0 4 v e . people/month

Y

How much CONTROL is exercised over local SCHOOL AFFAIRS
(curriculum, budget and staff) by the following people?
Check [:Z:]one answer for -each of the eight categories

(a-h) of people

v

(a) teachers

(b) studqnts

(c) superintendent

(d) parents of ‘school children

(e) school administrators
(principal, vice principal)

(f) community members (other
A{than parents of school children)

v g) members of School Board

(School Cqmmittee)
(h) members of school advisory

commit;ee or council (if
applicable)

~

N

l

38
] 21 B
1 I
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The following directiohs.apply to qdestions 6.1 to.6.28.

After reading each statement‘caréfully indicate one of the

N

PD

PD -

-
A PA
A PA
A PA
A PA
A PA

PD .

L

*6. Directions
following: RN
CIf you agree with the statement, circle AT
© 1If you are somewhat uncertain, but probably
agree with the statement, circle "PA" . . .
. If you are somewhat uncertain, but probably -
disagree with the statement, circle "'pp"
If you isagree with the statement,
circle "D"‘ S
6.1 My teaching position gives me the social’
status in the community that I desire . .
6.2 Teaching enables me to enjoy many of the
" material and cultural things I like
6.3.. Teaching gives me a great deal of
personal satisfaction . . . .
6.4 Teaching enébles me to make my greatest
.contribution to society . . .
6.5 I love to ;gagh c e .0 s

PD

.

If I could plan my career again, I

PD

6.6
- would choose teaching . .
6.7 I would recommend teaching as an

occupation to students of high
scholastic ability

PD

- 6. 8" If I could earn as much money in another

B occupation, 1 would stop teaching o« o s a
L. o

A PA

-
A PA
A PA

PD

D

*Reprinted‘with bermiSSidn of Purdue Research Foundation'Cogyright'1967.
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PN \
: N

6.9 Our community makes its teachers feel 33
‘ ‘though they are.a real, part of the

-community T S PA PD D
6.10 Teaching affords me the security I want °
" in an occupation T TR I ORI A . PA 'PD D
 6.11 . I.find my contactsewith students, for the . —

most part,.highly satisfying and /,wff”"”ﬂ ‘ 'f e

rewarding B R LR R A ‘PA PD D
6.12, I feel that I am an important part of this S ‘ o .
: school system Vi e i e e e e e e e e e A © PA PD D '

6.13"1 feel successful and competent in my ‘
.présent position . . scs e et v e Te o0 E o A PA °"PD D

1

6.14 1 enjoy working with studen; organizations, o : :
'pnclubs, and. societies ..; C e e e eiele e A - PA . PD D

6.15 I am at a disadvantage<professionally S T . f\\\\.
- pecause other teachers are better N

prepared to- tegch than I am ... e e A PA -PD .D

: ——— - S — .
6.16 As far as. I know, the other teachers ’ '
hink 1 am a good teacher e e e e e e .'.“A‘_ PA PD . D

6.17-'The'"stress and. strain" resulting from
. teaching makes teaching undesirable '

fOr ME . « o v ¢« ¢ & ¢ o o a°0 s 2 o &
T A L : R

. PA"PD D

>

6.18 'Ieachihg'gives me the prestige'i desire

- 6.19 My teaching job énables me to provide a

fsatisfactory standard of . living for oy : | o
famil)'* L N A o .0 o & s o 8 o s o . A PA PD D

A



1

Thi-

wommunity:féspec&s its teachers and

‘teaching position .

.

6.20 ‘ ,
tre, -Ichem"like profgssionaf persons . . . . PA PD D
— - v )
6.21 It is difficult for teachers to gain
acceptance by the people in this '
community ., . . . . T . " PA PD D
6.22 Most of the actions of students irriéate me . " PA PD D
. _ . ‘
6.23 My students regard me with respect and
o seem to have confidence in my ¢ .
professional ability . ¢ % . . PA  PD D
6.24 My students appreciate the help I give .
: ithem with their school work , . .. PA PD D
6.25 To me there is no more challenging work . .
than teaching . . . . . . . .. PA PD D
-.6.25,.As a teacher, I think I am as competent
as most othet teachers e . o e e e PA - PD D
. 6.27 T really enjoy working with ny scuazn:Sw. . PA PD D
6.28 I am well satisfied with my present ' g S
. e . PA. PD D

221
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7. Directions . ) . X

- Check one of the four boxes following the word. ""ACTUAL" to record
your opinion on.the extent to which the SCHOOL'S programs and/or
organization INDICATE that this goal-is IMPORTANT. In other
words indicate what is happening at the school.

. AND

Check one of the four boxes following the word "PREFERRED" to -
record your opinion on the extent to which the SCHOOL'S programs

and/or. organization SHOULD INDICATE that this goal 1is IMPORTANT.

In other words indicate what you would like to see happen at tpe'
school. : : ' ' S

.

. GOALS
7.1 Considers a relevant regular
academic daytime program for : : — -
. students important.’ ‘ acrua, [ 1T C ]

PREFERRED [} [ [ l‘ C 1

7.2 Makes full use of human
community resources. to
enhance the academic . ' :
day-time program. acruar | T 1

. e O . . B . . ’
' PREFERRED (| [ | [__] (]
|

7.3 Encourages staff to involve
students in real life
community activities
beyond the usual class- ‘ ,
room program. o actua [ ) L1110

PREFERRED [ ] [ ] [ [
_ —

e

b




GOALS

-

Adapts school facilities

to multiple use for
persons of all ages.

.o

) L]

ACTUAL l

1

PREFE;{RED (N I

C1'C

7.5

! Al

Makes full use of
community facilities
(other than school
facilities) to .
provide a compre-
hensive educational
program for the
community, "

2

-

'ACTUA‘L .[.7‘[ ]'_

]

PREF}RRED[ 1]

0

1.6

Considers relevant

- programs for children,

other than the regular
academic daytime

actar - [ ][]

program, important. | | l |
preFERRED ] (] (] (]
7;7 Considers relevant . o .
‘ ~ programs for adults ' : P
. important. ~ ACTUAL . | 1 1 1

" PREFERRED [ | [ ]

33
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GOALS

7.8 Provides injtiative and - .-
leadership in planning
‘and implementing ' : : :
community projects. ACTUAL | 11 ] { ] 1 |

pReFeRRED [ [ ] (1 ]

N

7.9 Prevents duplication of
services by co-ordinating
activities with other
agencies in the

Cemmnttye e (3 C30
- PREFERRED [ \[] L_] L_;l'

7.10 Prevents lack of services
by co-ordinating
activities with other
"agencies in the ' _ ‘ ‘
community. ~ ACTUAL | | L1 110 1 .

ereFErRED [ ] (1 [ [

7.11 Involves all people

‘ concerned (or at least
representatives) in L . B ©
planning programs and ¢ : -
activities. This
particularly refers to
lay and student involve- _ '
ment in decision-making. ACTUAL | ] | ] 1 ] L]

'PREFERRED[.]I 11 l[j.'..

J 5,
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coALs . a A : .

7.12 Provides opportunities for
community lay peaple sto
asgume leadership roles . in .

the. community. - ACTUA | L 1L ]u[ ] 3
| erererrep (] (] [ (]

!
’

7213 Develops means of

evaluating the extent e

to which the programs .

or processes are ‘ w

meeting the previously ' L
set goals. oactuan . [ O C3C

ereFerrED ] () 1

~



COMMUNITY MEMBERS' GUESTIONNAIRE (CMQ)
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APPENDIX D
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*Jointly Sponsored By Alberta . . . Advanced Education and Manpower : Education : Cu.lluu,._!.ﬂqgreltlor\, Parks and Wildlife
. K ) A T N . ~

\

_ N : -T2 ‘
TO COMMUNITY MEMBERS NN
The attached Commuﬁity Members' Questionnaire has been constructed to )
determine community members' perceptions of schools in Alberta. The
questionnaire is a portion of a study on school-community relation- _ P

Vinc ol

227

Inter-Deglartmantal

'COMMUNITY EDUCATION ' o284 8440
PROJECT . p o

Community Schog! Committqe* : .

, . Dr. W. Glyn Roberts, Projoct Dnnctér
Depastment of Educational Administration

Calgary, Alberta, Canada

ships which has been authorized by the Provincial Governmenc 8 _

£ : S
The results will be used for policy farmation at the Provincial level | ~
concerning community schools and a doctoral study at the University : '

of Alberta.

" Inter-Departmental Community School Committee,

‘'responses will be treated- confidentially and the resu ts will be- .
reported by groups only. 'There are no right or wrong#ansyers. 8o 1
do not hesitate to be frank. : -

There is 'no need for you to record your pame.. All

E

3

Please complete this questionnaire as soon as possiblh “After _
completion the student who gave {ft to you will pick it up ‘and return
the questionnaire to the school . .

PLEASE MAKE ALL YOUR RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE‘IIEMS WITH

-

1 would like to thank you. in advance for your cooperation and

i

REFERENCE TO THE SCHQOL NAMED BELOW. : T _ T

| - -
A . ' .

VARIN SCHOOL

contribution to this study. . .

Sincerely.

.

EEE

[\%

The University of Calgary .

KEITH C. SULLIVAN, e R | )
Project Officer _ S : . t ' 0
KCS*dr ; , I )



Is any member of your

0

¢

ediate family attending the public

>

@

(b).
(c)
@
~(e)

(£)
(g)

(h)

members of School Board o

1.
school indicated on thd front’.page of this questionnaire?
Check [:Z:lone NS R
" ’ : & Yes
- X . no .
2. How much CONTROL is exercised over local SCHOOL AFFAIRS
(curriculum) bldget and. staff) by the foldlowing people?
Check l /, one answer f01 cach of the eight categories
(a- h) of pcople
/ a

tenchérs \i _ | [;_:] L:i:] [;.:] [:::] [:::]

S e o s s

supcr}ytgndeﬁt o i‘ [ ] [ *] L0 ——] [~——1.

paTcnis of'sch601 childrgh' 5 ‘l l [ ']-[ ] I ] [___J

school ndministrators

(prlnexpal, vice princgpal) r—_‘] ) [‘——] [~——] 1.

L

community members (other

228

than parents of school children) | ] [ ]'l ] | I Il

(School Committee) » N - ]_l‘ -] | ]'[__;] L_;_J_ .

members of school advisory
committee or council (if

applicable) - | s '[_____}-.L__I‘l ]{ 1L1



. 3.1 Considers a relevant regular

-

Directfons " d

- e ;

i - - : .
Check one of the four boxes following thie word "ACTUAL" to record
your opinion on the extent- to which the SCHOOL'S programs and/or
organization INDICATE that this goal ‘is TMPORTANT. " In other
words indicate what is happening at the school. ’ ’

AND
Check one of the four boxes following the word "PREFERRED" to

. record your . opinion. on the extent to which the SCHOOL'S programs

and/or organization sHOULD INDICATE that th{s goal is IMPORTANT.
In other words indica tg what_you would like to see happen at the
school

L °

GOALS

academic ddytime program for
students important.

IS VR s e s 5 |
PREFERRED [ ] (] (1 ]

e

3.2 Makes full use of human . . o

~»

~community-resources to

enhance the academic.
day ~-time program

™ ACTUAL CJ-C1 307

- prerErrED ] [ 101 [}

3.3 Encourages staff fo,involoe-

students in.real life

community activitiés . »
beyond the tisual class- . . v -
reom program.l ACTUAL | IR 1 [ |

L o “PREFERR’EDIZ C 13103
. ‘ ' ' . - o

w2

- 229
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X . ,-\ \’A_
1 o
4
GoALS

3.4 Adapts school facilities
to multiple use for .
persons of all ages. . ACTUAL

erersrren [ ) (] (] [

— —
~

3.5 Makes full’use of
community facilities
- {other than school
- facilities) to!
- provide a compre-~ : T o -
hensive edueational ' :
program for the

community. | B ACTUAL ‘ | l [:::] [:::] [i::] 
- L PREFEHRREDl | |. | ] 3]

4

3.6 Considers relevant. .
i programs for children,
other than the regular
" academic daytime

program, Important. - ACTUAL . [:::jf[:::] f:::} [::;1 ) .
. ——— ' . , _ ' »
L s e S
. . . \ ! - " _

|

. "

<

3.7 Considers relevant
programs for adults

impprtanc. . ACTUAL .[:::] l J [ "I;I ] | |
L ' PREFERRED [ ] | 1 1 C -l_'f"_““:;.;-«




B

3.8

GOALS

Provides initiative and
leadership in planning
and implementing
commmity projects.

ACTUAL

o o e

preFERRED [ ] [ ] [ [

231

*3.9

-

Prevents duplication of
services by co-ordinating
activities with other v

agencies in the 'u‘ 8 '
community. Aadroar [ ) ) ) 0]
pReFerED [ ] [ ] [ ]
- . .
3. 10 Prevents lack of services ‘ o [y
by co-ordinating . _
activities with other '
agencies in the s, .
community’. p:Xox 17\ A N I N B D O
. erererreD ) [ ] [T (]
G -
3.11 Involves all pebple
concerned; (or at least -
representatives) in
planning programs and
activities. This
particularly refers td _
* lay and student ‘invglve- = = -
ment in decision-making. ACTUAL ] 1| 11 11 1
1 13

" PREFERRED |




GOALS

3.12 Provides opportuﬁities for

community lay people to

assume leadership roles in

the community.

PP e s e s

PREFERﬁEDL__J L. ) [ .}HJ.[ ]

3.13 Develops means of
evaluating the extent
‘to which the programs
or processes are
" meeting the preyicusly
set goals.

T oa

: ;ACTUAL. L1 L JL  (| L_J" ’
P_R'E_'FERRED_::[____:J e o Y s

o

232



APPENDIX E

PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
AN, -

STUDENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE
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c " .- PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Y

1. Who provided the initial motivation to ~develop this school as a -
Community School? ‘ : .

2. How highly differentiated is the school staff with respect to
‘staff members supporting community school education or not

supporting community school education?

hX

3. Is the school's community homogeueous or heterogeneousl with respect
" to socio-economic level and cultural background? y

i

g :
4. What legal aspects (board policy, etc.) have helped or hindered the.
develppment of the community school concept? :

i

5. What pressure groups or individuals have been influential in
promoting or retarding the growth of the community school concept?

- — R

1A community was described as heterogenous if the differencee
“‘were directly affecting school performance or programs (e g. children 8
native language was not English) .



What economic condition§ have helped or hindered the development
of the community school concept?

0

a) What are the demographic'condicions of the community?

A

b) Have these conditions influeénced the development of the
community school?

Do personnel from this‘school have much contact with

‘a) other schools? -

b) other institutions or brganizatibns?

235
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.

STUDENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE - . N

i s ‘ ' {
: . i

What 1is your first name, grade level and age? How léng have you.
. » [ .‘\
been attending this school? .

a

\

What do students see as the purpose of going to school? Does this

Aschqol help them move toward this purpose?

w

How often per year do people, other than teachers, participate in
class? Should this be done more often? -

How often do teachers take or allow students to go into the
community ‘per year as. part of their academic school work? Should

—this be done more often?

Pie
=4

Do students have any extra—curricular programs at the school? Shouid .

5 <

there be more of these types of programs?

Does the community ‘have prog ams for young people? Should there be
more of these types of progr ms? :

236
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i Do students hnve'any input in deciding what they wohld like to

© study? Should they have more input?

| : . . i

‘ i

;
.\Is the school staff (administrptors and‘teachefs)'open to suggestions
 from the students? o

| ' Ve

|

. How.would
Lther
|
i

i
) R [ . ’
‘ N A

N \ .
you compare this school, academically and socially, to
s in your city, town or area? '
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’ EXPLANATION OF THE SCHOOL-COMMUNIIY'QUESTIONNAIRE\

/
J/
. B /

™\

An explanation of the School Communizy ngationnnire (SCQ) with

reqpoct to each sectlon and method of scoging is preaented in the. followlng

\

discussion, Mnny of thefﬁgnfbs are preaented on a prOportionel basia, N

in relntion to the ngmber of teachéri -or students. This permitted a

more equitablc qxétribution of points for achoola of nll uizea."

/', ¢

Syction i - Cenernl Informntion Section one was dfsignedewr ////-

Lollcgﬁ genutal information on each achool.

‘ asking these questions is not presently clear to the reader.

/

e

e

1f the rationaye for

:2 clarification will be found in the explnnations of the temaining v

L]
w“sectléné. ’
|

1.1 Name of Schoo)

1.2 Geade levels in sch061 

8.

(circle appropriate grades) . Gradqs'} 2345 6 7891101 12

1.3 Numbér of facilities in the
- achool or on the school : '

grounds « « 4 e e a4 e ks s (1) Roaular Classrooms

: S (2) Libraries
T ; (3) Gymnasiums:

.(4) Auditoriums =
(5) Home. Economics ooms
(6) Industrial Arts

(7) Laboratoriea
- (8) Cafeterias .
(9) Playing Fields

(10)’

Actual

umber

(marked and equipped)

!

- oan,
: , ;o i
1.4 Number of classes in _
. SChOOI 8 e % e % s e ’ « ® 8- e :’- [

"1.5 Number of dajtime'studénta
1“ School ‘s 8 8 s8-8 e & @ e v e 0. -

. Grades
~§raﬁes
Grades

. Grades

Grades
- Grades

ActuaI-Number

l-6
7-9

10 - 12

Actunl

|

Number -

1 -6
7-9.

I

10 - 12

l t‘
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1.6 Number of brofeqqional (certificated) staff in school

-
R

1.7 Numbcx of pnraprofeqqional staff in school . . .. . . . . .

1.8 Numher of mnintenunce staff in school . ,

[y

Section fn- Joiﬁt Uge 6f School‘éﬁd‘Coﬁmunifx‘késodrces.v The
questions in Séccidn 2 were designed té obtain data'on two componénts
of community school education; i.e. joint use of schéol'ahd commﬁnity S
facilities.-and“the 1-12 -program. Quéstions 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3‘Eomp§égd

the score for the first of the two components. . _ “_ //"

o

2.1 “Approximately how many times are school facilities used ' i
**" by community members (other than school age children-
during regulnr school hours) per week? "NOTE: If a
- roam;is uhed more ‘than once in a week account for 1t

-

(5) Home Economics Rooms
9(6) Industrial Arts Rooms
“(7) Laboratories
- (8) cafaterias o
(9) Playing Fields .
o (marked and equipped) R
(10) ., R
SOOI ‘

eacli time it is used . o . . o . . _ ' times/week .
<W_ ; _ - (l);Regulur Classrooms
) - ' ... (2) Libraries ‘ :
Y . 7 (3) Gymnasiums s o
v. (4) Auditoriums .- .

Il l_

" The question was designed to provide information on the actual

number of times school facilities were used by community membera. The )

breakdown of facilities into claastooms,-libraries, etc., was presented

¢

4to clarify the ques:ion for the principal (slmilatly with question 1. 3)

'Only the total number of facilitiea was used in :he calculacion of

I

'points, . o - ' ﬁ,Af",

2N~ . '.\ ‘ - . . .. i -
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Sdoring' The total number of times per week. that .
facilities were actually used (Question 2. l) 8 divided by the total
number of facilities in the school (Question 1.3) to indicate the

extent of use of available school facilities. To facilitate further
- "ﬂya”_ﬂ_,ff

reference to this proportion, it Was calledX. =
' Therefore, guégsigé_ng -xy -

Question 1.3

]
v

2.2, What {s the approximate number of people using these
school facilities identified. is question 2.1 per week?

S0 NOTE: If a facility is used mqQre than once per weck
account for the,people using the facility each time it

fsused . . . .. .. el e w0 Qeogle}ueek
: : : , (1) Regular Classrooms
L o _(®)Libraries o
T h 7 7(3) Gymnasiums
(4), Auditoriumg» ’ :
“r

. : b(S) Home Economics Rooms

S - : o~ (6) Industrial Arts Rooms _ ¢
' ' (7) Laboratories '

: (8) Cafeterias °

o : (9) Playing Fields

l

g : —
1_gigi - : o ) (marked and equipped)
AR . . Qo) i . —

R rr',“_?‘» :.g}'," r.' . C ’, ) ’ (11) ,[ "o

. ¢ ‘?“ .
This question was designed to provide information on the actual
- ;
number of. community members using,the school facilities per week Only .

he botal number of people was use in caleulation of points.'

o+ vn"

R : Scoring.. The total" number of commun‘ty members using

~ the facilities each week.(Question 2.2) was digiggd,h¥ thé number of
daytime‘studente in’the echools(Queetion'1;5) té»indicate the number
of‘hgmmunity members using the oehoolbfacilities{oer week in reietion
to the size of the school (as measured b; the dayi&me student

:populationb To. facilitate further referencing to the proportion. .

it _was called xz. o ; j} ] ' !
8 ’ N _ ”’ e
. . Vi S
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\, Therefore;, Question 2.2 6*:
‘ Question 1.5 2

" Xy for the bypothetical model community school would equal one,
5 indicating that as maoy community members use school facilities as the

o : ;
number of daytime students in’the school. o /

2.3 Approximately how many.school children per week use - ‘1
community fa(i]itieq (other than actual school N i ‘L
facilities) under the - supervision or uuspices of!the ﬁm
regular school staff ) .

«{1) On a regular or semi- regufar basis. e.g.
/ during school hours student uses the community s
"library? NOTE:.I1f a facility is used
“maore than ance per week account. for
the childrefusing the facility eaph o
time it is used . . . . . . ... . .. . . . students/week

o (2) On an irregular basis Q. g studentsx_\;; e o .
[ visit a local merchant or farmer in Co e .
relation to_ their school work . .. ... students/week =
This question was designed to determine the number of daytime 2
students using community facilities per w‘hk ' - ' o . d“ T{<

Scoring rThe total number of students ma d in yarts Sl

ﬂ

(1) and (2) of Question 2 3 was divided by the total number of daytime ;f'

students in the school (Question 1. 5) to indicate the extent that thé {?

school students utikined community facilities during schooi hours..if
\ w, - b

To facilitate furter reference to thg_proportion, it was callgd x3.

Therefore, Question 2.3 (1) and 2.3. (2) - i"”dz

Question® 1.5 o . ;/

The hypothetical model community school would héve x3 - 1
ﬁ

demondtrating that ag many students use community faéhlbties per week

[

v

as ;he school has daytime students. o
. . . f . Ai&»h.: 4

! /':,. L . . 5

Score for setond commuhity school eﬂucation component. To
..‘" : ‘ R~
jobtain a 5core‘§or the ' joint use. of scﬁbol and community facilities

a0 . e 7. ol e " .
" P . . B R N . : -
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. ,

component of.communiry school education (now ‘called Y;), the following

equation was used: ! o e
- ' . . ) yl s

Y, = _1_0_ (xl + ,Xo + X3) . -
3 .

The scores were multiplied by 4/3 to allow the hypothetical'

model community sohooljto score 4 points on this component.” Therefore,

this ¢omponent ha& equal weighing with respect to the other community
2 ) R

o

sch001 educ&tion comgpnents

. - .
A I - e
‘ Ctan T 4

,CﬁﬁponEn oné A score wag obtainga for the "1-12 program'"

;otﬁnnent : community school education by using Question 2.4 and
. T -

c§e~fndcqg1- regponses from the two goals in Questions 8.1 and 8.2.
A c”') ( ’;k_:‘_'_\ : } . N

/.. (A4 ,‘ . -

2.4 ‘&Kproximately how many people not employed
ldv-vlﬂby your Schodl Board.or School Committee,

" -“participate as resourcq,pGOple in your . ,
@ ’?Z regular day-time sqhooi progrnm pet week; . ' . ’ (
e.g. guest speakers, clasSroom ' : ‘
volunteers, etc.. e people/week

| , | . “w

This question was‘designed to de?ermine the number of resource

people used in a school per ‘week. ‘ ,/ -9 S

L ‘ | i / , ] .

. ' ' Scoxing " To indicate tgf extent to which'teachers o
e

K

utilized resource people in theif’clas s, the answer for Question 2. 4

Lwas divided by the number of professio al staff in the scho&l (Question

NS N n

,1.6). To facilitate furcher refsrenc to this gxoportion, it was
ij v

called x“._,g , _’.L ;
\ v .
‘\ Vg" o therefore,

"&k

' / ' T v
THe hypothetical mbdel comnunity schoo* would have Xy =-1, -

.J\

'/indiceting that the number,of~reeource\peop1e,visiring the school per

2



8.1 Considers.d relevant regular

8.3

week was equal.to the

/ hd

GOALS

academic daytime program for
students important ‘ :

R ™

-

Encburagés steff to involve
students in real life -

community- activities beyond
the usual classroom program

B | 7z‘. .

k]

E preFerreD ] (] (-] [0 - . ER

PREFERRED |
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number‘of professional staff in the school.

o N e
cactaL - 1 CCC0 0 - 9‘_
S

acruaL [ [ | _J'L e *w
- s
T3 €L

1
'S .‘.9 | !I

b Y - ’.
. e

Question 8.1 "Actual" was . designed to gather data on the extent 4 . k

"to which school personnel valued academic_educatidn.’

s

Scoring

from one to four. The response (scorefigarked by the pnincipal was

As indicated ab ve, the responaes were coded

divided by four to bring the score for this Auéstion in“ine with the

A

scoring for the other questions.

»

?o;facilitﬁ%% further reference ,to

. L .
- this” proportion. it w&s—:;I;:E\*gx\\ o IR ‘

Therefore, Question 8.1 "Actual"

td 4

.A_XS K

]

'L' JThe h&potheticel model school would score one'pOint for Xs,

.
T

,indicatingﬂthdt.academic ehncetion wa§7Very'important in the school.,

s

. . ' N
. oL . ,.

s

»
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- 5 | | | .
~Goal 8.3 "Actual" was designed to determine the importance
placed by the school on student involvement iQ real life community

activities. ‘ ‘ ‘ .

Scoring: The scoring for this question.ﬁas identical

to Question 8.1 "Actual™ labove.
. . o \. - ‘ e

In this case; Question 8.3 "Actual" _ £ "
‘?: l‘ ‘xs ’ /

!

) i .
Score for second‘community'school education component. To obtain g

-

a score for the "1-12 program" component of community school education\

(now called Yz), the following mathematical equation was used. '“,, ,."

.Yz - _ (X., + x5 +' XG) ] = . ) . Ty
' 3 ’ ) ) '.‘J-ﬂf:“% ..f . '

v

Section;3 - Addicional‘ggpgrams for School Age Children.’ The

-
question;)in Secttion 3 of the SCQ were construcgsﬁ to obtain data on

the third dimension of communicy school edugation![!;é.'édditional

prdgfams for schogl age children.

=)

o~ e

is concerned with programs for school

T age children \(here termed "additional" programs) o | ry
~which take ‘plhce bHefore and after ‘regular school ' - = £
hours, on weekends and during- holidaysi These . ' R
programs .could include enrichment,. remedial or ) - qg’

supplemental educational activities, as well as,

sports, recrcational, cultural, avocational o : ‘ “
VOcational or religious activities. R .

’.‘.2 ‘ . . ' ’ .

o e T

i\,.cA co. : " ’



S

additional programs offered for school age children A L g.;m .

4

"Approximately how mony of these additional .

programs per weck are under the supervisLon of;

(1) regular school staff and take plac < i

on or off the school property? . . . . . . . programs/week ~

(2) "non-school" staff (not paid a salary
by your School Board or Committee) and, .
yet, take placejon school_ property? . . . . programs/week

i

/
/

Question 3. 1 was constructed to gather data on thé number of

-

Scoring: This question was scored by dividing the total

4

number of programs offered by both regular school s:aff and ' non—

o«

’school"‘staff, by the numb%§%£$ Jaaofessional staff in the school

(Question 1.6).. This gave an indication of the number of addicional

programs offered to the children in relation .to the size of the .

.professional staff, . To facilitate'furﬁher reference to thisgproportion,

-

it was 4alled X7.

Therefore, Question 3. 1 (l),and ;,l (2) X o HG
: = Xz ,

Question 1.6 - :

e L S

The h}pothetical model community school would score 1 point

foqu7, demonstrating that Che number of additional programs offered

at the schopl equalled the number of'profesgional‘staff members at the

o : R P

school. - | oo S . S L

3 2 Approximately how many students participate'

-

" per Yeek in the programs identified in:

(1) fuestion 3.1 (1) above? NOTE: If a

program has more than one session per week,.
account for the students each time they -
attend a sessfon, ' v .. L e students/weg*

(2) question 3.1 (2) above? NOTE: If a ’
prbgpam hds more thar® one session .per

.

e +-agcount’ for the students each - R
ﬂé;’Attend a session. "+ . . . . . . . students/week

Y
y e .

246,
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' o
Question 3.2 was designed cO gather information on the number

. e

of scudents participating in addit:ional3 programs.
Scoring. The question was scored by dividing ‘the total
number of.participacing-studentS‘by the number of daytime students .

. ‘ . . ke
~~attending the school,(Question 1.5). This proportion was called X . id

. nﬂ ' Tnefefote Question 3.2 (1) and 3.2 (2) _’ *é
s Ly ~ Question 1,5 - .

. B S
The hypothetical~model community school‘would have had X8 = 1,
indicating that as many children parcicipated in the additional programs

as in the school s regular daytime program.- !

1

! Score for thitdscommunity school educationhcomponent. To

" obtain a score for the "additional programs for school age children"
component of\community school education’(tepfesenteo»by Y3), the
following equation was emplojed.

-2 X7 + %) .-

The X7 and Xg scores were multiplied by a factor of two to

b

allow the hypothetical model communéﬁy school to score four’ points on

,,v

ation.' This gave the third

: e
communicy schéol education componenc equal weighting with theiirhet .

this component of communi;y school

A [

. & e

‘. components. . J b
! L}

1 N

< . . . . .
"“Spction & - Programs for Adults. The two questions in Section

4 were designed ;O'obtainfdata}on the fourth community school

education component,,i;e.‘"pfograns for adults.”

. 247 \\



" in the schboLv(Questibn 1.5), once again brihging the scor
Lo A ' ,

248
.

4.1 This question is concerned with programs for

, adults. These programs could include enrichment,
remedial or supplemental educational activities,
as well as, sports, recreational, cultural,
avocational or religious activities.

Approximately how many progr‘amsb for adults are .
being held in the school or on the school
grounds per week? . ., . . ., . . . .. .. .+ programs/week

s
Question 2.1 was constructed to determine the number of. programs

offered at the school forladults.
. . ) , & : ) ) ) i <
xf Scoring: The question was scored by dividing the total - - |

numbef of prdgrams offered”pef week to adults by the total ﬁumber“of

professional staff in the séhool:(Question 1.6) to bring the score in

line with the size of the sc¢hool. This proportion was represénted by
: ¢ : . SR ‘ P
-x9° . . . :
? . K e

Théreforé,:gyeétion 4.1 - ?-; . : ,,,,~f”///</fr
Question 1.6 L _
- R ;,J'.i'?,‘:g- b:\' L T P o S
The hypochet1§§§§ﬁodel'dqhqol; §po{iﬂ§’53€ifor Xg, ‘would

R . ‘0 ¥ : ’ s - . . )

4

Y

e

s

) T dy . o o
indicate that the school-offéred as many adult programs as the school
’ ""';"/ ’ . ) : - - . ) . . ) ot

pfofessidnal staff. |

s . ~

*
3
< d

4.2 Approximately how many adults are participatihg - . R ' f-“

per. week in the programs identified in question
4.1? NOTE: If a program has more than one
session per week, account for the adults each

time they attend a session . . . “-« .+ + » adults/week

Question 4f2 was designed to obtain_datd»dn-;he;numpet'bff

adults patticipétihg in adult progtams éc{phg sghd;z??f
‘Scoring: The queétion was scored by dividihg the.totai'fﬁ. -

number of pdrticlﬁatfng:adulés by the total number df_daytimg studcntb :
e in line

[
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with the size of the school. This proportion was represented by X;q.

.

Thﬁrefore; Question 4.2

" Question 1.5 = X

. 4
A score of one for Xjgwould be obtained by the 76del»community
school, indicating that the ﬁumhet of adults attending‘brbgtamé at the

school, was equal to the number of daytime students at :the ‘school.

&

Score for fourth community school education component. A total
- A I )

score for the component "programs for adults" (reptesented by Yy), was
pe . .

- -

obtained aswfo}igﬂsi
Yy o= 2 (X9 4 xlo)

The’ Xg and Xloscores were mulciplied by a factor of two.to - >?i§

‘-

‘hllow the hypoﬁhetical model community school to sg:>e four poinCS on .
the fourth componenc, This gave the Eourth community school education

cbmponent equai weighting’wi;h the other components.

PR . . I 5

. Sectiaon 5 - Coordination of Service. The two qug;tionalin

Section.5 were constructed to obtain data on the "delivetry and

_coordination of community services" component of community school -

‘education. - ' | o e

e " o I '~‘§§f'
5.1 Approximataly how many times R;rmonth would a .
representative(s) from the school staff meet’

with-a representative(s) or employee(s) of:

(1) gg% vernment service agoncies serving the

schooly s “community (e.g. recreation director.

social worker, policeman) to ‘discuss’ - )
coordination of services? P Vv e e e v times/month

-

(2) non~govqrnmental service apencies (e.g.
Rotary Club president, minister, 4-H Club
- president) ‘to discuss coordination-of . : BRI
.services? . . . i s i a0 s et . aree . times/mofith

~
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Question 5. l ‘was designed to determinc the number of oimes
! !
per month school personnel met with personnel from other agencies.
Scoring. The scoring was completed by\diViding the,
times that personnel metvper month by one-third of the number of

-professional staff (Question 1. 6) to bring che scdre in line with the ”qgg

size of the school This _proportion was designated xll°

Thertfore, Question 3.1 (1) and 5.1 :(2) - %
1/3 Question 1.6 . 1n

. iThe fraction one—third was chosen with the nssumption that

personnel from u hypothetical model community school would meet
cach month with a number of agencies equal to one;third'of the siee

.

of the school staff. Consequently, the model community_school wouid

score lepoint for X,,.
- 5.2 How many service agencies would bhe represcnteﬂ
in the meetings accounted for in your answer to: .

(l) question 5.1 Q1) nbove? . number of servitc asencles ¢ ﬂ .
e
(2) question 5.1 (2) above’ . . number of servicc agencies : o

Question's;z wes?designed to obtain the\number of agencies : P
involved in ‘the meetings referred to. in Question 5.1 .

Scoring A score was obtained for this question in a

manner similar to the Scoring for Question 5 1. The total number of

agenélgs were divided by one-third of the number of professioqq} staff

L i

(Question 1.6) to make the score relative to the size of- the School.
« This proportion was celled Xl; to £acilitate further reference.'

Therefore ggestion 5.2 (1) and 5.2 (2)
1/3 Question 1. 6

= Xi2 .

For reasons similar to those described in Question S 1 the

: hypothetical model school ‘should score one point for xlz. . ! :

.
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s

R

-

' Score for fifth‘community school education component. A total

-~

. . ‘ o
score (represented by Ys) for the community school education component

. : . ' { G

"dclivery and coordinutfon“ot=community services' was obtained as
- £ llowe:’ :"‘ ;,"j - .2; AT |
Ys =2 "'(/;(n + X12)
"To glve theufifth community school education component an
equal weighting with the other components. X + Xlﬂ were multiplied

!
bT a factor of two.f The hypothetical model community school
th

erefore, would.score 6 pointe on this component.

¢ - Section 6 - Communfty Involvement. The three questions in'

-

‘Section 6 were desighed to obtain*data on the "community 1nve1vement“{

component of‘conmunity school educetion\ _ ‘ ' - R pa =

:“n ‘ . 3 % : L ‘ S . . ~°\ ',»,;(.;
6.1 How many schools are in the jurigdiction of. ” '

your School Committee or School Board? Check ]
one . . ’ [T T T ST S S S T SRS ) s L . o. : . . 't"/

-\ L . . .
' S 1
T ' S 6 - 10 : S
) Co Co 11 - 15 -
- 1 16 .~ 20
3 , more
. . than 20
.Question;61l was conet:ucted to determine the sixe of the
jurisdiction in which the'echool'uas located If the ptincipal o
'answered that his/het ‘school’ was. the only school in the board 8 ’
' jurisdiction, a score ofjine vas allocated (designated Xll) A1l
i o ) .
other ensve;g were scored aa;:ero. The tationalevtor this acoring o o

: \ ) S . l- | ‘ i ’ '
R . : o N : : o
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was that a "one'@“”” .

) -

community school udviﬁoff'ébmm;cpea.

ftuation wAs theosame as having a

]

6.2 Provision is made for community-school
‘intevaction by havingt }'
(1) a) a parental organization whlch assists

{,(hg school in fund raising, )rovlding

. volunteer help, ete. Check ONE . e s
| . - ves

no

KR ! ) . t

| b) If vou have answered “yes", approximately
" how many times per year are meetings held? . . times/year

C(2) a) a school advisory committee or council
(other than for Farly Childhood Sexvlceq)
!whiLh is at least partially composed of
| community members. Check ONe ' v i vy e
| .
!
|

b) If you have ansuered “yes",- ‘approximately
. ... .how many times per year docs ghe committea or:
’ . CounCil me?t’ X .« . LS Y . . CRRY . . LI Y '.; '

: - . ' o - ’ A

The first portion of chts questfon was dasigned to determina

F

o %f a school had a pareng" organixation ‘and the"ﬁitality of tha
érganization, 1f dn;gxisteq, ,‘3; | : . '

| L 1} ' Scoting Quedhion 6 2 (1) h) wis scored by dividins :

. e the number of timea pet year thn: the organization uec. by 12 montha.

' This prcporcion waa called Xy for ease 1n futther rqference.

252

-, Therefore;,guestion 6.2 (1) b) R Wf; ‘ '/ :

: S V3 uontha S R /

Ihe hypothetical community achool uould score one point tor_ =

Xlu as the p\tent organixation vould meat once por month.

. . R o . )
> s . - . e f

o e N T [y
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]

L8 , : !

' The second portion of Question 6.2 was constructed to aacertain,

first, if the SLhOOl had an advisory committee and, second. the

activeness of nhe committee. if one existed,

Scoring. Question 6.2 (2) b) wasa scored «15)1n exactly

i

the same manner as the firat pertion of tha question and the

hypothetical model community Lchool would score one point.
Ny : : : :

o Therefore, Question 6.2 (2) b) _ £ :
S . 12 months . 15

¢

6.3 If vou have answered "vos" to queation 6 2.(2)
" above, indicate the composition of. the’ advisery.
';zommittoe or council by providing the numbeyr of
roprcavntative% of cach of the following
5roups S s e ‘
) T . o ~ Number of
‘ Ropresentatiyﬁs

(1) school administration
(2) professional school staff .
(3)‘parnprofessiona4 school staff
" (4) maintenance staff '
~(5) school students o
(6) member of school board
- oor committee
(7) parents of the students
(8) community members
(other than parents of
_ - school ‘students)  °©
- : .= (9) service agencies
~ , o ~ (10) other (specify)

v

IR l
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Quea:ion 6 3 vas designed to determina the conpoaitton ot the

&,

advisory counittee. 1f one existed. ,‘. . ';~ b ‘f" ) -n%:o,i

’

\SQQring'. The scoriLg (Xxs) vas comple:ed by aasixnina

0 2 poin:s Eor each onq of the 10 categories of pacple represented on

-’

the coumittee (disregatding the number of repreaentatiVes) _The

.
& . o e
i
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°
hypothetical modélicommunity school would have a repteaentg&‘yq@kﬁ&m‘ '
- N ‘ \A'A

each category and, therefore, would score two points on this ques on.

TR

I - Score for sixth community échool,educacion componeht.; A total

S~

'scoré (represented by‘Y5)~fér‘thg commuﬁity school education componpnf"

~ "community involvement," was obtained as followa: .
- .. : .
Yo = 3 + Xy + X5 + Xye.

f“

The hypothetical model qoamunity school would sc&i& four

point;'on this coﬁponent if it was noﬁ the ouly ‘school in the board's
jurisdiction.' . o »" N e |

’§g%;lon 7 - Administrationnv The questipns 19 Section 7 were.
o ﬁehigﬁed to obtain inférma;ion éagtﬁé:yadminiétfhtionﬁ'compgﬁent of .

'S

~

5\\\ community School eduéation. Because very few schools resbondeq'to BRI

4'Qu¢stions 7.3 and 7.6'1ndicaéing that financial support wgs'availabie

AY

‘coggqﬁmunity-schools_in Alberta, these two questions were not used

"

~in the scoring.
‘ b
s

| . sl

o .7;1> Doas any staff member of the school have the. - __, 

promotion of community-school relations and/ot
the 1ntfoduction of programs and course content

relevant to the community and school as a.
definite part of his/her assignment? _
Check L Y Jome v v v v v v v v v i s e e e
no

Question 7.1 ﬁhs;deaignedftéﬂfind”iﬁ a staff member in the . -
3 ahh901 had been formally asaighedwtohﬁrbpste community-school

‘relations. o e “" oo T
; , o S :_ = L :



Scoring: A score (X)17) of one point wa glven kpt‘a"ﬁyes"

. answer and'a score of zero.for a "no" answer. The jypo;hég&:alfﬁddeIN'§
’ RN ’ \ L { a

community school would have a person to promote school-community -

score of one point for thé question.

relations and wodld obtain

‘7.2 1f you haye answered "yes" to.question 7.1, .
indicate 16 this person has another : Cv o
assignment in the school and the percentage L Py
of timg devoted to: community—schoul . . o

*eldtionb thgk[I] ong in (1) and one L

in ‘F). _ , L .
(D) Aséignment : : _ (2) Percetagd of ‘time devot i L

to community school relat

(a) Principal v
:(b) Vice Principal - (1) less than, 25% L -
.{c) Teéacher 1 "(11) 25.=~ 502/' S
(d) Paraprofessional » y: (1i1) 5L - 7152 o
(e) Other (specify) H(dv) more than 752

At e ,,d - : ‘. ) \“

3 S ‘ ' i ; o

Question 7.2 was tonstructed to determine‘fhvvamounc of

administrative time devoted to fehool-community xelaenons.

~

s::oring' Only the second portion of the Auestio‘

. e tet .
o Sl »

"

?ﬂ - o Thetefore,

7 2 (2) was useﬂ in the scoring. 'rhe ca:egories viete‘ aseigned the
following numbeta, (10 = 1 (11) -2, (111) - 3 and (iv) -4, Theae“
numbers were divided by four t/D obtaih the complethe "core for

A

Question 7.2, deaignated'xla. ‘ ,’ SR ._'1:' .“. :\;;i' o

¢ ! \‘\".

_uld score one point

ron this- question, lndicating tha; a be’tson in the school devoted cheixk_-. ‘

~entire vork:lng time to promoung school—comwity telations. TR

- .

‘e
Y

I@,-T,
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2 equal wefghting with the other components X17 fixle were dultlplied

\

a Ta # 1; L.
- L3% % " ‘ ., ™ *‘"—5
oo > % \ T
l ; n ” t : X
PR a o . ' . . . . a :.’\l"
e ' . . &l \ L 4 :
§core for seventh communigy school education compo,ent. A N

R
i
totul score (represewced by Y7) for the community school education

component ndministratiqn" was obtained as follows' K

' ¢

. N B ; Py .T.‘ W R
"Y-’ - 2 (xl7\ + xL&? ) o | * \‘ - \‘%‘.‘33\ '%1_ Dl'u . -EY;VL
! To give the seventh communicy school education comﬂonent %ﬁ) | {L

by factor o£ two. ‘The hypo;hetical model acg thgre{orr.;WOuldlx
& L o ) L " Ny
. . . e . . b n
.score 4 points on .the cqmpongnt.,' o T \,
Total score for School*Community Questionnaire.. The totai
R ) t "~'.
'score for the SCQ was' bbc&ined by addition pf the scores Qf‘the seven ’

-
- ‘

’

community school qducacion Lomponents. Therefore,
h. 3
,\

° Total Scorg ‘of SQQ - Yl + Yz\ + Y3 + Yy
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3 . . ' R e .
TION OF THE TBActm?ij'f‘QUas‘noummE (1Q) Lo
. b} H . ;‘3\3
A explan tion of the Teacher Quescionnaite (TQ) with respect ’
to the conteni a‘nd scoring procedure of each questionnaire is presented
e : . . . N . .
An the following diacuasion. ST : ’%, ¥
o ¢ @ ,"' . B " : e L8
. . ! \\.
1. wa many tfs per week a-'e )oour formally assigneq - o
© .to- teag)r? C e as G DRI -hours/week A
) " SR Y " "' L 28 ‘“3 e ‘ L
' 2,-;':0"n tdie :i%mge',j'how many -Nétirs o?"gass rime : .,, v
-, " week are youﬂﬂ'studcnts involvedoin coﬁmu% i o ., ﬁ‘; - .
a7 Ld activ!ﬁies" e.gd ;ield trips. individ "-uf‘ - : v

PO é unity projects. % R AT I\SUIS/WEGR

S e L . s . . M o ‘
A R % ' :: oy Lot % : .
S d' L " . “ il - . - PR “ R ‘. -¢
0‘ ‘h“;&?, z;"‘ﬁ' .. . - B m,v .- . RPN ) - -
ey Questions } and 2 wére designed £o. "u*sed together to 1ndicate RIS |
o . - . . . e ]
" 9%thg Percentgge %f reaching “tine in thi‘ch s:udents were inVo}vedy .f'c ;
» community-based accivities. By dividing the answef‘efrom Questi& e T
) : % #“: “
into the answer from Question 2 and..qﬁltiplying by 100 the’ percentage ’
e of time students stsent in commun ¢ ".ed actfvities was detetmined.s -
3. What percentnge of your claasroom activit‘ies o ‘ u S
,«'. (curriculum. in the broad ‘sense of the word) @ . ‘1-102?;2 o ton |
g is related t:o the school's immediate . - . 11-20%" [ _ [ - S
. community? “e.g. Ifiou &ach in a rural - -21 S el D
v area, the class litetature, ‘class projects L3102 _ o
. or sample sciemce roblems are locally ) . lo_l_,S_Ou. N I ,
baqedf‘ Check‘ one .o - T . aver _SVOZ N -}\ e
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.

- &.\vAphroximately, thow many people, not employed by

) compare community schools_ and

-

com&onityrlondtéh

your SchoolyBoard ar School Committee,
partjcipate as resource people in your class
‘activities per month. .e.g. guest spegkers,
oclassroom‘ volunteer$, etc.? . . . g r e e

These t:wo quesciong

' _pcr.cent'ggel_ of cla

[

y . E .
~ ‘ . .
Lot I g Q
P .

. ‘people/month

.‘iy Y [ - . BN
. “ Q h . .

gned to gather L%orma&ion and

¢
e gRy o

.“

s

ompa 1son schools, respectively, on the

i .
ssroom activities f,relac%d to the school's immediate

[ J

g noﬁxb’er of resource: people used in class ac;i\[i’ties.'

¥ ' ! ’ . . 3
e , .
S. How much GONTROL is exercised over local SCHOOL AFFAIRS - €4
(curricuhim. budget’ «pnd staff) by the following people?. ) L
‘Chack ong¢ answer for eath of the eight categories B i A
"+ (a-h) o_f peop lex: . T S
i [ “‘&: "
) Wou
. g
g". ‘0‘,’“ "
Co 0
. LB ) ,’ R _,-:'. EY
R . y‘ . —
ﬂ L (a) Ceac'hers ] [ J L J I —
@? -._,“‘",;'T ‘u.. g ... C -, o " hn ~“,_ T
- .< (b) students - ﬁ'ﬂ [ wr l ] L ] 1 e
BRI 0! s'uperin,t:endent P ~ l | I | ] ] | | ]
('d) parer{ts ‘of school hildten : l ] l l [ ] '_LI
e (e) school ‘admlinistrators AR . : . i
< (Ptincipai. vice principal) N i O £ L ] [ | U R
A (f community ?embets (other N - Ao
_ ;‘ Y ﬁhan paren 8 of school children) { l L= | | ] l ]1.' ] L
t(.v . ‘“ ‘ . ” R
' A - .
- ﬁ) membets of| School Board B
. N (SobooL Conr ‘1tbee),,_.- . ' | l | l ] | ] l I
'(h) mémber's, of school advisory -" - It ' .;. 4\;& %
. “committee 1.' c.ouncil (1f - 3 o o~ %
appncgbk R | | [——I F"Tr"—l f'"i

-~
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= follows (Bentley and Rempel 1967 a) LU

) 260 °
%uestion 5 was constructed to gather information on the .

distribution of . control over school affairs, as perceiv‘ed by teachers.

The question was designed from the work of Tannenbaum and

Kahn (1958) in which control ian four. trade unions was studied.’ A

more contemporary report of this manner of‘ measuring control in q&

:organizations can be’ found in Tannenbaum 8 (1968) book Control in

Oanizatibns Tannenbaun s (1968 12) concept of control 18

~

theoretically ‘that 'organizations may differ in their totalxamount of

oW no \
control. as well as in the relati\\e amount of control exercised by P
|
e respective hierarchic@l”echelons. The quantityl'of power is not

ol ,‘_\.’
a4 '2"1 '

[

fixed o : I -2 ’ :

- Ty . . . v

| Questidn 6‘— Satisfaction and Status'. The 28 items in B ‘

.

Question 6 (see Appendix C)&‘ere .taken from the Purdue Teacher o

B

-Opinionaire (1967), i{o{m .ﬁ:" Permission was granted by the Purdue

Re,search Foundat&(see“ehiix B).to use itemsa from Factor 2"“
.
"Satisfatision with Teaehing" an&l’lctog 7, ."Teacher S‘tatuq " of )

Opinionaire. i S ,;-,_\;,.1 L : < _;‘.;, .

The fqllowing items of the TQ were sz‘.om Factor 2 6 3 ~ 6. '8 R

6 lf - 6 17 and 6.22 - 6. 28(OFactor 7, items were-6 1. 6.2, 6.9, 6 10 o
[ e
" and 6. lg 6. 21. . The scoring weights for the items were assigned ad o
. v f v .
1. ,When "A". egree was . the keyed response, the weights fOr thé
,i.tems wer‘e.;z ,3 <

i *L 2. Qhen "D", disagree, was the keyed response, the weights for the
f"q e » ' ) : ) . )
Y i.tema we‘e‘ T L ;j ¥ s :

- C'a.* .wg-\.!t ﬂeww

A : . . .
s N k . L - . .
. o . e . 3o - . . I . . . .- - ‘e
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., disagree. Total 'scores for both "Satibfaction wich Teaching"
AT _

A PA PD D
1 2«’3_’.«

All of the items in Quest{bn 7 had a keyed responsed of" "A"

agree, except items 6. 8, 6 15, 6, 17 6. 21‘hnd 6. 22 which were "D"

and

o

"Teacher Status" were obtained. Se




