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ABSTRACT

Avard, Bonnie J. , A Study of the Acceptance of the

Community Education Philosophy by Selected School Board

Presidents in the State of Texas. Doctor of Philosophy

(Adult/Continuing Education), August, 1978, 124 pp.,

9 tables, bibliography, 74 titles.

The problem of this study was to determine if differ-

ences exist, and if so to what extent, in the perceptions

of school board presidents in selected Texas school dis-

tricts with and without community education programs with

respect to the following six basic components of community

education programs commonly identified by experts in the

field:

I. An Educational program for school-age children

and youth

II. Extended use of school and community facilities

III. Additional programs for school-age children and

youth

IV. Programs for adults

V. Delivery and coordination of community services

VI. Community involvement.

The Community Education Philosophy Instrument, devel-

oped by Jeffrey (1975) and modified by Manley (1976), was
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used to obtain information from school board presidents

regarding their attitudes toward the six basic components

of community education. Seventy-eight school board presi-

dents serving in school districts with community education

and 281 school board presidents serving in school districts

without community education programs were surveyed.

The study was organized into five chapters. Chapter I,

"Introduction," contains the statement of the problem, pur-

poses of the study, hypotheses, delimitation, background

and significance, and definition of terms. Chapter II,

"Review of Literature," surveys present and future direc-

tions of American education as related to community

education, old world antecedents, and the development of

community education in the United States. Chapter III,

"Methodology," describes the subjects, instrument, collec-

tion procedures, time period, and data analysis. Chapter

IV, "Analysis of Data," and Chapter V, "Summary of Findings,

Implications, and Recommendations," present and synthesize

the information that was gathered.

A t-test for independent groups was used to determine

if differences existed in the attitudes toward community

education between the two groups of school board presidents,

those in school districts with and without community educa-

tion programs. Of the six hypotheses which suggested no

differences in attitudes between the two groups of school
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board presidents, significant differences were found at the

.001 level in two instances, those of extended use of school

and community facilities and programs for adults. At the

.01 level, a statistically significant difference was found

in the case of attitudes toward additional programs for

school-age children and youth. No statistically significant

differences were found to exist concerning the components

which dealt with the educational program for school-age

children and youth, delivery and coordination of community

services, and community involvement. The two groups of

school board presidents were in agreement concerning the

relative importance of each of the six components as demon-

strated by the identical rankings of mean scores which

emerged in each group.

As significant differences did exist in attitudes

towards extended use of school and community facilities,

additional programs for school-age children and youth, and

programs for adults, it might be concluded that community

education projects in Texas are implementing these compo-

nents to such a degree that school board presidents in

these districts are aware of these components and look

favorably upon them.

In light of these findings, it is recommended that a

multi-media presentation emphasizing the six components of

the community education philosophy be developed for use
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with boards of education; that the CEPI-M be further

refined in order to reduce the number of ambiguities in

the wording of the thirty statements; and that the study be

replicated in other geographic areas and with other persons

who are or perhaps will be involved with community educa-

tion.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This introductory section provides background infor-

mation concerning the definition and importance of community

education. It also examines the current status of community

education in the United States, sources of funding available

to community education programs, and school board involve-

ment in community education.

Community education is defined as a philosophy of edu-

cation which recognizes that community schools should

provide a catalytic and coordinating role for the community.

Included in the philosophy is a responsibility to see that

community needs are identified and dealt with effectively

(10, p. 7). Following are the six basic components of

community education programs which are commonly identified

by Minzey (10, pp. 7, 58) and other experts in the field:

I. An educational program for school-age children

and youth

II. Extended use of school and community facilities

III. Additional programs for school-age children and

youth

IV. Programs for adults

1
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V. Delivery and coordination of community services

VI. Community involvement

Minzey (10) observed that community education is recog-

nized as having both program and process aspects. The first

four components mentioned above are the program components,

while the last two are the process components of the commu-

nity education philosophy. Program is understood to refer

to specific activities for different clientele within the

community. Process deals with extensive community involve-

ment and action (10, p. 59).

According to Kerensky and Melby (7), education is a

continuous process with individuals learning from their

experiences in the home, the school, and the community.

Community education is important because communities must be

improved in order to improve the education of individuals.

"Education must therefore concern itself with the whole

community, seeking constantly to involve its resources and

improve the whole environment" (7, p. xiii),

Today seven per cent or about 1,100 districts out of

approximately 16,000 school districts in the United States

have community education programs (14, p. 2). In Texas,

seventy-eight (seven per cent) of the 1,127 school districts

have community education programs in operation (see p. 94).

Most of these projects are partially funded as pilot proj-

ects by the Texas Education Agency by annual grants of
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either $5,000 for beginning projects or $4,000 for projects

which have been in operation for more than one year.

Hiemstra (5, p. 38) reports that one indication of the

continual expansion of the community school idea is the

attention given to community education in recent legis-

lation. Federal, state, and city governments; local

education agencies; civic organizations; business and indus-

try; and foundations have contributed financial support to

the community education movement. The leading advocate of

community education among private foundations has been and

is the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation which was established

in 1926 in Flint, Michigan.

Involvement of boards of education on both the state

and local levels is vital to the success of community edu-

cation. The Texas State Board of Education periodically

identifies priorities to provide guidance for planning and

funding of programs critical to the needs of public school

students. Community education was one of fourteen priority

development areas adopted in September, 1976.

The Texas State Board of Education identified the

following four community education goals for the Texas Edu-

cation Agency:

1. Develop an understanding in local administrators

of the community education philosophy;
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2. Develop resource materials;

3. Train staff;

4. Encourage cooperative use of local school systems

by various agencies (4, p. 57).

The Resolutions, Policies and Beliefs Committee of the

Texas Association of School Boards also stated their support

of community education.

As the primary educational institutions in Texas
communities, our public schools can and should pro-
vide leadership in implementing the community school
or "full service school" concept. The school dis-
tricts of Texas should take the initiative in the
coordinated delivery of a wide range of public ser-
vices at the neighborhood level including, but not
limited to: adult education, continuing education
and training, special needs education, recreation,
and health services (16, p. 17).

When community education is operated through the public

schools, it is imperative that the board of education, which

governs the local education agency, endorse the concept if

community education is to be implemented in a school dis-

trict. According to Minzey and LeTarte (8), the board of

education should pass a formal resolution to support commu-

nity education. This statement becomes part of the

educational philosophy of the school district.

This resolution should officially declare the inten-
tion to make maximum use of school properties,
provide for the educational needs of all the community
members, and promote and encourage attempts to improve
community life. The most important aspect of such a
resolution is that it is understood by the board mem-
bers who are making it. The implications of such a
resolution are far-reaching and it is important that
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the decision-makers be aware of both the philosophical
change and practical implications that such a reso-
lution involves (8, p. 52).

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was to determine if signif-

icant differences exist, and if so to what extent, in the

perceptions of school board presidents in selected Texas

school districts with and without community education pro-

grams with respect to the six basic components of community

education programs commonly identified by experts in the

field.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this study were (1) to determine the

perceptions by school board presidents in selected Texas

school districts with and without community education pro-

grams of the six community education philosophy components,

(2) to determine the extent of differences in the acceptance

of the six community education philosophy components between

school board presidents in selected Texas school districts

with and without community education programs, and (3) to

propose guidelines for the development of an effective

strategy for presenting the philosophical concept and for

furthering the understanding, acceptance, and implementation

of community education by persons in policy-making positions,

namely, school board presidents. This information will be
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made available to the regional Center for Community Edu-

cation at Texas A and M University, the Texas Education

Agency, and the Office for Community Education Research at

the University of Michigan.

Hypothesis

In order to compare the perceptions of community edu-

cation philosophy of school board presidents in selected

Texas school districts with and without community education

programs, the following hypothesis was tested:

There is no difference in their perceptions of

the overall philosophy of community education between

school board presidents in Texas school districts with

community education programs and school board presi-

dents in selected Texas school districts without

community education programs as indicated by their

responses to statements concerning the following six

components commonly identified by experts in the field

as basic to community education:

1. An educational program for school-age chil-

dren and youth;

2. Extended use of school and community

facilities;

3. Additional programs for school-age children

and youth;

4. Programs for adults;
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5. Delivery and coordination of community

services;

6. Community involvement.

Delimitation

This study was limited to school board presidents

serving in Texas school districts during the 1977-78 school

year, thus limiting conclusions to be drawn to the selected

area and time.

Background and Significance

In 1971 a Research Symposium in Community Education

was held at Ball State University in Muncie, Indiana. In a

brainstorming session, the participants expressed 251

research needs in the field of community education. Four

of these suggestions dealt with boards of education. "What

changes need to take place in board policy to facilitate

community education?" (13, p. 15). "To what extent do

school board members understand community education?"

(13, p. 16). "Are boards of education community education

oriented?" (13, p. 20). "Why don't boards of education

support community education?" (13, p. 20).

Concerns about boards of education were also expressed

in a monograph published by the Office of Community Edu-

cation Research located in the School of Education at the

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, in cooperation with the
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National Community Education Association, Flint, Michigan.

According to this monograph, among the topics which need

study are the following that deal with school boards:

board understanding of community education, board support

for community education, training programs for boards of

education, and changes needed in board policy to facilitate

community education (11, pp. 56-57).

Determining which variables are associated with suc-

cessful community education programs was cited by Seay and

Weaver (15, p. 397) as an area for needed research. Kelly

(6) identified and tested ten such variables which he con-

cluded should be examined by school districts that are

considering beginning community education programs.

Kelly reported that nine of the ten variables repre-

sent a power/authority base and that a board of education

resolution which indicates the understanding of and commit-

ment to the community education concept gives the community

education program the policy level of authority (12, p. 11).

Bartels (2, p. 166), in studying model school board

policies for effective community education programs, recom-

mended that institutions of higher education and

professional organizations should stress the importance of

written school board policy. Colleges, universities, and

professional organizations should also help in the develop-

ment of written policies.
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Manley (9, p. 102) compared the perceptions of the

community education concept of selected Michigan school

superintendents in districts with and without community

education programs. He suggested that his study be repli-

cated with boards of education. He also recommended that

the instrument, the Modified-Community Education Philosophy

Instrument (M-CEPI), should be further field tested in

order to add to the existing information about the relia-

bility and validity of the instrument. Such field testing

should assist in making the M-CEPI a more valuable tool to

use in understanding, developing, and implementing the

community education concept (9, pp. 102-103).

This study partially replicated Manley's research. By

examining community education in its relationship to school

board presidents, this study should fill a void in the

research which has been done and is being done in the field

of community education.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, the following defini-

tions will be used.

Community Education. --a philosophical concept of an

educational system which serves the entire community by

providing for the expressed needs of its community members.

It uses the local education agency or some other agency to



10

serve as a catalyst for bringing community resources to

bear on community problems in an effort to develop a pos-

itive sense of community, improve community living, and

develop the community process toward the end of self-

actualization (8, p. 19).

School board.--The constituted legal authority respon-

sible for the conduct and operation of the school district

(2, p. 2). In Texas the state legislature has demonstrated

its belief that public schools should be governed by the

people who own and support them.

Section 23.26 of the Texas Education Code gives boards
the authority to "adopt such rules, regulations and
bylaws as they may deem proper," and they "shall have
the exclusive power to manage and govern the public
free schools" and "all rights and title to school
property . . . shall be vested" in them (3, p. 50).

School board policy. --a guideline for action that

indicates what the board desires and which may specify the

extent, degree, and amount. Administration determines how

the board's intent is achieved (1, p. 1). Policy making is

a legislative function for which the school board has sole

authority (3, p. 51).

School district.--the territory under the jurisdiction

of a single school board (2, p. 3).

Six components of community education. --While the

specifics vary by community, the following elements or
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ingredients of community education were emphasized by

Minzey (10, pp. 7, 58) as being basic components necessary

to community education programs:

I. An educational program for school-age children and

youth-- This is frequently referred to as the kindergarten

through twelfth grade or day school program. In community

education attention should be given to relevance, community

involvement, and the use of the community to enhance class-

room teaching. Curriculum may focus upon community

problems;

II. Extended use of school and other community facil-

ities -- Schools and other community buildings are used only

a portion of the time that they could be used. With

community education maximum use is to be made of these

facilities before new ones are constructed. School build-

ings should become centers for community activities and

services;

III. Additional programs for school-age children and

youth-- Enrichment, remedial, recreational, cultural, and

avocational programs are to be provided to students before

school, after school, weekends and summers, thus making

maximum use of educational facilities on a voluntary basis;

IV. Programs for adults -- Included are such things as

basic education, high school completion, recreational,

avocational, cultural, and vocational education. The needs
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of the adults are recognized as being as important as those

of the school age students, and the student body is per-

ceived as being all of the people who reside in that

community;

V. Delivery and coordination of community services--

Neighborhood schools and community school personnel are to

be used to coordinate and deliver community services. The

key role of the schools is catalytic and the school does

not provide programs or services which are already provided

or capable of being provided by other agencies;

VI. Community involvement -- Community education is an

effort to insure participatory democracy. Persons who live

in a particular neighborhood participate in the identifi-

cation of local problems. In geographic areas the size of

an elementary school attendance zone, the school assists in

the development of a community council.

Texas school districts with community education

programs.--those school districts designated as pilot pro-

jects or recognized by the Texas Education Agency for

1977-78 and included in the August 1977 list of Community

Education Projects in the State of Texas (17) distributed

by the Texas Education Agency. (See p. 94.)
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter begins with an examination of the views

of Toffler, Hiemstra, Illich, Werdell, and Estes in light

of their appraisal of the current status of education in

the United States and of their predictions concerning

future directions which education might take. Some of

these predictions are related to components of the commu-

nity education philosophy which is emerging as a viable

philosophy of education for the future.

The chapter then provides an overview of the evolution

of the community education philosophy. Although a total

overview would include a substantial discourse on philo-

sophical antecedents, such is beyond the scope of this

study. However, it is important to note that the early

Greeks and Hebrews, religious orders during the middle ages,

and later major western European philosophers have contri-

buted ideas which have been incorporated into the

continually evolving philosophy of community education.

The major portion of the chapter examines the growth

of the community education movement in the United States.

The focus is upon significant people, projects, and publi-

cations from colonial times to the present.

15
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Present and Future Directions of American Education
as Related to Community Education

Future-oriented theorists argue that the present edu-

cational system does not prepare students adequately to

cope with change in the present and future. Few will dis-

agree that contemporary societies are undergoing constant

and rapid change. Learning to cope with this change is one

of the goals of some contemporary educators.

Estes (16, p. 8B) says that in the future teachers

will teach students how to learn so they can cope with a

rapidly changing society. Heimstra (27) holds the same

opinion. "Change has become the only inevitability in

history. Therefore, we must learn to educate for change"

(27, p. 18). In other words, a prime objective of edu-

cation according to Toffler (54, p. 403) is to increase the

"cope-ability" of individuals, that is, to increase the

speed and economy with which an individual can adapt to

continual change.

Many suggestions for the improvement of American

public schools are offered by critics. The theories of a

number of these futuristic thinkers closely resemble some

of the basic principles of the community education philos-

ophy; among these are the components dealing with community

involvement, provision of education for people of all ages,

and marshalling of community resources for educational

purposes.
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One of the six basic components of the community

education concept is that of citizen involvement in commu-

nity development. Illich (29) believes in preserving local

communities. He also notes that the widespread institu-

tionalization of modern society destroys the local community.

"Local communities are valuable. They are also a vanishing

reality as men progressively let service institutions

define their circles of social relationship" (29, p. 138).

The community education philosophy fosters the creation

of neighborhood community advisory councils to involve

citizens in solving community problems. Toffler (54) pro-

motes what he refers to as "councils of the future," made

up of a cross-section of the population, to insure that

education is future-responsive. "By projecting 'assumed

futures,' by defining coherent educational responses to

them, by opening these alternatives to active public debate,

such councils . . . could have a powerful impact on

education" (54, p. 404).

Werdell (57) agrees that education must develop citi-

zens who are responsive to the needs of their communities.

Werdell's goal would be self-training people. In judging

student participation in decision-making, Werdell would ask

if a particular educational form or institutional process

moved those directly involved toward real responsibility

(57, p. 289).
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Hiemstra (27) concurs that education should be

centered around people, problems, and communities. School

should not be a place isolated from the main current of

life where students concentrate primarily on subject con-

tent. On the contrary, the school must be a place that

prepares young people for life roles (27, p. 19).

Another basic tenet of community education philosophy

is that community residents of all ages, from pre-school

through senior citizens, be considered as potential members

of the student body. Illich (29) theorizes that some day

the public schools will cease their present discrimination

against infants, adults, and the elderly. In retrospect,

it will probably appear bizarre that a society would allo-

cate its educational resources to those who had outgrown

the learning capacity of their first four years and had not

yet arrived at the peak of their self-motivated learning

(27, p. 41).

Toffler (54) agrees that provision must be made for

life-long education on a "plug in/plug out basis" (54,

p. 407). Estes (16), in predicting what education will be

like in the year 2001, says that the fulltime traditional

school that ends after twelve years will give way to

"educational freeways with multiple exits and entries" to

educate adults as well as children (16, p. 8B).
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Another of the community education components stresses

bringing the community into the classroom and taking the

classroom into the community, i.e., utilizing community

resources in the K-12 program. Illich (29) believes that

it is direct involvement in a relevant activity and not

direct formal instruction in a school setting that produces

the most learning. "Learning is the human activity which

least needs manipulation by others. Most learning . . . is

the result of unhampered participation in a meaningful

setting" (29, p. 56).

Estes (16) has said that schools will become community

centers, "One-stop shopping centers for the delivery of

nearly all human services." According to Estes, the city

itself will become a classroom and students will spend more

time learning outside the school building. In this new

system the superintendent will no longer exist, to be

replaced by a "manager of learning resources" for the com-

munity (16, p. 8B). Toffler (54, p. 405) goes so far as

to ask if the new education should take place in school at

all.

Toffler, Hiemstra, Illich, Estes, and Werdell lament

the obsolescence of today's educational system. They are

searching for ways to meet the educational challenge of the

future. Many of their theories resemble several of the

basic components of the community education philosophy,
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thereby lending credence to the idea that in educational

cycles, community education might well be the wave of the

future.

Old World Antecedents

The community education philosophy recognizes that the

community is a primary influence in the education of its

residents, young and old alike. Hutchins (28) noted that

the importance of the environment was recognized also in

Athens in the fourth century B.C. during the Golden Age of

Greece when the many non-academic educational forces of the

city provided an atmosphere for individuals to grow to their

full human potential.

In Athens, education was not a segregated activity,
conducted for certain hours, in certain places, at a
certain time of life. It was the aim of the society.
The city educated the man. The Athenian was educated
by culture (28, pp. 134-135).

Modern Western civilization has been profoundly

influenced by the Judeo-Christian tradition as well as by

Greek and Roman thought. The Talmud, written between

70 B.C. and 500 A.D., consists of interpretations by scribes

of the law and the prophets for the guidance and instruc-

tion of the people. The Talmud reveals that great emphasis

was placed on the proper training of children. Cubberley

(15) states that the ancient Hebrews also recognized the

value of an educative community where all resources for
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learning were utilized. One educational maxim from the

Talmud states that "He who has learned and does not impart

his knowledge unto others disregards the Word of God" (15,

p. 42).

Scanlon (51) stated that a forerunner of community

education may be identified during the Middle Ages in

Europe where monasteries and religious orders were estab-

lished in various countries. When members of orders

travelled to different countries, exchange of ideas in

basic skills occurred. These skills would gradually spread

to the neighboring community. For example, Scanlon credits

the Cistercian order with the discovery and diffusion of

agricultural knowledge.

Under their supervision, waste lands were reclaimed,
and marshes were drained. New crops were introduced,
and as the Cistercian monasteries spread, so did their
agricultural techniques. They were also responsible
for the diffusion of knowledge of animal husbandry.
Cattle-breeding and veterinary science were highly
developed by the monks, and where a Cistercian monas-
tery was established these techniques were passed on
to the local people (51, p. 42).

This tradition of serving the community would continue

centuries later in the new world when missionaries estab-

lished community centers in the form of missions where

educational activities took place (51, pp. 43-44).

During the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth

centuries, noted European philosophers and educators such

as Locke, Rousseau, Pestalozzi, Fellenberg, and Froebel
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emphasized the significance of the educative community,

i.e., belief that the home, the church, the peer group,

and the community, as well as the school, contribute to the

education of an individual.

The English philosopher John Locke, in connection with

his work as Commissioner of Trade and Plantations, prepared

a plan for bringing up the children of paupers. In the

plan, Locke (36) suggested that adults should use the

educational institutions, called working schools, that

would be provided for poor children. "That grown people

also (to take away their pretence of want of work) may come

to the said working schools to learn, where work shall

accordingly be provided for them" (36, p. 191).

Jean Jacques Rousseau, the French philosopher, recog-

nized that formal schooling is but one way by which people

are educated. Rousseau (50) identified the three teachers

of men as nature, man, and things.

All that we lack at birth and need when grown up is
given us by education. This education comes to us
from nature, from men, or from things, The internal
development of our faculties and organs is the edu-
cation of nature. The use we learn to make of this
development is the education of men. What comes to
us from our experience of the things that affect us
is the education of things (50, p. 11).

Rousseau emphasized that feeling and experience are

the real teachers. For example, in guiding an adolescent

in the choice of a trade, Rousseau stressed first-hand
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knowledge of the various occupations. Rousseau advised the

tutor to take his charge from one workshop to another,

always allowing the student to experience himself the work

of the different occupations. "You can be sure that he

will learn more from an hour's work than he would remember

after a day's explanations" (50, p. 86).

In summarizing the impact of Rousseau's philosophy and

noting the vital role that community involvement might

play, Boyd conceived of a school in which children sharing

in community life would be initiated into the varied rich-

ness of humanity without losing the satisfactions of a

happy childhood (50, p. 176).

Johann Heinrich Pestalozzi (47), the Swiss educator,

believed that life itself was the only true foundation for

instruction and that schools whose work is not based on

this foundation only mislead (47, p. 16). Pestalozzi also

recognized the educational value of the home and of other

social relationships and noted that the child too is a mem-

ber of the town or village community in which his parents

live (47, p. 167).

Phillip Emannuel von Fellenberg, a Swiss nobleman who

studied under Pestalozzi, set up a system of schools to aid

in the solution of community problems. Naslund (41,

pp. 251-254) reported that Fellenberg's schools, although

organized along strict class lines, demonstrated that a
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close relationship could exist between education and the

improvement of living.

Friedrich Froebel (22), the German educator who orig-

inated the kindergarten, echoed the belief in the

educational importance of the family and of first-hand

experiences. "Every craft and occupation gives a starting-

point for human knowledge, which afterwards school with its

formal instruction either cannot give at all, or gives with

much difficulty and at great cost" (22, p. 60).

The idea of community education has been evolving for

many centuries. Community education practices in the new

world have been built upon old world foundations (45, p. 8).

People, Projects, and Publications: The
Development of Community Education

in the United States

Examples of community education can be found in

America's early educational history. In colonial schools

the curricula included religious education, vocational

training, and basic literary skills, all of which supported

community traditions. Berridge (4, p. 18) states that in

the colonial period the public schools in the northeastern

United States were utilized by the general citizenry and

are the first example of community education in the United

States.

The latter part of the seventeenth century brought

change to the New England schools. Life styles were
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disrupted by the Indian wars which began in 1675. Colonial

charters were revoked between 1686 and 1689 when the New

England colonies were united into one political entity

affecting an end to compulsory education.

At the same time, the growth of private schools gained

impetus. Through the years teachers had been giving private

instruction in almost any subject for which there was a

demand, but it was not until 1751, when Benjamin Franklin

opened an academy in Philadelphia, that the private school

movement gathered great strength. Legislation during these

years had restricted the use of public school property, and

thus the community-center type of school, which had flour-

ished in New England, virtually disappeared (17, p. 49).

During the mid-eighteenth century, some programs which

could be identified as embracing elements of the community

education philosophy were operating, primarily in rural

agricultural communities. One example in Georgia, the

Bethesda School for orphan boys, was established in 1740.

Meyer (39, p. 52) wrote that a primary objective of the

school was agricultural education, a subject of utility in

the community.

Laws passed in the late 1700's set aside land to be

used to further education. As these laws began to have an

effect, public schools increased in importance and again

began to have an impact on community life.
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A national network of local study groups or lyceums

flourished during the 1820's and 1830's. Lyceums were

associations formed for the mutual improvement of their

members and the common benefit of society. Henry Barnard

(1), who is considered one of the early supporters of

community education, praised the lyceum movement.

An association may be formed in almost any
village or neighborhood, by a few friends of knowledge;
and by meeting with an audience once a week through
the winter, delivering lectures in a familiar manner,
exhibiting and conversing on minerals, plants, etc.,
inviting inquiries, requesting aid in collecting and
arranging them, furnishing communications on similar
subjects to the editors of newspapers, contributing
books for a library, arranging for their delivery,
etc., and a visible improvement will be made in the
aspect of society before the next spring (1, p. 40).

Hayes (25) pointed out that to the purpose of self-

improvement was added the higher purpose of advancing the

cause of the public schools. By espousing the common-

school cause, each lyceum membership had something definite

to work for besides their own intellectual improvement (25,

p. 34).

During the early nineteenth century, public school

facilities were used for the first time for adult evening

classes. Knowles (34, pp. 27-30) credited New York City

with opening the first evening elementary schools in 1833.

Other major eastern and midwestern cities followed suit

during the next several decades.
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In rural areas also, adults sought learning oppor-

tunities. The practice began of taking agricultural

techniques to the farmer. Knowles (34, p. 40) reported the

Farmers Institute to be one of the early agricultural

extension programs, beginning in Massachusetts in 1839.

The institutes lasted for several days and served both men

and women. Discussions and demonstrations of farming tech-

niques were held for the men while the women attended

programs in domestic science.

In 1887 the Hatch Act was passed. This act established

agricultural experiment stations in connection with land-

grant colleges. In 1914 the Smith-Lever Act provided the

basis for the county extension agent. Agriculture, home-

demonstration, and 4-H Club agents, located in nearly all

the agricultural counties in the country, continue to make

available practical applications of research (17, pp. 36-37).

The settlement house movement, which also contained

elements that are now part of community education, began in

urban areas. Stanton Coit formed the first settlement house

in New York City in 1886. In Chicago, Jane Addams and

Ellen Starr founded Hull House in 1889. Social workers

soon carried the idea into other cities. Knowles (34)

stated that these settlement houses became community centers

which offered varied services to the underprivileged resi-

dents of poor neighborhoods.
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The aim of the settlements was to work with their
neighbors in a depressed area and help them to learn
how to live together and to secure good living con-
ditions. Their programs from the beginning included
social action, but their main work was educational,
through individual counseling, clubs, teams, classes,
councils, and committees (34, p. 66).

During the closing years of the nineteenth century,

several other elements of community education appeared in

public education. In 1897 Charles Sprague Smith suggested

that schools and libraries be used as civic centers (41,

p. 261).

Also in 1897 the National Congress of Parents and

Teachers was founded. The purposes of the P.T.A., which

are compatible with the community education philosophy,

include promoting the welfare of children and youth in

home, school, church, and community; raising the standards

of home life; securing adequate laws for the care and pro-

tection of children and youth; bringing the home and school

into closer relationship so that parents and teachers may

cooperate intelligently in the training of the child; and

developing between educators and the general public united

efforts that will secure the best physical, mental, social,

and spiritual education for every child (44, p. 510).

Decker (17, p. 38) noted that the idea of education to

serve a community's needs suffered a setback after "The

Committee of Ten," appointed in 1893 by the National Educa-

tion Association, urged uniformity in content of high school



29

courses and standardization of requirements for high school

graduation and college admission. Weaknesses in this view-

point had been pointed out since its inception; however,

it was several decades before noted educational writers

again turned their attention to the nexus of the school and

the community. It was through the influence of the progres-

sive educational philosophers of the early twentieth

century that the community education concept began to take

on its present characteristics.

John Dewey has been regarded as the father of the

progressive education movement. The progressive education

and community education philosophies have a number of prin-

ciples in common. Decker (17, p. 40) saw both developing

their purposes from the interests and needs of the people,

both utilizing a wide variety of community resources in

their programs, and both practicing and promoting democracy

in the activities of school and community.

Dewey's School and Society (19), published in 1899,

stressed the social responsibility of the school to improve

the community as well as to educate the child. In 1916

Dewey's Democracy and Education (18) appeared. In it Dewey

stated that the environment helps form the attitudes of the

young. Dewey saw that a social environment is truly educa-

tive to the degree to which an individual participates in

shared activity.



30

The development within the young of the attitudes and
dispositions necessary to the continuous and progres-
sive life of a society cannot take place by direct
conveyance of beliefs, emotions, and knowledge. It
takes place through the intermediary of the environ-
ment. The environment consists of the sum total of
conditions which are concerned in the execution of the
activity characteristic of a living being. . . . It is
truly educative in its effect in the degree in which
an individual shares or participates in some conjoint
activity (18, p. 22).

During the opening years of the twentieth century, a

number of community-oriented projects developed in various

American cities. One such was the Newark Educational

Organization's sponsoring of playgrounds in Newark, New

Jersey. In 1902 the Newark Board of Education took over

the sponsorship of these playgrounds, leading to the for-

mation in 1906 of a Playground and Recreation Association.

According to Decker (17, p. 51), the association was

designed to promote recreation by using the public schools

and playgrounds.

Another community development project, established in

1907 by the Penn School, was located on St. Helena Island,

South Carolina. Scanlon (51) recounted the school's

attempts to bring about improvements and cultural changes

in the community by sending teachers to work with the peo-

ple and at the same time by providing instruction in

industrial and agricultural techniques.

When the crops were being harvested, the school was
closed, and the teachers went to the fields to work
with the people and to demonstrate agricultural
techniques. The island became the school. The
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industrial-arts department of the school became the
center for adult vocational education and with
expanded interest, a Community House was built by
the people (51, pp. 49-50).

Shortly thereafter, Cora Wilson Stewart, a county

school superintendent, established the Kentucky Moonlight

Schools, whose primary goal was to eliminate adult illit-

eracy. Rose and Curtis (49, pp. 43-45) reported that the

curriculum of the Moonlight Schools included vocal music,

reading, writing, spelling, arithmetic, and what Stewart

referred to as "drills." The drill course was selected on

the basis of a community's needs and was chosen from the

fields of agriculture, home economics, horticulture, civics,

health and sanitation, geography, English, and good roads.

Since there were no texts in print for adult basic

education students in 1911, Stewart published a weekly news-

paper as a reading text. By presenting news of educational

and civic improvement in other districts, the paper had the

further purpose of encouraging adults to make similar pro-

gress in their own communities.

Concurrently the National Society for the Study of

Education published The City School as a Community Center

and The Rural School as a Community Center. Olsen (44,

p. 511) noted that these publications marked the first time

professional yearbooks had been devoted to the subject of

school-community relations. The volumes described adult
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lectures in school buildings, use of school playgrounds

during vacations, evening use of public school buildings

for recreation, home and school associations, and extension

courses. The yearbooks praised schools for being in touch

with the community and by having the school relate itself

to helpful work which could be appreciated by the community.

Joseph K. Hart, who has been considered the father of

the community school concept in the United States, pub-

lished Educational Resources of Village and Rural

Communities (24) in 1913. He perceived the community as

the true educational influence. Eleven years later in The

Discovery of Intelligence (23), Hart reemphasized the

crucial problem of creating good communities. He saw the

democratic problem in education to be that of making a

community in which children can not help growing up to be

democratic, intelligent, disciplined to freedom, reverent

of the goods of life, and eager to share in the tasks of

the age. "We can never be satisfied that we have met the

educational problems of our day when we have good schools.

We must have good communities" (23, p. 382).

The Commission on the Reorganization of Secondary

Education, sponsored by the National Education Association,

published its report entitled The Cardinal Principles of

Secondary Education in 1918. Decker (17, p. 40) observed

that the widening perspective of American educational
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philosophy was evidenced in this report, which listed the

following seven main objectives of education: health,

command of fundamental processes, worthy home-membership,

vocational efficiency, civic participation, worthy use of

leisure time, and ethical character.

The progressive education movement gained strength

causing innovative developments in America's public schools.

Aspects of the community education philosophy were espe-

cially apparent in the area of curriculum development.

Kilpatrick (33), for example, recommended that projects be

used to replace textbook-centered subject matter, thus

enabling students to use and master essential learnings

through purposeful work. "Learning goes forward best, if

not solely, in a situation of concrete personal living"

(33, p. 237).

Ellsworth Collings' 1923 book, An Experiment with a

Project Curriculum (13), described his experiment in a

rural school in Missouri where school projects based on the

study of community problems were devised for different

grade levels.

The Experimental School outcomes and its general
practicability in the other schools of the county
seem to justify the conclusion that the curriculum
can be selected entirely from the purposes of boys
and girls in real life (13, pp. 339-40).

Collings' experiment stimulated professional interest

in curriculums centered on community needs. In the
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introduction to Collings' book, Kilpatrick (13, p. xviii)

noted that the entire community could be affected by the

curriculum of the school. The students would carry home

ideas, skills, and wholesome attitudes which they learned

at school. These could be spread at least partially from

the children to other members of their own families and

perhaps to others in the community.

When the federal government established the Tennessee

Valley Authority in 1933, one goal was a more stable and

prosperous life for residents of the Tennessee River Valley

through a planned program of conservation, resource use,

and education. Everett (20, pp. 265-297) reported that the

Highlander Folk School, a T.V.A. project in Summerfield,

North Carolina, was able to improve the economic position

of the area's mountain farmers and community morale as well.

During the same time period, the New Jersey State

Teachers College at Montclair launched a series of

accredited field study courses for teachers. Olsen (44,

p. 515) declared that the goal of these field studies of

local, regional, and national communities was to show the

educational value of direct community experiences and

encouraged the training of teachers in the use of community

resources.

The meaning, value, and function of community leader-

ship and methods for community cooperation were delineated
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in The Community School (20), edited in 1938 by Samuel

Everett for the Society for Curriculum Study. This publi-

cation is considered a milestone in community education

philosophy and literature. In the foreword Everett stated

his community education philosophy, emphasizing a closer

relationship between public schools and the areas served.

He encouraged public educational institutions to explore

and make use of local resources and local agencies to make

greater use of educational facilities. Everett saw child

education as inextricably bound up with adult education.

"The local community, affected as it is by forces active in

the larger world community, should be thought of as a

school in which both adults and children learn through

study and action" (20, p. v).

The Community School, which was the first book to deal

comprehensively with community education and the community

school, described in detail the programs and operating

principles of nine community schools in various parts of

the United States, providing detailed reports on problem-

solving techniques used in school-community programs.

Everett analyzed these programs in terms of basic contrasts

between the active role versus the passive role of the

school in education. Everett described nine "active versus

passive" stands which might be taken by public schools.
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1. All life is education versus education is
adequately gained only in formal institutions of
learning (20, p. 435).

2. Education requires participation versus education
is adequately gained through studying about life
(20, p. 438).

3. Adults and children have fundamental common pur-
poses in both work and play versus adults are
primarily concerned with work and children with
play (20, p. 440).

4. Public school systems should be primarily con-
cerned with the improvement of community living
and the improvement of the social order versus
school systems should be primarily concerned with
passing on the cultural heritage (20, p. 442).

5. The curriculum should receive its social orien-
tation from major problems versus the curriculum
is oriented in relation to specialized aims of
academic subjects (20, p. 445).

6. Public education should be founded upon democratic
processes and ideals versus the belief that most
children and most adults are incapable of intelli-
gently either running their own lives or
participating in common group efforts (20, p. 448).

7. Progress in education and in community living best
comes through the development of common concerns
among individuals and social groups versus prog-
ress best comes through development of clear-cut
social classes and vested interest groups which
struggle for survival and dominance (20, p. 451).

8. Public schools should be responsible for the edu-
cation of both children and adults versus public
schools should only be responsible for the edu-
cation of children (20, p. 454).

9. Teacher-preparatory institutions should prepare
youth and adults to carry on a community type of
public education versus such institutions should
prepare youth and adults to perpetuate academic
traditions and practices (20, p. 457).

Closely following, in time and concept, was Home-

School-Community Relations (60), by William A. Yeager,

which recommended that the public school should concern

itself with setting up the school-community as a great

learning laboratory.
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The whole approach to community education becomes
functional through the discovery of individual and
community problems and through attempts to deal with
such problems more effectively. In this whole
approach the schools accept, and attempt to further
democratic purposes and the improvement of the social
order (60, p. 499).

Another significant publication in the development of

the community education philosophy appeared in 1939, Elsie

P. Clapp's Community Schools in Action (11), prefaced by

John Dewey. In it, Clapp described her work in Jefferson

City, Kentucky, and Arthursdale, West Virginia. Clapp

recognized school-community cooperation as a means to more

effectively use limited resources and in turn to solve

serious economic and educational problems. Clapp explained

that a community school meets, as best it can, the urgent

needs of the people. "It is, in effect, the place where

living and learning converge" (11, p. 89).

Beginning in 1939, the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation

financed a ten-year experiment in applied economics, often

referred to as the Sloan Project. The state universities

of Kentucky, Florida, and Vermont cooperated with their

respective state departments of education in determining

what would be the result if schools serving low-income

groups were to structure their programs around special

instructional materials dealing with food, shelter, and

clothing. According to Travers (56, pp. 986-987), the

rationale for developing these materials was that the
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children would share information at home with their parents

and that parents would utilize the information for the

betterment of the quality of life in the community. Olsen

(44, p. 517) adds that conclusions in all three states

showed that material standards of living were often signif-

icantly improved through what was taught in the classroom.

Furthermore, greater than normal progress was usually shown

by students on standardized achievement tests.

During the 1940's the aspect of community education

that perhaps received the most publicity was that of school-

community cooperation. The school helped solve community

problems, and in return the community contributed resources

to the school's instructional program, Seay (52, pp. 35-37)

identified a number of programs during these years which

typified school-community cooperation. In Greenville,

South Carolina, youth and adults trained in the Parker

District High School's vocational department went to work

in the community's textile mills, and in Deatsville,

Alabama, between 1938 and 1943, the Holtville Consolidated

School established services and industries such as a barber

shop, beauty parlor, print shop, woodworking shop, hatchery,

cannery, and pottery plant. After the businesses were

firmly established, they were released to the community.

Decker (17, p. 55) reports other accounts of schools

helping to solve community problems during the 1940's
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including the following: 1942, Wilson Dam and Gilbertville,

Kentucky; 1942, Chapel Hill, North Carolina; 1944, Rabun

Gap, Georgia; 1948, Chautauqua County, New York; and 1949,

Colusa County, California.

Lloyd Allen Cook (14), writing for the Encyclopedia of

Educational Research in 1941, described the democratic and

social philosophy of the school of that period. Cook's

philosophy was closely tied to the community school philos-

ophy in that he saw use of community resources and agency

cooperation as vital aspects of education.

Cook deemed any school to be a community school to the

extent that it sought to realize such objectives as edu-

cating youth by and for participation in the full range of

basic life activities, seeking to democratize life in

school and outside, using community resources in all aspects

of its programs, cooperating with other social agencies and

groups in improving community life, and functioning as a

service center for youth and adult groups (14, p. 1002).

McClusky (38), also writing in 1941, shed light on the

evolutionary nature of the community education concept and

on the role of the community school. He judged the primary

function of the school to be that of helping the community

to help itself. Cook saw the school as a potential cata-

lytic agent and coordinator that would work in and with the

community and only for the community when it could
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contribute some unique service which no other agency could

provide (38, pp. 150-151).

The Board of the American Education Fellowship, which

had formerly been known as the Progressive Education Asso-

ciation, announced in 1943 that its new orientation was to

educate the whole child in and through his community as

well as through the school. In the past, the progressive

education movement had stressed the individual. Now the

movement officially recognized the significance of the

community's values and life patterns in the molding of

behavior. It determined to see what forces affected the

lives of children outside the school, to take a militant

part in seeing that towns provided all the necessary ser-

vices for children, and to back every effort by established

agencies to do a good job (61, p. 368).

In 1945 Seay (53) contributed to the 44th yearbook of

the National Society for the Study of Education. In it

Seay reiterated the reciprocity that may exist between

school and community.

"Community school" is the term currently applied to
a school that has two distinctive emphases -- service
to the entire community, not merely to the children
of school age; and discovery, development and the use
of resources of the community as part of the educa-
tional facilities of the school. The concern of the
community school with local community is intended not
to restrict the school's attention to relate study
and action in the larger community -- the state, the
region, the nation and the world (53, p. 204).
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Seay (52, p. 24) noted that the years immediately

following World War II saw the development of interest in

the community schools. This interest in school and commu-

nity cooperation may properly be called a community school

movement.

Olsen (44, pp. 520-522) identified three other events

in the late 1940's which were related to the evolution of

the community education movement. The first Division of

School and Community Relations was established by the

Washington State Office of Public Instruction in 1945. The

function of the office was to relate school programs more

closely with community needs and resources.

During the next year, 1946, the Greater University of

Montana began a three-year research project in community

needs and human resources called the Montana Study. This

study enceavored to involve the university in studying ways

to improve the quality of life in small communities.

Activities of the study included research, field work, and

promotion of teacher education for community-centered edu-

cation. The National Commission on Life Adjustment

Education for Youth, appointed in 1947 by the United States

Office of Education, stressed community lay participation

in school planning for better education to meet the major

life-needs of youth (44, p. 523).
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Several other events of the late 1940's contributed

momentum to the community education movement. Berridge

(4, p. 22) cited the 1947 yearbook of the Association for

Supervision and Curriculum Development for its recommen-

dation that schools be organized to provide for cooperative

planning of a school-community program in which the school

would serve the needs of all the people. In 1948 McCharen

(37) published Selected Community-School Programs in the

South, which analyzed the characteristics of a community

school and reviewed twenty-two case reports of community

school programs in thirteen southern states.

In the same year the American Association of School

Administrators, recognizing that administrators were now

managing community-type schools and working closely with

their communities, cooperated with eight major universities

in a project designed to improve school administration.

Finally in 1949, Olsen (44, pp. 522-523) reported that a

group of influential laymen founded the National Citizens

Commission for the Public Schools, an organization that

sought to help local committees of citizens work with

school boards in determining and providing the kind of pub-

lic education desired in their communities.

In the evolution of the community education philosophy,

the 1950's brought many developments, some of which

regarded learning theories. Advocates of the community
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school concept implemented the theory that a learning

activity should begin with a familiar perception because

learners apparently comprehend new information more easily

when it can be related to known information. Community

school leaders acted upon the premise that the local neigh-

borhood was the logical focus for studying specific

problems, theorizing that if people had used various

problem-solving techniques in dealing with the real prob-

lems of their familiar neighborhood, they could deal more

adequately with problems at the state, national, and world

levels.

Community school leaders endeavored to use democratic

procedures to help groups of people solve these real prob-

lems. Seay (52, p. 41) lauded community education leaders

for recognizing that skills in group leadership were vital

to successful community schools.

In the early 1950's the community education concept

was being implemented in many American communities. With

the advent of Sputnik in 1957, critics denounced the life-

centered programs which had developed in many schools, and

called for a renewed emphasis on the teaching of science

and mathematics. Decker (17, pp. 55-56) observes that the

community school trend was reversed, and the American pub-

lic school generally returned to traditional, academically-

oriented programs.
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Brackett (7, pp. 205-210), writing in the November,

1972 issue of Phi Delta Kppan which was devoted entirely

to the community education concept, identified four cate-

gories of community education literature: antecedents,

modern forerunners, modern books, and most recent publi-

cations. She then listed five antecedents, seven modern

forerunners, and recognized the proliferation of publica-

tions since 1960.

Brackett's third category in her review of the litera-

ture of community education dealt with books published

between 1961 and 1971 and included twenty-one volumes,

many of which examine general educational topics. Brackett

recognized the following three of the Pendell Publishing

Company's books as being of value for the community edu-

cation worker: The Role of the School in Community

Education (1969), edited by Hickey and Van Voorhees (26);

The Power of Community Education (1970) by Totten (55); and

Handbook for the Community School Director (1971) by Whitt

(58).

Richard Pendell, founder of the Pendell Publishing

Company of Midland, Michigan, has been a staunch supporter

of the community education philosophy; hence, many of the

significant community education books, journals, and pam-

phlets have been published by Pendell, including the

Community Education Journal which appeared from 1971-1975.
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Plans are underway to resurrect the Journal in 1978.

Brackett's perusal of most recent publications

referred to books which appeared in the early 1970's and

included reviews of three books from the Pendell Publishing

Company: Irwin and Russell's The Community Is the Class-

room (31) which appeared in 1971; Kerensky and Melby's book

of the same year, Education II Revisited: A Social Impera-

tive (32); and LeTarte and Minzey's 1972 publication

Community Education: From Program to Process (35).

An additional seven titles from Pendell which have

been published in the last few years might be mentioned.

Foundations of Community Education (1972) by Decker (17)

underscored the evolutionary nature of the community edu-

cation concept. In detailing the history of the movement

in the United States, Decker was concerned with the evolu-

tion that has been neither steady nor continuous during the

last several hundred years. Periods of greatest growth in

the movement coincided with those periods of educational

history when the dominant forces favored a close relation-

ship between community and school (17, p. 77).

For example, during the colonial period the concern

was upon establishment of social and religious traditions.

Later, during the era of industrialization, the emphasis

was on providing needed skills and knowledge and on solving
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the social problems caused by a rapidly changing society.

The depression of the 1930's caused attention to be focused

on solving economic and social crises. During the last

decade, the search for solutions has centered upon the

social and educational problems related to prejudice, pov-

erty, ignorance, inequality, and crime. Education played

an important role in each of these periods, and elements of

the community education philosophy were conceived, imple-

mented, developed, combined, and modified during each

period (17, pp. 77-78).

In The Community Education Handbook (1973), Berridge

(3) described a field-tested model, based upon sequential

steps, which should lead to a firmly based system of

community education in any community which follows the

guidelines carefully, and Burden and Whitt's (8) The Commu-

nity School Principal: New Horizons (1973) emphasized the

role of the principal as a community leader, as well as a

leader of students and teachers.

In 1974 Seay edited Community Education: A Developing

Concept (52), a comprehensive collection of essays dealing

with the history and theory of community education as well

as with practical suggestions for its implementation. Other

significant recent publications are Winecoff and Powell's

(59) Focus: Seven Steps to Community Involvement in Educa-

tional Problem Solving (1975); Community/Schools and
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Inter-Agency Programs: A Guide (1976) by Ringers (48); and

Berridge, Stark, and West's (6) Training the Community

Educator: A Case-Study Approach (1976).

According to Beavers (2, p. 27), it is impossible to

know what course the community education movement would

have taken in the United States without the tens of mil-

lions of dollars which have been spent by the Charles

Stewart Mott Foundation in Flint, Michigan, and other cities

over the past fifty years. Mott, a pioneer of the automo-

tive industry and a founder of General Motors Corporation,

established the family philanthropy in 1926 to support

"religious, educational, and recreational activities for

the public benefit." At the time of its inception, the

Foundation had assets of approximately $320,000.

In 1976, the Mott Foundation celebrated its fiftieth

anniversary. Its second half century has brought a new

management/philosophy system to the Foundation. Its pur-

pose remains the same: to identify and demonstrate

principles which, when applied, strengthen and enrich the

quality of living of individuals and their community (21,

p. 5).

According to the Foundation's Annual Report for 1976,

its assets totaled $462,494,873 (9, p. 36). In 1976, the

Foundation made 162 grants totaling $12,892,684 in response

to 1,263 requests. While most of the grants were awarded
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to the Flint Board of Education and to other Flint and

Michigan agencies, a number were awarded in other states.

The Foundation now organizes and interrelates its

grant making around four principles which it believes help

society to clarify and fortify the values upon which demo-

cracy is based. The four principles are opportunity for

the individual, partnership with the community, effective

functioning of community systems, and leadership as the

mobilizer (21, p. 5).

The course of the community education movement was

dramatically effected by the partnership which began in

1935 between Charles Stewart Mott and Frank J. Manley.

Manley, head of the athletic department in the Flint Public

Schools, convinced Mott that school facilities were under-

utilized and pursuaded him to underwrite the cost of

supervising an after school recreation program with the

Board of Education opening the school buildings and fur-

nishing utilities and janitorial services. From this

beginning, community education in Flint grew into a cooper-

ative planning effort with social agencies, parents,

teachers, and other interested citizens participating in

the identification and solution of problems and the develop-

ment of innovative programs (2, p. 27).

In 1951, a new elementary school opened that had been

planned by school personnel and community members as a
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community school. This school employed the first community

school director. With the growth of community education

in Flint and elsewhere, a need was recognized for trained

community educators. Since 1964 the Mott Foundation, the

seven state universities of Michigan, and the Flint Public

Schools have provided training for full-time graduate stu-

dents. In addition, short-term training for other persons

interested in community education has been available at the

National Center for Community Education in Flint (2, p. 43).

The Flint Public Schools, now known as the Flint Com-

munity Schools, underwent a major reorganization in 1972,

with Peter Clancy being selected Superintendent of Commu-

nity Education. Now community school directors in every

school report directly to building principals. Clancy (10)

emphasized the importance of building principals and of

neighborhood advisory councils.

We have said that the principal of every single
school is the prime educator and holds ultimate
accountability for that total operation. . . . We
are deeply committed to the notion of community
involvement and we have charged every principal to
develop a meaningful, effective community advisory
council. Our board is serious about listening to
and getting feedback from the community it serves
in order to better serve that community. So the
community advisory councils will be a very important
part of our total operation (10, p. 4).

This change in the organization of the Flint Commu-

nity Schools represents the first large scale attempt in a

major school system to make community education meaningful
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as a total educational process wherein the entire community

is involved in the task of developing that community into

an educative community. Due to Flint's history of involve-

ment with community education and with the Mott Foundation,

the Flint Model has become a major influence in the commu-

nity education movement in the United States (10, p. 5).

A significant step in encouraging training of commu-

nity educators, research, and dissemination of information

about community education was the establishment, partially

through Mott Foundation financing, of a network of centers

for community education development. Since the first

center was established in 1963 at Northern Michigan Univer-

sity, the network has grown to include over 140 centers,

including fifteen known as regional centers, based in

universities, school districts, and state education

departments across the United States (46).

All services of the centers are free and are available

upon request by a community, school board, or organization.

The centers provide consultative services to help commu-

nities understand and initiate community education.

According to Berridge (5, p. 20), they also offer training

for school personnel and others interested in the community

education concept, assistance in obtaining finances to fund

a community education program, and evaluation of community

resources, needs, and existing programs. Also included in
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the total program of services are research information and

assistance, seminars and in-service training after programs

are established, and workshops which are scheduled when

needed by local areas.

As the last decade has seen a proliferation in the

literature of the field as well as in the new community

education projects being established across the country, so

have two professional organizations, the National Community

Education Association and the International Association of

Community Educators, come into being to serve the growing

number of community education practitioners (30, 40, 42).

Probably the most significant recent development in

community education was the Community Schools Act (Section

405 of Public Law 93-380) which became law in 1974. The

community education concept was incorporated into the

federal education program by the legislation's acknowl-

edging the importance of community education and defining a

community education program (9, p. 6).

Under the provisions of the Act, in 1976 the United

States Office of Education of the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare, awarded the first federal grants

solely for community education programs to ninety-four local

school districts, universities, and state education

agencies. The grants, totaling $3.5 million, have been and

are being used to develop and improve community education
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programs at the state and local levels and to develop

training programs for local and state leaders (9, p. 6).

The Community Schools Act also provided for the

establishment of the Federal Community Education Clearing-

house. The basic mission of the Clearinghouse is to serve

as a central point for the collection, organization,

analysis, and dissemination of current knowledge on a broad

range of topics related to community education (12, p. 1).

A response/referral service handles individual inquiries as

does a toll-free "hotline." Other services provided by the

Clearinghouse include a quarterly publication, the Community

Education Calendar; a project directory which summarizes

selected community education projects funded by the United

States Office of Education; and a catalog of resource

material.

The Community Schools Act authorized the establishment

of a Community Education Advisory Council to advise the

United States Commissioner of Education on policy matters

relating to the interests of community schools and the

operation of the Federal Program (12, p. 2).

During the summer of 1977, Beyond Competition, a spe-

cial report on progress in interagency cooperation, was

published by the National Joint Steering Committee which

represented six national organizations. The common goal

shared by these organizations is to mobilize total available
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community resources to provide services that offer oppor-

tunities for education, recreation, and social services to

citizens of all ages, in order to cultivate and enhance the

human and environmental potential of society (43, p. 1).

The six organizations, including the National Commu-

nity Education Association, recommended interagency

cooperation in states and communities.

We jointly recommend that all communities and states
engaged in, or preparing to be engaged in community
school programs, establish a strong formal system of
interagency communication, coordination, and coopera-
tion between and among the school systems, existing
recreation and park agencies, and other community
service agencies. This would provide for the joint
planning, development, and operation of all programs,
facilities, and services, and would aid in preventing
duplication (43, p. 1).

This survey of the development of community education

in the United States from colonial times to the present has

traced how the community education philosophy has involved

wide areas of interest. For example, in the days of the

New England colonies, the social and political life of the

community as well as its educational life, often revolved

around the schoolhouse. In the late nineteenth century the

establishment of the agricultural extension service and the

settlement house and playground movements were evidence of

community education. The writings of John Dewey and other

noted educators in the early 1900's concerning progressive

education and a meaningful curriculum added momentum to the

growth of community education.
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A proliferation of literature in the field during the

last two decades, the establishment of both national and

international professional organizations, federal funding

of community education projects through the Community

Schools Act of 1974, and interagency cooperative efforts

have all served to solidify an identifiable community

education movement in the second half of the twentieth

century.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Subjects

The population of this study included all school board

presidents in the state of Texas. Each of the 1,127 school

districts in Texas has a local board of education with a

president, for a total of 1,127 presidents of boards of

education of school districts in Texas. As of August, 1977,

seventy-eight school districts had been designated as

community education projects by the Texas Education Agency

(11) and the Texas A and M University Center for Community

Education (see p. 94). Thus, seventy-eight presidents of

boards of education are serving in school districts which

have been identified as having community education programs.

Therefore, the two groups which comprised the population

were (1) the seventy-eight school board presidents in school

districts with community education and (2) the 1,049 school

board presidents in school districts without community

education.

All seventy-eight school board presidents serving in

school districts with community education were surveyed.

From the second group of school board presidents, a random

60
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sample large enough to test the hypothesis was selected.

The table which indicates sample size according to a

formula developed by Krejcie et al. (4, p. 608) was used to

determine the sample size. On this basis, from the 1,049

school board presidents in school districts without commu-

nity education, the sample size was 281.

A stratified sample was drawn based upon the average

daily attendance (ADA) of the districts as reported by the

Texas Education Agency (10). (See p. 92).

Districts within each ADA category were placed in

alphabetical order and were numbered. To determine the

specific school districts which were included from the

several ADA categories in the sample, a random number table

was used (7, p. 364).

Instrument

The data for this study were obtained by using Manley's

modified version of the Community Education Philosophy

Instrument (see pp. 101-105). Manley's permission to use

the instrument was requested and received (see pp. 99-100).

Manley discussed the development, reliability, validity, and

adaptation of the instrument.

The instrument was originally developed as part
of a doctoral dissertation (Jeffrey, 1975) that
examined teacher acceptance of a community education
philosophy. . . . The philosophy statements developed
in the original CEPI were developed by reviewing
current literature relative to community education.
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This instrument contained 63 items, each of which fell
under one of the six components of community education
identified by Minzey (1974).

The CEPI required the respondent to react to each
statement of a Likert-type 5-point scale which
measured the extent of agreement or disagreement with
the philosophy statement. The scale was: strongly
agree = 5; agree = 4; no opinion = 3; disagree = 2;
and strongly disagree = 1.

The content and face validity of the original
CEPI was determined by feedback from six professors
of community education, six directors of university
centers for community education, five community edu-
cation doctoral students and five district-wide
coordinators of community education. A test-retest
method using the Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient was used to determine the reliability of
the CEPI. Correlation coefficients were determined
for each of the six components. Jeffrey (1975, p. 58)
reported these correlations as follows: "Component
1, r = .93; Component 2, r = .99; Component 3,
r = .93; Component 4, r = .68; Component 5, r = .85;
and Component 6, r = .76,"

In the present study, a number of modifications
were made in the CEPI. These modifications were made
in an attempt to make the instrument more sophis-
ticated and to reflect a suggestion made by the
original author that the CEPI be "further field
tested and revised" (Jeffrey, 1975, p. 100). The
modifications also reflected suggestions by this
researcher's doctoral committee.

The major modification made for this study was to
eliminate [sic] the excessive number of philosophical
statements from 63 to 30. Five statements were
retained under each of the six components of community
education and the wording in several of the statements
was changed after consultation with experts. While
the basic scoring system used in the CEPI was main-
tained, the word neutral was substituted for the word
no opinion.

The content validity of the M-CEPI was determined
by asking 15 experts in the field of community edu-
cation to comment as to whether or not they felt the
statement reflected the community education philosophy.
These experts were directors of Centers for Community
Education, personnel from the C. S. Mott Foundation
and district-wide directors for community education.
As Ary et al. (1972, p. 192) indicated:
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Content validity is essentially and of
necessity based on judgement. The test maker
may ask a number of experts to examine the items
systematically and indicate whether or not they
represent sufficiently well the theoretical
universe from which they were drawn.

In addition, these experts were asked to suggest
changes in wording which would make each statement
more clear. On the basis of this additional knowledge,
a number of minor word changes were made in the
M-CEPI.

To determine the reliability of the M-CEPI, a
test-retest procedure using the Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient was employed. A group of 21
individuals was asked to respond to the items on the
M-CEPI. A correlation coefficient was determined for
the total test as well as each of the six components
of community education. The results were: (1) Total
score, r = .96; (2) Component I, r = .84; (3) Compo-
nent II, r = .91; (4) Component III, r = .92;
(5) Component IV, r = .73; (6) Component V, r = .97;
and (7) Component VI, r = .86.

While these correlation coefficients vary some-
what from those reported for the CEPI (Jeffrey, 1975),
they are sufficiently high to judge the M-CEPI as a
reliable measure of attitude toward a philosophy of
community education. Ary et al. (1972) indicated that
satisfactory reliability coUfficients are those of .90
and above while reliability coefficients below .70 are
unsatisfactory. As can be seen . . . the reliability
coefficients obtained for the M-CEPI are all within
acceptable limits (5, pp. 66-69).

Collection Procedures

After the random sample was selected, a packet con-

taining a cover letter (see p. 112) describing the purpose

and importance of the study and requesting the board

president's cooperation; the M-CEPI with instructions (see

pp. 101-105); and an addressed, stamped envelope were

mailed to each school board president serving in districts
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with community education programs (see p. 94) and in the

districts without community education programs which were

randomly selected (see pp. 95-97).

Names and addresses of school board presidents who are

members of the Texas Association of School Boards were

obtained from that organization's mailing lists (8, 9).

Names and addresses of school board presidents who are not

members of the Texas Association of School Boards were

obtained from the local districts. A tentative goal for

returns was set at sixty per cent from each of the two

sample groups.

Respondents were not asked to sign the questionnaires,

but each copy of the M-CEPI was number coded to assist in

identifying which school board presidents had not returned

the instrument on the first request so that a second

request for data could be mailed. A color coding procedure

was used to assist in determining to which group the

returned instruments belonged. The instruments mailed to

school board presidents in school districts with community

education programs were printed on green paper and those

sent to school board presidents in districts without commu-

nity education programs were printed on yellow paper.

Time Period

The first mailing of 359 questionnaires and cover

letters netted a return of forty-five per cent over a
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a twenty-one day period. At that time, a second mailing

followed with additional copies of the questionnaires,

return envelopes, and new cover letter (see p. 113) to

emphasize the importance of each person's return of the

completed questionnaire. The second mailing netted an

additional return of twenty-one per cent of the total

sample.

In all, 236 or sixty-six per cent of the 359 question-

naires were returned; fifty-eight or seventy-four per cent

of the seventy-eight school board presidents in districts

with community education programs responded as opposed to

178 or sixty-three per cent of the 281 school board presi-

dents in districts without community education programs.

Five of the questionnaires were incompletely and/or

incorrectly answered and were not usable.

Data Analysis

A t-test for independent groups was used to determine

if differences existed in the perceptions of the six com-

ponents of the community education philosophy between the

two groups of school board presidents, those in school dis-

tricts with and without community education programs.

Ferguson's table, "Critical Values of t," was used to

determine the level of significance (2, p. 487), and the

direction of significance was indicated.
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The data have been presented with both directional

(one-tailed) and nondirectional (two-tailed) probabilities.

The nondirectional tests were used in order that the data

might be comparable to the data presented by Manley in his

study which was partially replicated. The directional test

was also used because it seemed logical that school board

presidents in districts with community education programs

were more likely to favor such a philosophy than were those

school board presidents in districts without community edu-

cation programs. However, one reason for this study was to

determine whether or not this was actually true.

For ease of reporting and interpretation, after all

computations were made, the data were entered into the

following tables:

I. Mean Scores, Six Components of Community
Education

II. Rankings of Mean Components Scores for Two
Groups of School Board Presidents

III. t Value for Independent Groups, School Board
Presidents' Attitudes Toward the Educational
Program for School-age Children and Youth

IV. t Value for Independent Groups, School Board
Presidents' Attitudes Toward the Extended Use
of School and Community Facilities

V. t Value for Independent Groups, School Board
Presidents' Attitudes Toward Additional
Programs for School-age Children and Youth

VI. t Value for Independent Groups, School Board
Presidents' Attitudes Toward Programs for
Adults
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VII. t Value for Independent Groups, School Board
presidents' Attitudes Toward Delivery and
Coordination of Community Services

VIII. t Value for Independent Groups, School Board
Presidents' Attitudes Toward Community Involve-
ment

IX. Summary, t Values for Hypotheses Related to
School Board Presidents' Attitudes Toward
Community Education
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The Modified-Community Education Philosophy Instrument

(M-CEPI) was used to measure the attitudes of school board

presidents in Texas toward the commuity education philos-

ophy. The instrument included thirty statements relating

to the six components of the community education philosophy.

Five statements were made about each component (see

pp. 106-110). The total score out of a possible twenty-five

points for each component, or five points for each state-

ment, was tallied for each component on each instrument

that had been returned. Mean scores were then determined.

As illustrated in Table I, the highest mean score

(20.89) for school board presidents in districts with commu-

nity education programs was for Component I, educational

program for school-age children and youth, while the lowest

mean score (17.83) for the same group was for Component V,

delivery and coordination of community services.

For the school board presidents from school districts

without community education programs, the highest mean

score (20.16) was also for Component I, educational program

for school-age children and youth, while the lowest mean
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score (16.68) was for Component V, delivery and coordina-

tion of community services.

TABLE I

MEAN SCORES, SIX COMPONENTS OF
COMMUNITY EDUCATION

Mean Mean
Districts Districts

Component with without
Community Community
Education Education

1 20.89 20.16

2 20.25 18.14

3 18.92 17.50

4 18.89 16.89

5 17.83 16.68

6 20.30 19.43

Table II shows the rankings of the mean scores of the

six components for the two groups of school board presi-

dents. In each case the order is the same with the mean

score for Component I, educational program for school-age

children and youth, being the highest mean score (20.89) of

school board presidents in school districts with community

education programs and the highest mean score (20.16) of
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school board presidents in school districts without commu-

nity education programs,

Component VI, community involvement, had the second

highest mean score (20.30) among school board presidents in

school districts with community education programs as well

as the second highest mean score (19.43) among school board

presidents in school districts without community education

programs.

Component II, extended use of school and community

facilities, was ranked third with a mean score of 20.25 by

school board presidents in school districts with community

education programs and was also ranked third by school board

presidents in school districts without community education

programs with a mean score of 18.14.

The fourth ranked element, Component III, additional

programs for school-age children, received a mean score of

18.92 from school board presidents in school districts with

community education programs and a mean score of 17.50 from

school board presidents in school districts without commu-

nity education programs.

Component IV, programs for adults, was ranked fifth by

school board presidents in school districts both with and

without community education programs with mean scores of

18.89 and 16.89 respectively.
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The lowest ranking was given by both groups of school

board presidents to Component V, delivery and coordination

of community services. School board presidents in school

districts with community education programs had a mean score

of 17.83, while school board presidents serving in school

districts without community education programs had a mean

score of 16.68.

A t-test for independent groups was used to analyze the

results as related to each of the six null hypotheses. The

t-test was selected because these six hypotheses involved

comparing the means of two independent groups. In these six

hypotheses, the comparisons were between school board pres-

idents from school districts with community education

programs and school board presidents from school districts

without community education programs.

In examining the results as related to the school board

presidents' attitudes toward Component I, the educational

program for school-age children and youth, Table III reveals

that the mean score (20.89) for school board presidents from

school districts with community education programs was not

significantly higher than the mean score (20.16) for school

board presidents from school districts without community

education programs. The obtained value of t allowed the

null hypothesis to be retained. These results, as illus-

trated in Table III, would seem to indicate that school
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board presidents in school districts both with and without

community education programs do not differ significantly in

their acceptance of Component I, educational program for

school-age children and youth.

TABLE III

t VALUE FOR INDEPENDENT GROUPS, SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS'
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

FOR SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN AND YOUTH

Mean SD Mean SD
Districts Districts

H0  with without df t
Community Community
Education Education

1 20.89 2.40 20.16 2.78 229 1.78*

*Significant at the .10 level (two-tailed test)
Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)

Table IV displays the t-test as applied to the school

board presidents' attitudes toward Component II, extended

use of school and community facilities. The mean score

(20.25) for school board presidents from school districts

with community education programs was significantly higher

than the mean score (18.14) for the school board presidents

from school districts without community education programs.

The t value allowed for the rejection of the null hypothesis

at the .001 level of significance. This would seem to

indicate there was a statistically significant difference
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when comparing school board presidents' attitudes from

school districts with and without community education pro-

grams toward the extended use of school and community

facilities. School board presidents from school districts

with community education programs seem to be more in agree-

ment with extended use of school and community facilities

than do school board presidents from school districts with-

out community education programs.

TABLE IV

t VALUE FOR INDEPENDENT GROUPS, SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS'
ATTITUDES TOWARD THE EXTENDED USE OF SCHOOL

AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Mean SD Mean SD
Districts Districts

H0  with without df t
Community Community
Education Education

2 20.25 3.48 18.14 3.96 229 3.56*

*Significant at the .001 level (two-tailed test)
Significant at the .0005 level (one-tailed test)

The t value as related to school board presidents'

attitudes toward Component III, additional programs for

school-age children and youth, is displayed in Table V.

The mean score (18.92) for school board presidents from

school districts with community education programs was

significantly higher than the mean score (17.50) for school
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board presidents from school districts without community

education programs. At the .01 level of significance the

null hypothesis was rejected. Therefore, a statistically

significant difference was found between school board

TABLE V

t VALUE FOR INDEPENDENT GROUPS, SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS'
ATTITUDES TOWARD ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS FOR

SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN AND YOUTH

Mean SD Mean SD
Districts Districts

H0  with without df t
Community Community
Education Education

3 18.92 2.80 17.50 3.38 229 2.85*

*Significant at the .01 level (two-tailed test)
Significant at the .005 level (one-tailed test)

presidents from school districts with community education

programs and school board presidents from school districts

without community education programs when comparing their

attitudes toward additional programs for school-age children

and youth. An attitude more in agreement with providing

additional programs for school-age children and youth seemed

to be expressed by school board presidents in districts with

community education programs than by school board presidents

in districts without community education programs.
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The results as related to the school board presidents'

attitudes toward Component IV, programs for adults, are

displayed in Table VI. The mean score (18.89) for school

board presidents from school districts with community

education programs was significantly higher than the mean

score (16.89) for school board presidents from school dis-

tricts without community education programs. The null

TABLE VI

t VALUE FOR INDEPENDENT GROUPS, SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS'
ATTITUDES TOWARD PROGRAMS FOR ADULTS

Mean SD Mean SD
Districts Districts
with without

H Community Community df t
H Education Education

4 18.89 2.76 16.89 3.82 229 3.60*

*Significant at the .001 level (two-tailed test)
Significant at the .0005 level (one-tailed test)

hypothesis was rejected at the .001 level. A statistically

significant difference was found to exist in terms of atti-

tudes toward programs for adults between school board

presidents from school districts with community education

programs and school board presidents from school districts

without community education programs. Therefore, it would

appear that school board presidents from school districts
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with community education programs are more in agreement with

the idea of providing programs for adults than are school

board presidents from school districts without community

education programs.

In examining the attitudes of school board presidents

toward Component V, delivery and coordination of community

services, the mean score (17.83) for school board presidents

of school districts with community education programs was

not significantly higher than the mean score (16.68) for

school board presidents in school districts without commu-

nity education programs. The obtained value of t as dis-

played in Table VII allowed for the retention of the null

hypothesis. When comparing attitudes toward delivery and

coordination of community services, no statistically

TABLE VII

t VALUE FOR INDEPENDENT GROUPS, SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS'
ATTITUDES TOWARD DELIVERY AND COORDINATION

OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

Mean SD Mean SD
Districts Districts

H0  with without df t
Community Community
Education Education

5 17.83 3.83 16.68 4.11 229 1.31*

*Significant at the .20 level (two-tailed test)
Significant at the .10 level (one-tailed test)
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significant difference was found to exist between school

board presidents in school districts with community edu-

cation programs and school board presidents in school

districts without community education programs.

Table VIII displays the t value as applicable to

school board presidents' attitudes toward Component VI,

community involvement. The mean score (20.30) for school

board presidents in school districts with community edu-

cation programs was not significantly higher than the mean

score (19.43) for school board presidents in school dis-

tricts without community education programs. On the basis

of the t value, the null hypothesis was retained. The

results indicate that a statistically significant differ-

ence does not exist when the attitude toward community

involvement of school board presidents in school districts

TABLE VIII

t VALUE FOR INDEPENDENT GROUPS, SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS'
ATTITUDES TOWARD COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Mean SD Mean SD
Districts Districts

H0  with without df t
Community Community
Education Education

6 20.30 3.37 19.43 3.13 229 1.77*

*Significant at the .10 level (two-tailed test)
Significant at the .05 level (one-tailed test)
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with community education programs and the attitude toward

community involvement of school board presidents in school

districts without community education programs is compared.

This study dealt with the attitudes of school board

presidents in school districts with and without community

education programs toward a philosophy of community edu-

cation as evidenced by six basic components of community

education programs. Of the six hypotheses which suggested

no difference in attitudes between the two groups of school

board presidents, a significant difference was found at the

.001 level in two instances, those of extended use of school

and community facilities and programs for adults. At the

.01 level, a statistically significant difference was found

in the case of attitudes toward additional programs for

school-age children and youth. No statistically significant

differences were found to exist concerning the components

which dealt with the educational programs for school-age

children and youth, delivery and coordination of community

services, and community involvement.

Though mean scores in both groups on all components

demonstrate acceptance of the community education philos-

ophy, the results, illustrated in Table IX, indicate that

school board presidents in school districts with community

education programs seem to be more in agreement with each

of the six basic components than are school board presidents
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TABLE IX

SUMMARY, t VALUES FOR HYPOTHESES RELATED TO
SCHOOL~ BOARD PRESIDENTS' ATTITUDES

TOWARD COMMUNITY EDUCATION

Hypothesis df t

1 229 1.78

2 229 3.56**

3 229 2.85*

4 229 3.60**

5 229 1.31

6 229 1.77

*Significant at the .01 level (two-tailed test)
Significant at the .0005 level (one-tailed test)

**Significant at the .001 level (two-tailed test)
Significant at the .0005 level (one-tailed test)

in school districts without community education programs.

It is notable that the two groups of school board presidents

are in agreement concerning the relative importance of each

of the six components as demonstrated by the identical

rankings which emerged in each group.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of Findings

This study has examined the attitudes of a sample of

school board presidents in Texas school districts with and

without community education programs toward a philosophy of

community education as evidenced by the following six basic

components of community education programs: I. an educa-

tional program for school-age children and youth,

II. extended use of school and community facilities,

III. additional programs for school-age children and youth,

IV. programs for adults, V. delivery and coordination of

community services, and VI. community involvement. No

statistically significant differences were found to exist

concerning Components I, V, and VI which dealt with the

educational program for school-age children and youth,

delivery and coordination of community services, and commu-

nity involvement, respectively.

Statistically significant differences were found in

attitudes of school board presidents toward Components II,

III, and IV, that is, extended use of school and community

82
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facilities, additional programs for school-age children and

youth, and programs for adults. School board presidents in

school districts with community education programs indicated

attitudes more in agreement with these components than did

school board presidents in school districts without commu-

nity education programs. As identical rankings of the six

components emerged in each group, it may be concluded that

the two groups of school board presidents are in agreement

concerning the relative importance of each of the six com-

ponents.

Implications

As significant differences did exist in attitudes

towards extended use of school and community facilities,

additional programs for school-age children and youth, and

programs for adults, it might be concluded that community

education projects in Texas are implementing these compo-

nents to such a degree that school board presidents in these

districts are aware of these components and look favorably

upon them.

The findings also suggest that, as no statistically

significant differences were found concerning educational

programs for school-age children and youth and delivery and

coordination of community services, perhaps community edu-

cation projects in Texas are not emphasizing these
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components. Regarding the lack of a statistically signif-

icant difference on the component dealing with community

involvement, the same possibility exists, i.e., that

community education projects in Texas are not emphasizing

this component. An alternative interpretation could be

that school board presidents may possibly have considered

the board of education's role as one of community involve-

ment to the exclusion of considering other types of advisory

councils and problem solving groups. That the respondents

were school board presidents also may explain why Component

VI, community involvement, ranked second among the six

components in degree of acceptance.

These findings may indicate a lack of clarity in some

of the statements used in the survey instrument. It is

suggested that the M-CEPI, which was modified from the

CEPI, be further refined in order to reduce the number of

ambiguities in the wording of the thirty statements. This

refinement should make the M-CEPI a more valuable tool to

use to further understanding and acceptance of the commu-

nity education philosophy and to aid in the development and

implementation of community education.

Recommendations

A purpose of this study was to propose guidelines for

the development of an effective strategy for presenting the

philosophical concept and for furthering the understanding,
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acceptance, and implementation of community education by

persons in policy-making positions, namely, school board

presidents. Therefore, it is recommended that a multi-

media presentation be developed to be used with boards of

education. The scope of the presentation would be such

that it could be used for several different purposes, such

as an initial explanation of community education in a

school district that is contemplating its adoption,

in-service training for new school board members at the

beginning of their terms of office, or a refresher mini

course for experienced board members whose exposure to the

community education philosophy has been incomplete.

It is recommended that the following elements be

developed for inclusion in the multi-media presentation.

1) An instrument, such as a shortened and refined version

of the M-CEPI, to be completed by school board members

at the beginning and end of the session so that there

can be some measure of the effectiveness of the presen-

tation in forming attitudes about the community

education philosophy;

2) A brief slide-tape program depicting the historical

development of the community education concept and of

its current scope;

3) A large color chart which illustrates the six components

of the community education philosophy;
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4) The outline of a script to be used in giving a detailed

explanation of the chart. The presentor would be thor-

oughly familiar with the information before making the

presentation so that the talk could be made without the

use of the script;

5) A brochure, "School Boards and Community Education,"

to be given to school board members at the conclusion

of the program. The following would be included in the

brochure:

a) A summary of the history of local school boards in

the United States;

b) A synopsis of the history of the community education

movement;

c) A reduction of the chart showing the six components

of community education;

d) An explanation of the steps identified by Berridge

(1, pp. 18-19) as necessary for successful ini-

tiation and implementation of community education;

e) An explanation of the role of the school board in a

local community education program;

f) A list of the centers for community education with

addresses and telephone numbers;

g) A list of currently available materials on community

education including books, pamphlets, journals,

audio-visual materials, and games;
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h) Methods for funding the program.

In light of the number of unsolicited comments made by

school board presidents (see pp. 115-116) on the Community

Education Philosophy Instrument (Modified) it is recommended

that on future versions of the CEPI-M space be provided for

comments. An analysis of these comments should aid in

refining the CEPI-M in order to make it as effective an

instrument as possible.

The instrument provided an opportunity for the respon-

dent to indicate attitudes ranging from strong agreement to

strong disagreement with each of the thirty statements.

Nevertheless, several comments indicated that some school

board presidents felt the questionnaire to be unduly

supportive of community education. For example, one school

board president wrote, "This questionnaire is too pro-

community type-ed'"

Therefore, it is recommended that future users of the

CEPI-M add to the instructions a statement to the effect

that, though the statements are worded in a positive manner,

the respondents may freely agree or disagree with the state-

ments. An alternative approach might be to provide an

opportunity to respond to statements worded in a negative

manner.

In light of the findings of this study, recommendations

for further research seem appropriate. It is recommended
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that this study be replicated in other geographic areas

where community education programs are in operation or where

community education is just being introduced. Examining

school board presidents' attitudes toward community educa-

tion might assist in developing a more effective strategy

for furthering the understanding and acceptance of community

education.

The study might also be replicated with other school

board members, superintendents, community education advisory

council members, community school principals and teachers,

and community education district coordinators and building

directors. In addition, studies which compare attitudes of

these various groups might provide useful information for

community educators.

The findings of this study as well as the recommen-

dations presented above will be forwarded to the Office of

Community Education Research at the University of Michigan.

This information will also be made available to the Texas

Education Agency and to the regional Center for Community

Education at Texas A and M University because they are

likely to receive requests from local education agencies for

information about community education.

Community education is an idea which has evolved over

the years into a philosophy of education that has the

potential to change the role of the public schools. With
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community education, community schools provide a catalytic

and coordinating role for the community and accept a

responsibility to see that community needs are identified

and dealt with more effectively.

Community educators believe that participation in pro-

grams is one means of developing and encouraging deeper

involvement of people in improving the community in which

they live. The programs that are designed are not an end in

themselves, but rather become the entree to a greater

individual involvement in the decision-making process at

the local level. By this means, community education offers

for the future a society improved by increased participation

by individuals in making the decisions that influence their

lives.
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TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH COMUNITY
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

a. 0-999 ADA
Axtell RHS
Crandall ISD
Crosbyton ISD
Damon ISD
Dripping Springs
Eden ISD
Electra ISD
Hamlin ISD
Little Elm RHSD
Milford ISD
Rosebud-Lott ISD
West ISD

ISD

b. 1,000-1,499 ADA
Alvarado ISD
Boerne County Line ISD
Cedar Hill ISD
Colorado ISD
Luling ISD
New Boston ISD
Palacios ISD
Springtown ISD
Wylie ISD

c. 1,500-4,999 ADA
A & M Consolidated ISD
Bay City ISD
Burkburnett ISD
Burleson ISD
Calhoun County ISD
Canutillo ISD
Canyon ISD
Clarksville ISD
Cleburne ISD
Comal ISD
Copperas Cove ISD
Crowley ISD
Dickinson ISD
Eanes ISD
East Central ISD
Fabens ISD
Fredericksburg ISD
Friendswood ISD
Georgetown ISD

Granbury ISD
Grapevine ISD
Hearne ISD
Hitchcock ISD
Keller ISD
Kerrville ISD
La Vega ISD
Lockhart ISD
Mansfield ISD
Marlin ISD
Mount Pleasant ISD
New Braunfels ISD
Pearland ISD
Rio Grande City ISD
Rockdale ISD
Rockwall ISD
Schertz-Cibolo-Universal

City ISD
Sheldon ISD
Sulphur Springs ISD
Terrell ISD
Waxahachie ISD
Weatherford ISD

d. 5,000-9,999 ADA
Alice ISD
Kingsville ISD
Sherman ISD
Texarkana ISD
Weslaco ISD

e. 10,000-49,000 ADA
Garland ISD
McAllen ISD
Northside ISD
Pharr-San Juan-

Alamo ISD
South Park ISD

f. 50,000+ ADA
Austin ISD
Dallas ISD
El Paso ISD
Fort Worth ISD
Houston ISD
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A STRATIFIED SAMPLE OF TEXAS SCHOOL DISTRICTS
WITHOUT COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

a. 0-999 ADA
Agua Dulce ISD
Alba-Golden ISD
Albany ISD
Allison ISD
Anthony ISD
Archer City ISD
Argyle RHS
ARP ISD
Baird ISD
Bangs ISD
Banquete ISD
Bells ISD
Blooming Grove ISD
Borden ISD
Brackett ISD
Brock ISD
Bronte ISD
Buena Vista ISD
Burkeville ISD
Burton ISD
Bynum ISD
Caddo Mills ISD
Callisburg ISD
Celina ISD
Channing ISD
Cherokee ISD
Chico ISD
China Spring ISD
Christoval ISD
City View ISD
Clyde ISD
Cooper ISD
Corrigan-Camden ISD
Cotton Center ISD
Cranfills Gap ISD
Cross Roads ISD
Culberson County ISD
Dawson ISD
Dilley ISD
Dime Box ISD
Divide ISD
Dublin ISD
Early ISD
Eastland ISD
Elkhart ISD

Elysian Fields
Estelline ISD
Evant ISD
Fannindel ISD
Follett ISD
Forney ISD
Fort Davis ISD
Franklin ISD
Frisco ISD
Frost ISD

ISD

Garrison ISD
Gause ISD
Giddings ISD
Glasscock County ISD
Gold-Burg ISD
Gordon ISD
Grandview ISD
Granger ISD
Grape-Creek-Pulliam CSD
Grapeland ISD
Groesbeck ISD
Groveton ISD
Happy ISD
Hardin ISD
Harmony ISD
Hawkins ISD
Hermleigh ISD
Hico ISD
Higgins ISD
Highland ISD
Holland ISD
Hubbard CSD
Huckabay RHS
Hull-Daisetta ISD
Ira ISD
Iraan Sheffield ISD
Irion County ISD
Jarrell ISD
Jourdanton ISD
Keene ISD
Kelton ISD
Kennard ISD
Klondike ISD
Knox City ISD
Kress ISD
Krum ISD



La Pryor ISD
Lackland ISD
Lakeview ISD
Leary ISD
Leggett ISD
Leonard ISD
Lexington ISD
Liberty Hill ISD
Lindsay ISD
Lockney ISD
Lone Oak ISD
Loop ISD
Loraine ISD
Louise ISD
Lytle ISD
Malakoff ISD
Marfa ISD
Maud ISD
Medina ISD
Memphis ISD
Miami ISD
Miles ISD
Mirando City ISD
Montgomery ISD
Morgan ISD
Motley County ISD
Mount Enterprise ISD
Mount Calm ISD
Mumford ISD
Murchison ISD
McCamey ISD
New Home ISD
New Waverly ISD
Nocona ISD
North Zulch ISD
O'Donnell ISD
Pawnee ISD
Pilot Point ISD
Plains ISD
Pleasant Grove CSD
Port Aransas ISD
Pottsboro CSD
Prairie Lee ISD
Presidio ISD
Pringle-Morse ISD
Ralls ISD
Reagan County ISD
Red Oak ISD
Rice ISD

Riviera ISD
Rocksprings ISD
Rogers ISD
Ropes ISD
Roxton ISD
Royal ISD
Sadler & Southmayd RHS
Sabine Pass ISD
Saltillo RHSD
Samnorwood RHS
San Saba ISD
Sanger ISD
Santo ISD
Seymour RHS
Simms ISD
Skidmore-Tynan ISD
Slocum ISD
Smyer ISD
Snook ISD
Sonora ISD
Spring Hill ISD
Springlake-Earth ISD
Stamford ISD
Sterling City ISD
Sunnyvale ISD
Sunray ISD
Tahoka ISD
Talco-Bogata ISD
Tatum ISD
Teague ISD
Thrall ISD
Three Way CSD
Throckmorton ISD
Trinidad ISD
Troup ISD
Troy ISD
Turkey-Quitaque ISD
Union ISD
Valentine ISD
Valley Mills ISD
Valley View CSD
Wall ISD
Webb ISD
Weinert RHS
Wellington ISD
West Rusk ISD
Westbrook RHS
White Deer ISD
White Oak ISD
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Whitesboro ISD
Whitewright ISD
Whitney ISD
Windthorst ISD
Wingate ISD
Winters ISD
Woodsboro ISD
Wylie (Taylor County) ISD
Yantis ISD

b. 1,000-1,499 ADA
Anahuac ISD
Breckenridge ISD
Brownsboro ISD
Canton ISD
Dalhart ISD
Decatur ISD
Fort Sam Houston ISD
Friona ISD
Kaufman ISD
Kirbyville ISD
La Grange ISD
Lake Worth ISD
Linden-Kildare ISD
Llano ISD
Lyford ISD
Madisonville ISD
Mineola ISD
Northwest ISD
Odem ISD
Premont ISD
Randolph Field ISD
Rio Hondo ISD
Woodville ISD

c. 1,500-4,999 ADA
Alamo Heights ISD
Andrews ISD
Angleton ISD
Aransas County ISD
Athens ISD
Azle ISD
Bonham ISD
Brownwood ISD
Chapel Hill ISD
Crosby ISD
Daingerfield ISD
Donna ISD
Ennis ISD
Everman ISD
Gilmer ISD

Hallsville ISD
Hardin-Jefferson ISD
Hereford ISD
Iowa Park ISD
La Feria ISD
Lamesa ISD
Lampasas ISD
Leander ISD
Levelland ISD
Liberty ISD
New Caney ISD
North Lamar ISD
Pampa ISD
Pearsall ISD
Perryton ISD
Robstorn ISD
Round Rock ISD
Seminole ISD
Slaton ISD
Socorro ISD
Stephenville ISD
Sweeny ISD
Tomball ISD
United ISD
Wharton ISD

d. 5,000-9,999 ADA
Bryan ISD
Denton ISD
Duncanville ISD
Klein ISD
La Marque ISD
Mission ISD
Plainview ISD
Port Neches ISD

e. 10,000-49,000 ADA
Aldine ISD
Birdville ISD
Goose Creek ISD
Grand Prairie ISD
Harlandale ISD
Mesquite ISD
North East ISD
Port Arthur ISD
San Angelo ISD
South San Antonio
Victoria ISD

f. 50', 000+ ADA
San Antonio ISD

ISD
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1619 Crescent Drive
Sherman, Texas 75090

August 12, 1977

Dr. Frank J. Manley, III
4680 Lamplight Lane
Kentwood, Michigan 49506

Dear Mr. Manley:

When I was in Flint last winter for a Community Education
Workshop, Dr. William Kromer of the National Center for
Community Education gave me a copy of the abstract of your
dissertation, "A Study of the Acceptance of the Community
Education Philosophy by Superintendents in the State of
Michigan." I would like to ask your permission to use the
Community Education Philosophy Instrument - Modified (CEPI-M),
which you used in your study, in a dissertation to be done
at North Texas State University in Denton. The proposed
title of this research project is "Selected Texas School
Board Presidents: Their Perceptions of the Community Edu-
cation Concept."

The two groups to be compared are the eighty-one school
board presidents serving in Texas school districts with
Community Education Programs and a sample drawn from the
presidents of school boards in districts which do not have
Community Education programs.

I hope to collect and analyze the data this fall and will
be pleased to send you a summary of the results if you wish.
Thank you very much for your help.

Sincerely yours,

Bonnie Avard
Community Education Coordinator
Sherman Independent School District
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GRAND VALLEY STATE COLLEGES
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN
WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY

University Consortium Center
105 N. DIVISION AVE., GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 49502 TELEPHONE (616) 459-7123

August 30, 1977

Ms. Bonnie Avard
Sherman Public Schools
P. 0. Box 1156
Sherman, TX 75090

Dear Ms. Avard:

Sorry for the delay in answering your letter but I just returned to work
from a short vacation. By all means, you have my permission to use the
Community Education Philosophy Instrument - Modified (CEPI-M). I am pleased
that you would like to utilize it and wish you well on your planned study.

Sincerely,

Frank J. Manley, F D.

dr

"COOPERATION IN EDUCATION TO SERVE YOU"
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION PHILOSOPHY INSTRUMENT
(MODIFIED)

DIRECTIONS

Please read each statement on the following pages. Circle
the number which most accurately indicates the extent to
which each statement reflects your personal educational
philosophy. Your responses will be held in strictest con-
fidence.

5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

1. Research studies indicate that students
learn from their total environment;
hence, the entire community is a vital
part of the learning experience.

2. Public school facilities belong to all
the taxpayers in the community and
their use should be maximized beyond
the traditional academic school day.

3. There is an increasing need for addi-
tional educational experience and
opportunities for youngsters.

4. Public schools should provide oppor-
tunities for adults to complete high
school (earn a diploma).

5. Public schools, with other agencies
should assume the leadership for
identifying community resources to
attack community problems.

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321
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5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

6. Administrators, other school per-
sonnel, and community leaders should
work together to develop educational
goals to make learning opportunities
available to individuals of all ages.

7. Educational practices should reflect
the expressed interests, needs,
desires, and problems of all students
for whom they are planned.

8. Public school facilities which are
restricted entirely to use by school-
age students represent a wasted
community resource.

9. Recreational activities for school-
age children not provided by another
community agency in sufficient
quantity should be provided by the
community education department.

10. Other agencies, working together
with the public schools, should be
responsible for adult vocational
training and job upgrading programs.

11. Public schools should share their
facilities and resources with local
governmental and social agencies to
deliver increased and improved
services.

12. Citizens' advisory councils are
needed to assist professional edu-
cators in uncovering the commu-
nity's educational needs, desires,
and expectations.

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321
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5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

13. Educational programs can be made more
meaningful by bringing "the commu-
nity into the classroom" and taking
"the classroom into the community."

14. Administrators should be expected to
meet the increasing needs of K-12
students while attempting to provide
services for all citizens in the
community through the schools.

15. Other agencies, in cooperation with
public schools, should be responsible
for providing pre-school activities
for 3 and 4 year old children.

16. Taxpayers should be expected to
finance their share of the so-called
"frills" included in education, such
as enrichment, avocational, recre-
ational, or evening programs.

17. The public school has an obligation
to work toward the improvement of
the physical, social, economic, and
psychological environment through
cooperative efforts with other
agencies.

18. School personnel should be aware
that people in every community
provide a wealth of untapped skills,
talents, and services which should
be utilized by the school district.

19. Public school buildings should
remain open as many hours as nec-
essary to satisfy the total
educational needs of its commu-
nity members.

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321
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5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

20. Administrators should have or
develop a flexible procedure to
insure that school facilities are
made available for use by inter-
ested community groups or
responsible agencies.

21. The school should provide remedial
learning opportunities for students
who need such programs.

22. Learning is a lifelong process;
therefore, a balanced program of
educational experiences, including
adults, should be offered by the
public schools.

23. The public school should be con-
sidered a human resource center
through which some other agencies
may funnel their services into the
community.

24. Community members without children
in school should have as influ-
ential a voice in educational
affairs as those whose children
are presently enrolled.

25. Helping the student develop a
positive self-concept is as impor-
tant as helping the student learn
"subject matter."

26. Administrators should plan the
construction of new school
facilities with the total learn-
ing needs of the community as a
high priority.

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

54 3 2 1

5 4 321

5 4 321
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5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

27. Avocational (hobby) and enrichment
(interest areas) programs for
youngsters should be the shared
responsibility of appropriate city-
county agencies and the public
schools.

28. Recreational, cultural, and avo-
cational (hobby) activities for
adults should be a shared
responsibility of public schools
and other agencies in community
sponsorship.

29. Agency personnel, in coordination
the public school staff, should
serve as catalytic agents in
directing local resources to solve
community problems.

30. Authority for educational planning
should not rest solely in the hands
of the professional educator.

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION PHILOSOPHY STATEMENTS

AND THEIR RELATED COMPONENTS

Community Education Philosophy Instrument
(Modified)

Directions

Please read each statement on the following pages. Circle
the number which most accurately indicates the extent to
which each statement reflects your personal educational
philosophy. Your responses will be held in strictest con-
fidence.

5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

1.1 Research studies indicate that stu-
dents learn from their total
environment; hence, the entire
community is a vital part of the
learning experience.

2.2 Public school facilities belong to
all the taxpayers in the community
and their use should be maximized
beyond the traditional academic
school day.

3.3 There is an increasing need for
additional educational experience
and opportunities for youngsters.

4.4 Public schools should provide
opportunities for adults to
complete high school (earn a
diploma).

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321
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5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

5.5 Public schools, with other agencies
should assume the leadership for
identifying community resources to
attack community problems.

6.6 Administrators, other school per-
sonnel, and community leaders
should work together to develop
educational goals to make learn-
ing opportunities available to
individuals of all ages.

7.1 Educational practices should reflect
the expressed interests, needs,
desires, and problems of all students
for whom they are planned.

8.2 Public school facilities which are
restricted entirely to use by
school-age students represent a
wasted community resource.

9.3 Recreational activities for school-
age children not provided by
another community agency in suffi-
cient quantity should be provided
by the community education depart-
ment.

10.4 Other agencies, working together
with the public schools, should be
responsible for adult vocational
training and job upgrading pro-
grams.

11.5 Public schools should share their
facilities and resources with local
governmental and social agencies to
deliver increased and improved
services.

54321

54321

54321

54321

54321

54321

54321
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5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

12.6 Citizens' advisory councils are
needed to assist professional
educators in uncovering the
community's educational needs,
desires, and expectations.

13.1 Educational programs can be made
more meaningful by bringing "the
community into the classroom" and
taking "the classroom into the
community."

14.2 Administrators should be expected
to meet the increasing needs of
K-12 students while attempting to
provide services for all citizens
in the community through the
schools.

15.3 Other agencies, in cooperation with
public schools, should be respon-
sible for providing pre-school
activities for 3 and 4 year old
children.

16.4 Taxpayers should be expected to
finance their share of the so-called
"frills" included in education, such
as enrichment, avocational,
recreational, or evening programs.

17.5 The public school has an obliga-
tion to work toward the improve-
ment of the physical, social,
economic, and psychological
environment through cooperative
efforts with other agencies.

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321
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5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

18.6 School personnel should be aware
that people in every community
provide a wealth of untapped
skills, talents, and services which
should be utilized by the school
district.

19.1 Public school buildings should
remain open as many hours as
necessary to satisfy the total
educational needs of its commu-
nity members,

20.2 Administrators should have or
develop a flexible procedure to
insure that school facilities are
made available for use by inter-
ested community groups or
responsible agencies.

21.3 The school should provide remedial
learning opportunities for stu-
dents who need such programs.

22.4 Learning is a lifelong process;
therefore, a balanced program of
educational experiences, including
adults, should be offered by the
public schools.

23.5 The public school should be con-
sidered a human resource center
through which some other agencies
may funnel their services into the
community.

24.6 Community members without children
in school should have as influential
a voice in educational affairs as
those whose children are presently
enrolled,

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321
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5 - Strongly Agree
4 - Agree
3 - Neutral
2 - Disagree
1 - Strongly Disagree

25.1 Helping the student develop a
positive self-concept is as
important as helping the student
learn "subject matter."

26.2 Administrators should plan the
construction of new school
facilities with the total learn-
ing needs of the community as a
high priority.

27.3 Avocational (hobby) and enrichment
(interest areas) programs for
youngsters should be the shared
responsibility of appropriate city-
county agencies and the public
schools.

28.4 Recreational, cultural, and avoca-
tional (hobby) activities for adults
should be a shared responsibility
of public schools and other agencies
in community sponsorship.

29.5 Agency personnel, in coordination
with the public school staff,
should serve as catalytic agents
in directing local resources to
solve community problems.

30.6 Authority for educational planning
should not rest solely in the
hands of the professional educator.

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321

5 4 321
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Dr. Henry Wristan, former President of Brown University
and Chairman of the National Committee on Goals for

Americans, said that "School board members are in a better

position than anyone else to have real impact in helping
Americans move toward a better life."

North Texas
State

University

Denton, Texas
76203

Department
of

Education

As a step toward a better life for all, the Community
Education concept is being adopted as the basic philosophy
by many school districts in Texas. This growth generates a
need for gathering research data which will help to evaluate
this thrust. Please help us determine the perceptions of
Texas school board presidents regarding the Community Educa-
tion concept. Such data can be obtained only through the
cooperation of educational leaders such as you.

The enclosed Community Education questionnaire requires
approximately ten minutes to complete. It would be very
helpful if you would complete and return the questionnaire
to us by November 8, 1977. The report will not identify
individuals or school districts. Your response is confiden-
tial and will be analyzed only as part of group data.

A return-addressed stamped envelope is included for your con-
venience. If you would like to receive a summary of the
results of this study, please fill in the bottom portion of
this page and return it with your questionnaire. Thank you
for your assistance, time, and cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Bonnie Avard
Research Assistant

Ra V. Clarke, Asst. Professor
Graduate Studies in Adult/
Continuing Education

Yes, I would like to know how Texas school board presidents
view the Community Education philosophy. Please send me a
summary of the results of the study.

NAME: SCHOOL DISTRICT:

ADDRESS:
Street

Department of Education * A C 817-788-2231

Zil.A-

polel

ZJpCity State



November 18, 1977

Dear School Board President:

At the beginning of November you should have received a
Community Education questionnaire. We have not yet
received your completed form and so are sending you a
duplicate. It takes just a few minutes to respond to
these statements. If you have already returned your
questionnaire, we thank you very much for your help.

Since the Community Education concept is being adopted
by many school districts in Texas, we are gathering re-
search data which will help to evaluate this thrust.
Please help us determine the perceptions of Texas school
board presidents regarding the Community Education concept.
Such data can only be obtained through your cooperation.

It would be very helpful if you would complete and return
the questionnaire to us by December 1, 1977. The report
will not identify individuals or school districts. Your
response is confidential and will be analyzed only as part
of group data.

A return-addressed stamped envelope is included for your
convenience. If you would like to receive a summary of the
results of this study, please fill in the bottom portion of
this page and return it with your questionnaire. Thank you
for your assistance, time, and cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Bonnie Avard
Research Assistant

North Texas
State

University

Denton, Texas
76203

Department
of

Education

Ray V. Clarke, Asst. Professor
Graduate Studies in Adult/
Continuing Education

Yes, I would like to know how Texas school board presidents
view the Community Education philosophy. Please send me a
summary of the results of the study.

SCHOOL DISTRICT:

ADDRESS:
Street City State

Department of Education * A C 817-788-2231

NAME:

AV% 0 - 10% . "

Zip
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UNSOLICITED COMMENTS BY RESPONDENTS TO THE
COMMUNITY EDUCATION PHILOSOPHY

INSTRUMENT (MODIFIED)

An examination of the unsolicited comments by respon-
dents to the questionnaire suggested that refinement in the
wording of the instrument might be desirable. Of the 178
school board presidents in Texas school districts without
community education programs who responded to the survey,
thirty or seventeen per cent wrote comments on their ques-
tionnaires. Fourteen or twenty-four per cent of the
fifty-eight responding school board presidents in Texas
school districts with community education programs likewise
added comments. Overall, twenty-three per cent of the
respondents wrote unsolicited comments on the question-
naires.

The philosophy statement which elicited the greatest
number of comments (seven) was #15: "Other agencies, in
cooperation with public schools, should be responsible for
providing pre-school activities for 3 and 4 year old chil-
dren." The following comments were made:

"I disagree because schools aren't doing enough for

K-12--how can they take on more."

"I feel that the responsibility for this age bracket

should rest in the home and not in that of agencies or

public schools."

"If schools provide the appropriate education for

today's needs, then tomorrow's 3 and 4 year olds will be

home with their mothers where they belong."

"This is parents [sic] responsibility."

"Strongly opposed to this program."

"This would turn into free baby sitting service paid

for by tax payers."
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"Home is sufficient and if not other agencies already

infringe enough."

Comments of a general nature were also written. For
example, one school board president volunteered, "Each
question need [sic] at least a paragraph to answer to bring
out my agreement or disagreement," Another school board
president wrote a separate letter describing and praising
her district's community education program and concluding,
"If I can help you with any more information, please let me
know."
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