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ABSTRACT

-~ During recent years the community education movement has gained
mbmentum in the United States and in Canada.‘ North Vancouver, focus for
this study, was one of the first two.school districts in British Columbia
to introduce community education. The first community school &és designated
thefe in 1971; the most recent in 1979. Within the last few months several
problems have emerged in the development of qommunity education in the
North Vaqcouver School District. Not only has the legality of community
schools been questioned but also the substantial burden sustained in‘their
operation. |

The purpose of this study was to identify problems perceived to be
significant inhibitors to the development of community education in North
‘ Vancouver, The sample chosen for the investigation consisted of ail
administrators of community education: principals, community school
co-ordinators, school board administrators, and school trustées ; and éll
teachers in community schools in that school district. It was believed
that these two groups, because of their constant association with the
community schools, would be in an ideal position to understand the current
status of community educatioh.

The major questions of the study related to community school -
administrators' and teachers' perceptions of significant problems ;nd
differences between the two groups' perceptions. Eight demographic variables
relatinéuto the total population selected for the study were also investi-
géted. These were éex, the level of formal education attained, the amount
of'trainiﬁg in community education, the numbers of community education

conferences and workshops attended, years of experience in community schools,
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years of e#perience in present séhool,ﬂyears of experience in present grade,
gra@eilevel'(s) with which presently associated, and individual community
séhools; | v e

The instruments used to gather data were an interview séhedule and an
author-constructed questionnaire. Interviews were conducted wifh community
school administrators and founding members éfvcoﬁﬁunity education in
British Columbia. The interviews elicited ké; problems which formed the
bases upon which the seventy-five item questionnaire was constructed. Both
administrators and teachers completed the questionnaire. Data were énalysed
by means of the SPSS progra;*(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences).
The chief tools used in data analysis were crosébreaks with chi square used
as a test of statistical significance.

Analysis of the questionnaife responses revealed a high degree of
consensus relating to the community educa£ion concept, legislation and
government support, evaluation and research. Further detailed analysis
on these items indicated a high degree of consensus betwéen administrators
.and teachers. However, on certain items édministrators and teachers
differed significantly. Few statistically significant diffe;ences were
noted when the demographic variables were examined in relation to the total
population.

The identificatioh of these problems carries clear implicatiéns for
community school administrators in North Vancouver. In particular, the
promineﬁce of legal and government aspects of the problems suggests that if-
fheHchmunity scﬁool movement in North Vancouver is to be successful these

will have to be resolved and overcome. Other problems such as those relating

to curriculum development, evaluation and research, process in community



schools, community/school involvement, the community education concept, and
planning and policies will also require careful administrative action to

overcome.,
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CHAPTER 1

NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

A; Historical Overview

N

Community education has existed in varying degrees since people began
to live in communities. Several early educators and philosophefs made
valﬁable contributions to our present understanding of community education.
Recent writers (Olsen, 1975, 8; Olsen and Clark, 1977, pp. 58-59; Totten,
1970; 5) Feferred specifically to the following notable eommunity‘educators:

Plato (Greek, 427 B. C. - 347 B.C.) attempted to develop an ideal
community. He outlined plan;ing procedures and illustrated ways in which
community members might use their talents for the good of‘the whole
community. Plato's philosophy emphasized education as being a lifelong
process.

Cicero (Roman,l106 B. C. - 43 B, C.) and Luther (German, 1483-1546)
advocated the harmonious relationship which should exist between educetion
and the needs of the community.

Comenius (Moravian, 1592-1670), Rousseau (Swiss, 1712-1778) Pestalozzi
(Swiss) 1745-1827), and Froebel (German, 1782-1852) stressed the following
criteria in their educetion philosophies:

1. selection of curriculum material baeed on utility

2, learning experiences taken from the study of nature and
the surrounding countryside

3. education for the development of the total person

4. learning by actively doing as well as by listening,
reading and talking. (Totten, 1970, 5)

Although community education developed in several countries throughout
the world, perhaps the greatest initiatives for development of the community

education concept were taken in the United States of America.
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Community Education in the United. States

Early U.S. educators such as Dewey (1916) and Hart (1924) did much to

P

link education with life in the community. The following quotes high-
light this viewpoint:

The development within the young of the attitudes and dis-
positions necesSary to the continuous and progressive life
. of a.society cannot take place by direct conveyance of
beliefs, emotions, and knowledge. 1It.takes place through
the intermediary of the énvironment. The environment
consists of the sum total of conditions which are concerned
with the execution of the activity characteristic of the
living being. The s6cial environment consists of all
activities of fellow beings that are bound up in carrying
on the activities of any one of its members. It is truly
educative in its effect, in its efforts, in the degree in
which an individual appropriates the purposes which actuates
it, becomes familiar with its methods and subject matters,
acquires needed skills, and is saturated-with its emotional
spirit. (Dewey, 1916, 26)

Education is not apart from life..The democratic problem

in education is not primarily a problem of :training children;
it is a problem of making a community within which children
cannot help growing up to be democratic, intelligent,
disciplined. to freedom,reverent to the goals of life, and
eager to share in the tasks of the age. Schools cannot
produce the result, nothing but the community can do so.
(Hart, 1924, 36)

Clapp (1939, 170) and Everett (1938, pp. 435-437) built upon Dewey's
and Hart's philosophies. They advocated fundamental bases on whiéh viable
community education programs'might be developed between schools and their
communities. . These, as summarized by Seay, wére that:

1. programming be based upon the notion that education is
a continuous process

2. education objectives be stated in terms of desired changes
in, behaviour :

- 3. educational activities and materials be based on the
- * problems, needs and interests of particular communities

4. there be a reciprocal basis in community education; the
. .school serving the community; the community serving the
school



5, the local commiunity be a focal point for developing an
understanding of larger communities, and

6. community leaders be continually challenged so that they

might be more and more relevant to the communities they
serve. (Seay, 1974, 28)

One of the greatest contribufioﬁs to the development of community
education was made by Frank Manlefi who in Flint; Michigan iﬁ 1935,
1n1t1ated the Flint Community Educatlon Model, Manley; supported by a
grant from Charles Stewart Mott, a phllanthropist (later responsible for
establishing the'Mbtt‘Foundation to sponsor community education programs)
opened five community scBOOIS té'deQélbp progrémsvaimed at:

1. reducing the’ 1nc1dence of juvenile delinquency in the
Flint area

2. providing educative program for adults
So successful were the Flint community education efforts that they became
a model for initiating community education programs throughout the United
States of America and other parts of the world.

Community education literature indicates that community education is
an evolving philosophy which parallels the social and economic phases of
history. Decker summarized this aptly:

Community education is not a fad or a passing fancy. It

is an eclectic philosophy that combines many desirable

features of educational movements of the past and present

into a concept of education that is sound and permanent.

‘This conception of education is Built upon a conscious

choice between a number of educational and social issues.

(Decker, 1972, 22)

During the forties, fifties, and sixties community education developed in
particular where social‘and/or economic stresses prevailed, In each
instance programs aimed at alleviating stresses were inaugurated between

schools and communities.

Community education has moved from the status of programs added on to



regular school programs to include six major components:

1. an educational program frequently referred to as the K-12
program for school age children

v 2. use of community facilities, particularly school buildings
for community activities and services

3. additional programs such as enrichment, remedial, recreational,
cultural, and avocational activities for school age children
and youth

4. programs such as basic education, and high school completion,
recreational, cultural, avocational, and vocational activities
for adults

v 5. delivery and co-ordination of community services

6. community involvemeﬂt;in which local problems are identi-
» fied and processes are developed for providing solutions to

problems (Minzey, 1974, pp. 7, 58)

Community Education in Canada '

Cahill (1976, pp. 29-34), Latinecz (1979), and Prout (1977) have each
briefly traced the development of community education in/Canada.

The "Lighted Schoolhouse" of the prairies,‘a popular meeting place for
communities during the thirties appears to be one of the forerunners of
community education in Canada. Further foundations wéfe laid in the mari-
time provinces where the Coady Institute of St. Francis Xavier University,
Nova Scotia influenced the development of community schools in Prince Edward
Island, Newfqundland,-énd Nava Scotia.

The 1970's witnessed the gfeateét growth in community education., Prout
summarized initial thrusts taken by each of the provinces and the two
territories:

- Newfoundland, . Emphasis has been placed upon the integration'
of small, isolated communities.

Prince Edward Island. The Rural Development Council's
community schools have focussed upon improvement of
community life.




Nova Scotia. The Division of Continuing Education sponsors
community schools but works closely with the Department of
Recreation in attempting to meet community needs.

New Brunswick. Presently joint-use agreements are being
planned between school board and recreation personnel.

Quebec. Community involvement is the chief issue in Quebec.
The majority of community school activities are recreational
in nature,

Ontario. Ontario is the only province which receives
financial support from the Ministry of Education. Great
variety exists between community school programs and
activities, '

Manitoba. Programs, particularly social service programs,
have been the chief focus in inner-city areas. Currently
the Rural Educational Alternatives Program is being
developed to serve rural communities.

Saskatchewan. Community college services have provided
the major impetus for community development.

Alberta. Needs surveys and evaluations of existing
community schools have formed the bases for future
planning by the Alberta Government's Inter-Departmental
Community School Committee. ' Joint community-use agree-
ments btween recreation and school personnel are in
progress.

British Columbia. According to Prout, '"this province is
generally recognized as the first in Canada to systematically
develop community schools." (Prout; 1977, 72)

Yukon. Difficulties associated with Federal Government
involvement, land claim disputes, and ethnic differences
have prevented the development of community education.

Northwest Territories. The Department of Education perceives
community schools to be an integral part of the educational

system. According to Prout, "many of the Territories' schooils

are perfect models of community shcools." (Prout, 1977, pp. 26-27)

During the 1970's a number of Government Bills and reports promoting
the development of community education in Quebec, Alberta, New Brunswi;k,
NovaHScQtia, British Columbia and Ontario, have been published. A major
de&elopmeﬁt‘in 1977 was the formation of a steering committee to establish

a Canadian Community Education Association.




Important differencés assoéiated with legislation and funding exist
between community education approaches in Canada and in the United Stafes.

Legislation. In Canada local authorities are responsible for the
organization of community educétion;'in the United States staté and federél
authorities bear more responsibility. .in this matter.

Funding. Community education has received no funding at the local
level from the Canadian Federal government. Consequently provincial govern-—
ments meet 407 of educational costs and local school authorities are forced
to raise.the balance; B? comparison both federal and state funding is
available for the developméﬁt‘of coﬁmunity education in the United States.

Community Education in British Columbia

: Leadership in developing a community education concept in British
Columbia has come from a variefy of sources including principals, teachers,
school boafd personnel, parents, and to a 1imitéd extent, university
personnel. Among key personalities responsible for taking major initiatives
were Jack Stevens, David Allaﬁ, and Gary Pennington. Stevens was instru-
mental in establishing the first community school in No?th Vancouver in
1971 Queen Mary Elementary.Schdol. He became the first community schbol
co-ordinator there and in 1973 was appointed full time district co-
ordinator of the North'Vancouver Séhool District.

Allan played a key role iﬁ establishing James Bay Community School in
Victoria during 1971.

Pennington in 1974 initiated a unique and creative community education
training program entitled Education V, at the University of British Columbia.
Thé ﬁrogram, designed by membefs of the Faculties of Education and Arts,

community school and traditional school personnel, graduating students and



community members, attempted to meet the needs of teachers who would be
teaching in community schools.

 Stevens, Allan, Pennington and John Talbot, a social worker, also formed
a Provincial Community School Consultant Téam established in 1973 by‘the
British Columbia School Trustees Association and the Department of Education.
"The purpose of this team was to provide training, dissemination,vconsult—
ation and awareness of the community school concept'. (Cahill, 1976, 48)

Presently there are appfoximaﬁely thirty coﬁmunity schools in the
provincé most of which ére‘ gituated in the Gfeater.Vancouver and Lower'Main—
land areas. Each school, whi;e being a product of its particular community,
subscribes,té a general philoééphy of community education.

B.Philésophy of Community Education

Despité the fact that community education has de&eloped at different
times in several countries, some basic ingredients to a common community
education philosphy are to be found. These ingredients have been expressed
by Totten (1970): Community.education: .

1. is soﬁething that cannot be defined in specific terms

/ 2. is a continually evolving process, movement or way of
life

« 3. considers all community resources as learning mediums

¥ 4. has the ultimate goal of finding and using methods to
bring into concert” all learning forces and factors in
the community

¥ 5, is multipurposed in its approach

6. is concerned to6 find ways of relieving economic and
social pressures.. (Totten, 1970, pp. 3-16)

- Fantini (1978) drew the ingredients together in a short summary which
‘echoed Decker's (1972) philosophy:

Community education is not an innovation, not a gadget, and
not a fad,...Ilt is a new philosophy of education deeply




rooted in the values of human potential. (Fantini, 1978, 3)

According to Latinecz (1979) most Canadian provinces had, by the mid-
sixties, adopted a community education philosophy which viewed community
education as:

a process which maximizes involvement of people in identi-

fication and utilization of resources, fulfilment of needs,

democratic decision-making, and lifelong education while

allowing for locality, group, cultural and individual
differences. (Latinecz, 1979, 145)

C. Statement of the Problem

Nofth'VancouVer was one of the first disfricts in British Columbia to
establish community schools. ‘ At the presenf time there are éight community
schools in operation in that diétrict. The first of these was designafed ih
l971;\the eighth in 1979.

School documents indicate that, although each school was established in
response to perceived community needs, no district-wide evaluation has been
done to determine the impact of community education in North Vancouver.

During the past eighteen months individuals and groups in North Vancouver
have raised sefious questions, not only concerning the legality of community
séhools, but also about the financial burden sustained in their operation.
Recent press releases drew attention to these questionsq

North Vancouver's community schools, the subject of a current

court case by a local resident against the school board, are an

issue which has become a political hot potato and could dictate

the November 17 school board election. (Lloyd, 1979, Al)

Judgment in favour of the community schools was passed in the Supreme
Court of British Columbia on September 5, 1979. (See Appendix A) \

North Vancouver is-split into :two hostile blocks. The North

“Vancouver Voters' Association strongly endorses community

'schools;_the Concerned Citizens' Association sees them as a
costly menace. (McDowell, 1979,.5)

In the same issue of the Vancouver Sun the whole concept of community




schools was discussed in a somewﬁat disparaging manner. A more compre-
hensive bibliography relative to the development of community education\
in ﬁorth Vancouver is included as Appendiées A-D.

From these isolated instances if is assumed that there are major
problems associated with the present develbpment of community e&ucation at
the local district level in North Vancouver. In view of this assumption
the,researcher chose to examine the perceptions of local educators
regarding major’problems inhibiting the development of community education
at the district level.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to determine which problems are perceived
to be significant inhibitors to the development of community education in
the North Vancouver School District. The study sought opipions from kéy
community educators: administrators of community education and teachers in
community schools. Further, the study focussed upon the differences
which exist between the administrators' and teachers' perceptions of the

problems.

Need for the Study

The need for the study arose from a verbal request by a Special Review
Committee in May 1978 to the North Vancouver School Board that a compre-
hensive evaluation of community education and community schools be'under—

taken in the North Véncouver School District. (North Vancouver School

Board Minutes, May. 29, 1978)

The ssudy, by détermining the extent to which problems are significant
inhibifors'to the development of community education, will provide research
methodology and valuable data for a forthcsming evaluation of community

education in North Vancouver.
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Be;ause very little has been done in general towards eﬁaluating‘
community education in North Vancouver it,is anticipated that‘the study\will
not only contribute to the literature of community education but also will
pfovide impetﬁs for other school districts té research problem areas and to
undertake significant evaluation studies.

Research Questions

'

Four groups - community school co-ordinators, principals, schoél board
administrative personnel and school trustees were included in the study
because of the kéy roles they play in the administration of community
education. The roles of each group will be discussed in turn.

1. Community School Co-ordinators -

In their writings (Berridge, 1973, 65; Hiemstra, 1972, 41; Schmitt and
Weaver, 1979, 29; Wilder, 1979, 100) made reference to the importance of the
coﬁmunity school co-ordinator in the administration of community education
in a community school. Minzey and Le Tarte (1979) summarized this position
by writing:

No other position is so important to the operation of

community education as that of the director. Regardless

of other inputs, the success or failure of the program will

largely depend upon who fills the position. (Minzey and Le
Tarte, 1979, 183) : ’

2. Principal

of particular importance is the community school principal's need to
co-operate with the comﬁunity school co-ordinator in providing efféctive
administrative strategies. Clark, (1974, pp. 34-35); Herman, (1973, 11);
and Wilder, (1979, pp. 100-101) described the principal as the leader and a
catalyst for chanée who, in Keidel's words,

i; ih'a key position as overall supervisor of the building

program and who by his co-operation or lack of it, with the

community school co-ordinator can either increase or diminish
the effectiveness of the co-ordinator's efforts. (Keidel, 1969, 82)
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3. School Board Personnel

The cbmmunify eduéatioh lifefature suggestskthat the superintendent, be
anractive proponent of the community education concept if the concept is to
thrive. (Fried, 1978, 9; and Wilder, 1979, 100) characterized the role of
the superintendent in this way: .

It becomes the responsibility of the chief school official to
know the community education concept and communicate it to
others...The superintendent's position must be occupied by

an individual who has a strong commitment to community
education if success is to be achieved in the implementation
" of the concept. ’ ‘

4, School Trustees

School trustees electeé~£o school boards have responsibilities to be
involved in decision-making affecting education within particular school
districts. 1In this capacity they have a vital role to play‘in the ad~-
ministration of community education.

For the purposes of this study the four key administrative groups will

often be referred to as the administrators of community‘education.

Another large group, the cdmmunity school teachers, perceived to be
key developers of community education were also included in the study.

Community School Teachers

Each community school teacher in his/her daily interactioné with
students, staff members, parents, and community residents is in a viable
position to bring the ﬁhilosophy of community education down to\a'very
practical level in the classroom.

Writgrs such as (Hager, Olsen and Clark, 1977, 59; Keidel, 1969, 82;
Minzey and Le farte, 1972, 162) emphasized the importance of community

school teachers in developing community education. Stevens postulated

that:
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Community schools will require a different breed of teacher.

Teachers will have to be skilled in curriculum development,

well-versed in the growth and development of children,

~effective as a member of a team, therefore effective in

group skills. Above all, they will have to be committed to

children and to the goals and aspirations of their particular

school/community. (Stevens, 1974, 7)

The study was thus-directed toward two key groups of community educators;
the administrators and the community school teachers. The purpose of this
study was to determine problems perceived by these two groups to be signi-
ficant inhibitors to the development of community education in the North
Vancouver School District. The study focussed upon the following questions:

1. What problems are perceived by administrators to be significant

inhibitors to the deVelopment of community education in the
North Vancouver School District?

2. What problems are perceived by teachers in community schools

to be significant inhibitors to the development of community

education in that school district?

3. What are the differences between the administrators' and
community school teachers' perceptions of the problems?

4, Do perceptions differ according to the following criteria:
(a) sex
(b) level of formal education attained
(¢) amount of formal training in community educatiop

(d) numbers of community education conferences and
: workshops attended

(e) length of time actively associated with community
schools

(f) length of time associated with present schools
(g) grade levels with which presently associated
(h) individual community schools
" The data for the study were obtained from the following instruments:
1. an inﬁervie& schedule.conducted with two community education

administrative groups: community school co-ordinators and
principals
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2. a questionnaire distributed to:
(a) the total administrative body: community school
co-ordinators, principals, school board personnel,
and school trustees, and

(b) the community school teachers

Operational Definitions

- Community

The word "eommunity" is derived from the Latin "communitas' meaning
felloyship, common relations of feelings. Over time the notion of communify
has expanded'to include se§era1 interpretations.

Among Dewey's (1916) key\eommunity ingredients were things held in
common, communication and a coﬁmon understanding. Minzey (1972, 13) viewed
community as a feeling rather than as a geographical setting while responsi-
bility and commitment to and for members of the cemmunity were emphasized by
McDowell (1979, 5) and Newmann and Oliver (1967, pp. 61-106)

Tonnes (1957), a German sociologist detailed two entirely'different
versions of community which have been quoted often in community education
literature. Hiemstra (1972, 16) and Minzey and Le Tarte (1972, 21) presented
semmaries of Tonnes' distinction between "gemeinschaft".and'"geseilschaft."

Gemeinschaft

1. a relationship Between persons largely based on kinship
2, people who know most of their neighbours

3. continuity brought about by informal controls

4. little division of labour

5. a self-sufficient community

6.‘peop1e with a strong sense of community identity

7. a general absence of special interest' groups
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Gesellschaft

1. a cbmmunity tie based oh territory rather than kinship

2. division of labour with great specialization

3: proliferation of society and organization

4. lack of acquaintance with others, even neighboﬁrs

5. formalized social controls set by law and enforced by poiice
6. high ihterdependence with other communities

7. anonymity of many persons, where few associate with community
life (Minzey and Le Tarte, 1979, pp. 28-29)

It is apparent that community educators attempt to develop the

"gemeinschaft' aspects of community.

Community Education

Two words, "concept" and "process" are included in several definitions
of community education. For this reason Minzey's and Le Tarte's definition
emphasizing "process" are used in this study to present a comprehensive
understanding of the nature of community educatiﬁn: |

Community education is a philosophical. concept which serves
the entire community by providing for all of the educational
needs of all its community members. It uses the local school
to serve as the catalyst for bringing community resources to
bear on community problems in an effort to develop a positive
sense of cdﬁmunity, improve community living, and develop the
community process toward the end of self-actualization.
(Minzey and Le Tarte, 1972, 19)

Community education is the process which, as related primarily
to learning, insures community involvement in identification
of community needs, utilization of resources and sharing of
power in decision-making, and affects, strengthens, and en-
riches the quality of living of individuals and their
community. (Mott Foundation, 1977, 2)

The North Vancouver School Board emphasizes the process aspect in its
definition of community education:

Community education is an educational process which serves all age
groups in the community. The total resources of the community are




15

employed to develop programs and services needed or desired by
students, teachers and residents. (North Vancouver School
Board, Policy 1200 , 1974)

Comﬁunity Schools

Clapp (1939), one of the pioneers of the cbmmunity education concept
envisioned the community school as one that:

foregoes its separateness. It is influential because it belongs

to its people. They share its ideas and ideals, and its work.

It takes from them and gives to them. (Clapp, 1939, 89)

Minzey and Le Tarte (1979, 14) and McClusky (1953) built upon Clapp's
philosophy and emphasized the catalytic role played by the community school:

The community school becomes the instrument whereby the superior

resources of the community are mobilized for self-improvement.

It becomes a catalytic agent and co-ordinator. (McClusky, 1953,
PP. 149-153)

North Vancouver School District

The North Vancouver School District includes the area stretching from
the Burrard Inlet waterfront to the mountains, east to Deep Cove and west
to the Capilano River. An estimated4popu1atioﬁ of 100,000 lives in the area
which is served by thirty-two elemehtary and ten secondary schools, seven
of which are élementary community.schools and one of which is a secondary
community school. (North Vancouver School Board data, May, 1980). The
study was focussed upon the elementary community schools in the district.
Problems

Webster's New Collégiate Dictionary provided three definitions of the
word ''problem" which were appropriate for this study:

1. a’guestion raised for iﬁquiry, consideration or solutiomn.

2. an intricate unsettled question.

3. a source of perplexity, distress or vexation.
(Webster, 1977, 917)
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Perceptions
The same dictionary defined perception as "consciousness"...

the awareness of the elements of the enviromment through physical
sensation (Webster, 1977, 850)

Owens (1970) drew attention to previous experiencés in our personal
environments; He wrote, ”

Our perception of what is a 'fact' or what is 'true' about the

hehaviour of others is much affected by what we bring to the

situation...out of our expectations, biases and beliefs.

“Owens, 1979, 41) '

In tﬂe context of thé study participants were expected to indicate
from their own experiences ﬁfgblems which appeared to be preventing positive
development of community education in the North Vancouver School District.
Development

Community education is & developing concept and is thus "a gradual un-
folding".or "a fuller working''out" as the Oxford dictionary expresses it.
Community education is aﬁ'evolutionary process constantly changing and
developing as circumstances change and different needs arise. (Oxford

Dictionary, 1951, 328)

Limitations of the Study

The study was subject to certain limitations which are outlined below,
1. One school distriét was chosen for the study. Hence findings cannot
be generalized to other school districts,
2, Certain groups of community educators were selected for the study.
These included administrators (community school co-ordinators, coﬁmunity
school principals, school board personnel and school trustees) and community
schbol teachers. Excluded from the study were students, parents of stu&ents
agﬁending community schools, volunteers working in community schools, agency

workers, community residents, and all personnel associated with non-community
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schools. The study thus focﬁssed upon‘what selected groups perceived to be
problems which are inhibiting the development of community education. Quite
different reéults may have emerged if all of the above mentioned coﬁmunity
lgfoups had provided input to the study. ' , }
3. The stﬁdy focusséd upon educators -associated with elementary community
schools. The new secondary community school in the Deep Cove area was
omitted from the sample,

4. ~-This stﬁdy~is limited to a review of problems associated with community
education development in North Vancouver. The positive aspects, of4which
there are many, are not diséﬁSsed.

5. The questionnaire used in the second stage of the study was developed
froﬁ data obtained from only two of the four groups of administrators.

Overview of the Study

This chapter presented:
1. a background to the development 6f community education
(a) in general
(b) in the United States of America
(c) in Canada
(d) in British Columbia

2. a description of the problem selected for study and the conditions

under which thé research was undertaken.

Chapter II of the study is devoted to a review of the literature
‘relating to the thesis topic. Chapter III focusses upon the research \
design ané methodology. Descriptions of the sample selected for thebstudy,
dafa~gathéring instruments, methods of collecting data, and means of data
analysis are discussed in detail. Chapter IV provides a presentation and

‘analysis of the data collected and details of the findings of the study.
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Chapter V.is devoted to a summary of the study, a discussion of the findings
and their implications, and recommendations for community educators in

North Vancouver based on the results of the study. -
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF -THE LITERATURE

A review of the literature indicated that, although comhunity education
hés great poﬁential for,mobilizing and enlivening communities, majdr
problems’may occur in each stage of its development.

It is the purpose of this chapter to review the literature under

three focii:

A. Potential Problems Associated with the Development of Community Education
-1. Concept |
2. Implementation of Community Education
(a) Background to i;plementation

(b) Councils

(¢) Personnel

(d) Training/Leadership

(e) Legislation

(f) Community Education Models
(g) Curriculum

(h) Education

(i) Research

B. Actual Problems Associated with the Development of Community Education

1. Reports
2. Case Studies

C. Development of Community Education in North Vancouver

A. The Development of Community Education: Potential Problems

1. Concept

Several community educators cited problems associated with the

1

development of a community education concept. For the purposes of the study
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problems have been examined within fouf categories suggested by Kaplan and
; Wardeh (1278, 3)

| a. Failufe to Establish a Litergry'Définition

b. Lack of Theory

c. Miséonceptions Associated with the Concept

d. Overall Lack of Conceptual Development

a. Failure to Establish a Literary Definition

Minzey (1972, pp. 150-153) and Minzey (1974, 7) wrote about the .evolu-
tion of a definition for community education. Early.definitions weré
limited and viewed communitf\éducation as a series of programs added on to
the regular school curriéuluﬁ. As interest in the concept grew, more and
more\people attempted to define it in terms that suited their particular
philosophies. Community education became synonymous with adult educafion,
recreational activities, extra curricular activities for students, higher
education, "neighbourhood sEhools“, community control, job-training, social
work, pre-school programs and many other activities and programs.

In view of the complex nature of the concept, many have remained con-
‘fused and reluctant to write a comprehensive definition. Despite the in-
herent difficulties Weaver (1972) believed that, no matter how community
education is deséribed, it must ultimately be defined for a failure to
define..."leaves one oéen to the charge of including the entire universe

within the concept - a criticism often levelled at community educators."

b. Lack of Theory Development

A lack of theory to support the concept of community education is per-
ceived by ﬁany to be a serious problem. Fitzgerald (1979,\Chap. 5) and

Weaver (1979) demonstrated this need for a theoretical framework.
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According to Weaver:

The deVeiqpmént of theory from which to test the assumptions

and hypotheses underlying the community education concept is

essential to the survival of community education as a wiable

process. (Weaver, 1972, 154) |

In an article entitled, "Community Education - A Cause without Reason",
Fitzgerald ‘(1979) indicated that at national and international‘cbnferences.
emphases have been placed on comparison of programs, innovations, funding
and legislation. He maintains that little discussion has centred around
the development of a sound theoretical baée for community education. A
reason given for this anomaly is that most community teachers to date have
seen program development as\Sne of the chief means of involving people. As
ad hoc programs evolved practice rather than theory was stressed.

\Accountability has also played a 1érge role in detracting from the
importance of theory development. In the United States, funding for
community education has been organized primarily according to the numbers of

- programs and program participaﬁts. |
There is a serious obligation for community educators to weave current

practices into an integrated theoretical framework, for as Fitzgerald claims

Until this happens, community education ...will probably
remain a cause without reason. (Fitzgerald, 1979, 69)

C. Misconceptions Associated with the Concept

Minzey and Le Tarte (1979) contended that:

Community education has suffered more from misconceptions and
misunderstandings than for any other reason. Many activities

have been falsely labelled as Community Education, and many
Community Education persons have promoted Community Education as
things which fall short of the complete definition. (Minzey

and Le Tarte, 1979, 13)

Writefs such as (Clark, 1977; 5; Kerensky, 172, pp. 158-160; Minzey,
1974, pp. 46-50; Minzey and Le Tarte, 1972, pp. 3-24; 1974, pp. 13-26)

voiced the opinions of several community educators when they
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enumerated the chief misconceptions associated with the community education
concept. These included:

1. Community education is merely a "new slogan'", "add on" or
gimmick with no real depth or meaning.

2. Community educatioh is the community school.

3. Commﬁnity education is community—based programs.
4. Community education is the '"meighbourhood school".
5. Community education is comﬁunity control.

6.>Community education is related specifically to social needs
associated with poor and disadvantaged groups.

7. Community education is community development.

Greene (1973) and Malpass (1974, 55) viewed the definition of concepts
and principles associated with community education as a unique problem.
Although Greene confined most of his comments to the community school, there
is application to the whole concept of community education in the following
quote:

The community education movement is faced with a unique problem.

That problem is to define the concepts and principles of the

community school. Unlike what has been done in the past, these

definitions must be specific, concrete, and touch upon the lives .

of people or we are simply engaged in a word game. (Greene,
1973, 42)/ ' '

d. Overall Lack of Conceptual Development
During the pést decade several writers have commented upon the'problem
-~ of developiﬁg a unique concept of community edu;atipn.

Jeffrey (1979, 39) contended that the community education philosophy
is a collection of pedagogical principles to which most teachers, not jﬁst
community échool teachers, aspired. One reason for this situation was

offered by Whitt (1973, 25) who suggested that educators have tried to make

too simple the complex concept of community education,
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Decker (1972,Chap. 4) and De Largy (1974, 38), in portraying community
education as an evolving concept, pointed out the confusion and lack of
consensus about what constitutes the nature of- community education.
According’' to Decker (1975):

Confusion regarding the concept of community education has often

led to fragmentation in efforts to implement it. Because many

supporters do not perceive the concept in its totality, many

variations exist. There are examples of fragmented community
education efforts which have produced, or have increased conflicts

and conceptual differences among school administrators, recreation

and park personnel, social services staffs, and numerous others.

If a community is to embrace community education to its fullest

potential, conceptual clarification is an essential first step.

(Decker, 1975, 7)

From the foregoing it is assumed that the challenge remains for
community educators to become aware of the four problem areas discussed and
to develop strategies within their own communities for:

1. defining the community education concept

2, establishing a sound theoretical structure

3. explaining the nafure of the concept, and

4, determining an appropriate conceptual framework.

B. Implementation of a Community Education Concept
a. Background

A common rationale for implementing a community education concept was
noted in the review of the 1literature. Im all instances social aﬁd/or
economic pfessures weré the bases upon which community education w;s
initiated. °

Current interest in the implementation and development of communify edu-
cation in North America has been aroused by societal factors such as those
exﬁfessed By Minzey and Le Tarte (1972, pp. 27-29) and Sandberg and Weaver
(1977):

- l+ Géneral societal malaise.
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2. Dissatisfaction with the accomplishments of the schools.

®

3. Tendency for institutions to become their own raison d'etre.

4. Recognized need for co-ordination of community services.

5. Inability of the home to provide the early childhood en-
vironment considered to be essential as a basis for further
education and a productive life.

6. Recognition of the educative potential of community agencies
in addition to the school.

7. Commitment to the promotion of the community education concept
by state legislatures and Congress. (Sandberg and Weaver,
1977, 9) ,
In most instances community education has been implemented in the
community school because of its strategic location within the community. -
Community educators have been mindful of the public's general dis-
satisfaction with the public schools. According to critics (Clark, 1977, 8;
Decker, 1975, pp. 5-6; Melby, 1973, 8; Minzey and Le Tarte, 1979, 110;
Roberts and Tyler, 1977, pp. 15-17) educators in public schools have contri-
buted to the public's negative attitude by promoting a series of hypocrisies
in which there are marked discrepancies between educational theory and
practice in schools. For instance:
*1. Educators say that the first few-years of a child's life are
important but provide few educational programs for children
under the age of five years.
¥. 2. Educators say that the child is the product of the total
environment yet act as though most learning takes place
within the classroom. .
¥ 3. Educators say that there is a strong relationship between
economic and social success, yet many segments of society

are denied educational opportunities.

} 4, Educators profess adherence to broad education goals, but
‘tend to stress programs related solely to cognitive learning.

. Educators purchase costly facilities and equipment, but use
them only intermittently.
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6. Educators stress local control of schools yet deny community
involvement in decision-making.

7. Educators profess that education is a lifetime process but
operate as though education needs cease on completion of
year 12.

8. Educators deplore duplication and waste but do .little to co-
ordinate community services and resources. :

9. Educators profess adherence to participatory democracy but
do not encourage development of local advocacy or problem
solving.
10. Educators say that education is a preparation for life but
'schools are not contributing to this philosophy in a relevant
way. (Minzey and Le Tarte, 1979, 110)
In attempting t0'imp1emept the objectives of commuﬁity education a
community school is exposed to barriers which are as relevant today as they
were when enumerated by Seay and Wilkinson in 1953. The titles of these

barriers and a paraphrased description of each appear below.

1. Conflict with the Mores of the Community

Some programs initiated by a community school for the "good" of the
community are at variance with customs which are an integral part of
community life. Problems are created when community members resist such
ﬁrograms.

2, Difficulty of Determining Readiness for .Change Within a Community
/

Occasionally objectives are implemented at inopportune times. Imple-
mentation may be either too hasty or too slow for community needs.-

3. Misuse of Community Surveys

Surveys designed to assess community needs can be inhibitors to the
developmept of healthy school-community relationships if they are poorly

planned and become an end in themselves.

4. Failure to Understand the Functions of the Community School.

2

Varying expectations about the role of the community school can cause
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conflicts among individuals and groups.ﬁ

fFS. Fajlure to Define the Community to be Served

The word "community" has several meanings. Problems can arise when
the school aligns itself with certain community groups and neglects
others., (Seay and Wilkinson, 1973, pp. 266-275).

-f 6. Failure to Recognize Differences Among Communities

Failure to recognize differences among communities can be one of the
most serious barriers to the implementation of community education.
Communlties are composed of a complex: of soc1a1 and economlcﬁ
groups, 1nst1tut10ns and resources which may be found in an
infinite variety of comblnatlons and which are undergoing
continual change. Because of this variety and change no
two communities are alike except in their most superficial
aspects. (Seay and Wilkinson, 1953, 274)

P Problems can be increased when community educators try to transplant
successful community programs from one community and expect them to be
equally successful in another.

Recent writers (Minzey, 1974, pp. 58-59; Minzey and Le Tarte, 1979,
49; Wood, 1979, 21) illustrate the gradation of community education from

a program narrowly designed for school age children to one in which there
is a high degree of community involvement and participatory decision-making.
Wood's five levels of system openness (see Figure 1) in community schools

correspond closely to Minzey's six components of community .education (see

Figure 2)
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Levels of System Openness in Schools

Community Problem Solving

-==-5
(Community Based Decision-Making)
Community Problem Solving
(System Decision Making) = 4

\\ .~Leisure Education // ________ 3

K-12 School Extended
(Early Childhood
& Adult)

Youth)

Figure 1

(Wood, 1979, 21)
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Community Education Components in a Typical Community

Component 6 N Community Development
Component 5 Delivery and co-ordination of
‘ ) community services
Component 4 1 Acéivities for adults
Component 3 ' Activities for school-age
children and youth
Component 2 ' ' Use of dchool facilities by
the community
Component 1 \*; K - 12 program
Figure 2 ‘ (Minzey, 1974, 8)

Wood specifies youth in the K - 12 program and includes early chila—
hood and adult education in an extension of the K -~ 12 program. Minzey
does not mention preschoolers on his continuum, Leisure education includes
avocational, social, cultural and recreational activities suggested in
components 3 and 4 of Minzey's conceptu#l framework. Decision-making at
fhe school level is presuéposed in components 5 and 6.1 Both,figﬁres are
cumulative; each level or component presumes inclusion of all previous
levels.

Writers sucﬁ as Minzey and Le farte, (1977, pp. 15, 113); Miﬁéey and
Olsen (1979, pp. 36-37); Weaver and Seay, (1974, pp. 126-129) have written
extensively about the process of putting into practice the various
components or levels of community eudcation. Most problems occur with
imﬁiementation of Minzey's components 5 and 6 and Wood's levels 4 and 5.

Totten (1974) and Wilson (1974) specified problems of ''process" in

community education. These included:
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additional costs

negative attitudes and consequent reluctance of agehcy and
organization personnel to co-operate ’

lack of co-operation and resistance to change from day-school staff
inadequate assessment of deéifes and needs of citizens

lack of needed volunteer workers from the community

lack of understanding aBout potential of community resources

lack of response by .community to offered services
(Totten, 1974, pp. 301-307, Wilson, 1974, pp. 14-15)

Problems' such as the above contributed to the failure of some community

schools or .resulted in greatly modified versions of community education.

Warden (1977) expanded upon Totten's and Wilson's perceptions and

listed a series of potential malpractice areas in implementing a process of

community education:

1.

7.

Initiating efforts with little or no knowledge and/or involve-
ment from the community. ’

Encouraging people involvement in schools and other agencies
without consideration as to specific ways/processes of such
involvement.

Implementing an organization model or plan that is consistent
with national trends but inconsistent with local community

conditions.

Developing leadership patterns which lead to the dominance
of hired personnel.

Undertaking "empire building" on the part of individuals
and organizations.

Developing operational procedures which are inflexible.

Forming advisory councils without thought as to their
purpose and responsibilities. (Warden, 1977, pp. 9-10)

Citizen participation is considered to be a vital process goal of

community education. Fantini, (1978, pp. 2-7) and Kaplan and Tune (1978, 15)

outlined levels of citizen participation as follows:
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Levels of Citizen Participation

Leyel 5

Citizen
Control

Citizen Sharing

in all Decisions Level 4

Citizen Sharing in
Certain Decisions

\

Level 3

Citizen Advisement Level 2

Citizen Support

Figure 3 (Kaplan and -Tune, 1975, 15)

" At the first level citizens support decisions made by local school
authorities; at the sixth level citizens have the final authority for
decisions.

b. Councils

’ Al
In order to maximize and co-ordinate citizen participation most commu-—

nity schools have established advisory councils which, although péculiar to

particular communities, have certain common functions such as those

suggested by Cox (1974):
1. fact finding
2. planning
3. co-ordination and communications

4, activation of new resources
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5. evaluation
(Cox, 1974, 30)

Parson and Seay (1974) stressed the importance of community councils
in bringing the grass-roots level of.citizen particiﬁation ints comﬁunity
education. (Parson and Séay, 1974, 171)

Despité the potential for such councils, many have femained‘ineffectivé
instruments in which effortsvhave been thwarted for reasons such as those
suggested by (Dale, 1979, 25;’Greiner, 1978, 46; Le Tarte, 1978, 65; Minzey

and Le Tarte, 1979, 123; Parson, 1979, 155):

1. Council members have not been given joint ownership in. council
processes from the beginning.

2. Council members are excluded from many decisions ve

3. Councils often lack representativeness and are made up of
status leaders who have the major say about community problems

4, Most council members have only token involvement in decision-
making and thus become demoralized and apathetic

5. Many councils do not have clear policies, goals or objectives‘

6. There is a lack of openness and communication within councils.

With problems such as these in mind an examination of the roles of key
personnel responsible for the administration and development of community
education is apprepriate.

c. Personnel

The Community School Co-ordinator

Several writers (Berfidge, 1973, 65; Ellis and Sperling, 1973, pp.
55-56; Hiemstra, 1972, 41;‘Minzey and Le Tarte, 1979, pp. 119, 183;
Schmitt and Weaver, 1979, 29; Wilder, 1979, 101) emphasized the importance
of éisely selecting community school co~ordinators:

No other position is so important to the operation of community
education as that of the director (community school co-ordinator).
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Regardless of the other inputs, the success or failure of

the program will largely depend upon who fills this position.
(Minzey and Le Tarte, 1979, 183)

The Community. School Principal

According to (Carpillo,1973,pp.‘7—8;'01ark, 1974, pp. 34-35; Melby,
1972, 172 and Wilder, 1979, 101), and several other writers, principals of
community schoéls can, by their attitudes toward community educafion, the
community school co-ordinator, staff and community be re;ponsible for
positive or negative results of the community e&ucation program. Wilder
contended that: |

Each principal must prdmoté and nurture the growth of community

education both philosophically and programmatically. Without

this active support the concept will never achieve its

potential. (Wilder, 1979, 101)

Commﬁnity School Teachers

The literature is replete with references to the need for recruiting
suitable teachers if community education is to succeed.

Keidel (1969, pp. 82-83) referred to the need for teachefs to un&erstand
and accept the community education philosophy if they were to be active pro-
ponents of community education practice. Kerensky and Melby (1971) contended
that teachers who did not understand and accept the community education
‘philoséphy to be often'"...the major roadblock to its affecting fhe K-12
program.”" (Kerensky and Melby, 1971, 182) Hanna (1972 indicated that analysisv
of case studies of abandoned community school efforts seemed to point-to...

the lack of understanding of the goals (of community education)

and inadequate or inappropriate content and method on the part

of the teaching profession." (Hanna, 1972, 17)

Hager, Olsen and Clark (1977) summed up the role of the community
eduéatioﬁ teacher:

»  The role of the teacher is critical if education is to address
the problems facing many communities and be responsive to the
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needs of all community citizens, young and old, advantaged and .
disadvantaged, collectively and individually. By utilizing
community resources, human and physical, in the classroom and
actively seeking ways to involve the school and community in

a wide variety of situations, teachers can play a key role in
addressing the present challenges to education in a manner
beneficial to all. (Hager, Olsen and Clark, 1977, 59)

d. Training and Leadership

Numerous writers have expressed concern about problems assoéiated with‘
the training of community educators. Writings centred around thé lack of
relevant training programs and the consequent lack of trained community
educators: Watt and Lisicich (1975) believe that certain programs reflect
the bureaucratization of edﬁcation by "placing undue emphasis upon the
academics." (Watt and Lisiciéh, 1975, 13). Warden (1975, 31) wrote about
the need forAtraining in skill development so that community educators
might establish greater facility in working with'the community. Prout
(1979, pp. 24—265, Sandberg and Weaver, (1977, pp. 9-12) advocated training
in the development of human, technical, organizational, leadership, and
conceptual skills in conjunction with experiential, humanistic, and field-
based training. |

The inadequacies of teacher training were noted by Gerson, (1975, 31),
Kaplan, (1977, 57) and Kimsrough (1977, 25). 1t was sﬁggested that:

1. Teachers are poorly prepared to understand.and to use the
environmental forces which affect children.

2. Teachers are unprepared to work with non-professionals. This
point was also made by Winecoff and Powell (1975) in their fi
discussion about the frustration and failure of volunteer -
programs in some schools.

3. Teachers are unprepared to work with parents in a joint
* effort at modfication of the school as an institution

-in constructive ways.

According to Satterfield and Boyer (1973):
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- Many young persons entering the teaching profession
frequently perceive teaching as being confined to
their individual classrooms and they often hold
extremely limited perceptions of the community.
(Satterfield and Boyer, 1973, 12) '

Teachers have been prepared hlstorically to look at the method (2
rather than the conceptual development of content, §

In analysis of in-service education Minzey .and Le Tarte '(1979) gave

three reasons for the failure of in-service programs:

1.

2.

In

Tradition. Information is presented in a traditional

manner. Participants are merely passive recipients.

Non-commitment. In—serV1ce programs which are lacking

in appropriate content and planning do not receive
strong commitment.

Inadequate financing. In-service programs have been

underfunded and consequently lacking in quallty.
(Minzey and Le Tarte, 1979, 196)

planning future in-service programs it was suggested that partici-

pants be involved in planning, process and evaluation of the programs.

The community school co-ordinator considered by many writers to be the

key to successful community education programs has not usually received

adequate training. Hartvigsen (1972, 43) and Johmson (1975, 19) voiced the

opinions of many when they advocated that the community school co-ordinator

be more broadly trained than anyone in the educational program today.

Universities and colleges have had to take some share of the blame for

the lack of adequately trained e&uéators. Pennington (1979) strongly

criticized major anti-education practices ' perpetuated by faculties of

education. He postulated that the multi-layered bureaucratic administrative

sector engage in decision-making procedures which

remove them farther and farther from first-hand knowledge of
the needs, wants, and hopes of those people for whom they are
responsible."” (Pennington, 1979, 101)



Bernard (1979, 148) lamented the fact that producing community

educators in>Canada is a majorbproblem. Because there are presentlyvno
facilities in colleges and universities potential communitf educators have
had to be‘trained in the United Sfétes. A distinctivé American community
education atmosphere permeates many Canadién communit&leducatioﬁ centres.
Leadership | o

A lack of training for leadgrship was considered to be a serious
defect of training programs in general. Howerfon (1977) stéted that:

The‘problems of providing 1eadershi§ in developing educational

policy decisions constituted the chief problem of community
educators. (Howerton, 1977, 155)

Schmitt and Weaver (1979, 107) attributed the failure of community
education to reach its potential to inappropriate leadership stylés‘exer—
cised within communities. Berridge, Stark and West (1977) postulated that
the lack of leadership skills constituted a major impediment to the growth
of community education. They wrote:
The success of a community education project is directly
proportional to the leadership skills of the individual

responsible for the project's implementation and dissemi-
nation. (Berridge, Stark and West, 1977, 133)

e. Legislation

A major difference between the United States and Canada eiists in the
forms of legislation for community education. Latinecé (1979, 148) described
Canada's official legislation which gives provinces the responsibility for
establishing educational policies. Because there are no Federal funds avail-
ab1e fo£ community education, provinces --unlike the United States-- are re-
qqifed to meet total education costs. Individual school districts are thus
fdrced fo.cover up to as much as 60% of the total educational expenses.

Berridge, Stark and West (1977) contended that lack of sufficient
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finance was the most crucial problem affecting the development of community
.eduéation. .They wrote:
 Most school boards will readgiy aééept the philosophy of

community education, but the true test of commitment comes

from their Wllllngness to finance its 1mp1ementat10n.

(Berridge, Stark and West, 1977, 95)

Minzey and Le Tarte (1979, 166) postulated that the lack of finance
was the most frequent excuse used for not implementing' community education-
in certain communities.

The British Columbié Ministry of Education, by not openly supporting
community -schools, either on a personal or a financial basis, has creéted
added legislative problems f;r~community schools.

In North Vancouver anti;coﬁmunity school groups such as the Concerned

Citizens' Association continually question the legality and the costliness

of running community schools in the area.

f.Community Education Models

Great variations exist amoﬁg models of community education. Writers
such as (Burbach and Decker, 1977, 62; Nance and Pond, 1974, 55; Parson,
1976; Prout, 1977, pp. 9-10; Udell and Nance, 1975, pp. 21-27; Warden, 1974,
pp. 11-13) drew distinctions among the various models and outlined the
strengths and weakneéses of each, A description of some common community
education models is given below.

1. The Flint Model

The Flint Community Education Model developed in the early days of the
modern’revival,of community education. Community inyolvement and commuﬁity
development are the main”critgria adhered to by community schools in Flint.
Othér'disfinguishing features are:

* 1. financial support received from the Mott Foundation to encourage
the community to make greater use of school and community facilities;
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2. the appointment of a community school director who was res-
ponsible for the co-ordination of regular and additiomal
school programs; ’

3. the introduction of a school advisory council to serve
the needs of the community (Prout, 1977, pp. 9, 10)

The Flint Community Education Model has been an exemplar for many
communities\both in the United States and Canada. Acéording to research by
the writer this model has not been portrayed in diagrammatic forﬁ.

Seay, (1974) summarized in diagrammatic form components of three models
of community education‘that wére developed during a National Study of 7
Communit& Goals conducted by Weaver in 1972, - The first, the Cénventional
Model, assumed a stable community in which community education was school-
based and the community schobi co~ordinator responsible to the school. Tﬂe
Emerging Model, indicative of communities today, assumed societal unrest.

A co-operative, community oriented community edubafion was developed in
such a setting and the community school co-ordinator was more of a
facilitator. Seay presented a further model which he believed necessary to

' The community

"systematize the concept and to develop testable hypotheses.'
education model (see Figure 6) classifies the outputs (community improve-
-ments) which can be accomplished by certain processes’(activitieS). Inputs
(community resources) are selected to achieve desired oﬁtcomes.v The dynamics
(interactions) illustrated by arrows suggest that all elements are affecfed
by interactions éccurfing within the system. Structured surveys (formal
feedbaék) and unsolicited comments (informal feedback) form bases on which

the model may be modified. Community educators must always take into

consideration community givens such as mores and customs.



2. _ The Conventional Model

The Social Setting (Community)

1. Stable Society

2. Community Organization

3. Congruence of School &
Community Goals

4. Education and Schooling
Synonymous

The Job (Community Education)

1. School-based

2. Rational, Bureaucratic,
Closed system

3. Program-oriented

4. Accountable to the School

1. Personal Requisites
Charisma
Loyalty
Dedication

2, Skills
Technical
Conceptual
Human (high degree)

3. Knowledges
Education Programming
Public Relations

Figure 4
y (Seay, 1974, 131)




3. ' The Emerging Model

The Social Setting (Community) .

1. Societal Malaise

2. Community Disorganization

3. Dissatisfaction with the
School

4. Broadened Definition of
Education - -

The Job (Community Education)

1. Community-oriented
2. Natural, open-system
3. Process based
4. Accountable to Community -

The Person (Community Educator)

1. Personal Requisites
Objectivity -
Initiative
Adaptability

2, Skills
Technical.
Conceptual
Human (high degree)

3. Knowledges
Organizational Management
Human Behaviour
Social Systems

Figure 5 (Seay, 1974, 132)




The Community Education Model

Feedback (Formal & Informal)

N
INPUTS OUTPUTS
Resources Community Improvements
Human Sentiments
Economic Satisfactions
Structural Skills
- Physical Knowledges
Behaviours
Structures
1T T T T T T T T T T s ,
1 Givens I
i _ i
i Mores Geography !
i Customs Bureaucracy: : ]
l Economic Demographic Factor |
! Conditions Idiographic Factors i
PROCESSES
Activities
Co-ordinating Programming
Surveying Training
Demonstrating Promoting
Figure g

(Seay, 1974, 401)

40
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Minzey and Le Tarte (1979) warned of the dangerrof models becoming
static and therefore unresponsive to differing community needs and cir-

cumstances. '"Over the years (and generations) the popular model takes on

the appearances of law and truth and soon becomes invulnerable to change.”

(Minzey and Le Tarte, 1979, 59)
g. Curriéuium
One of the key components of a community education philosophy is the
development of curricula relevanf to the needs of the total community.’ A
revieﬁ of literature suggested that lip ser&ice, or at best token involve-
ment, has been given to the\development’of community-centred curricula.
Many &riters (Fantini éﬂd Weinstein, 1968, pp. 51-53; Freife, 1972,v
Chap. 2; Garber, 1974, 29; Melby, 1973, 8; Minzey and Le Tarte, 1972; 128)
critically analysed the irrelevancies of what is taught and how it is
taught in schools:/

With all the talk of new curricula anyone who visits many
schools is forced to the conclusion that essentially they
differ little from those of a half century ago - that
philosophically they accept the theory of the transmission
of the culture, that knowledge is power, that those who know
what is right will do what is right. (Melby, 1973, 8)

In reviewing our existing curriculum it rapidly becomes
evident that, at the very least, educational change and
innovation have not kept pace with social change, and that
certainly some degree of irrelevancy exists between what is
taught and what needs to be taught to successfully cope
with living in our modern society. The traditional
curriculum has been patched, twisted, added to, and sub-
tracted from, but has not basically changed. (Minzey and
Le Tarte, 1972, 128)

Olsen (1972) in an article, "Dare We Develop a Relevant Curriculum?"
called for a radical change in the basic purpose and pattern of curriculum...
A -

not by tinkering around the edges, not by dropping this subject
and adding that unit, but rather by redesigning the whole youth
curriculum in a new and relevant way. (Olsen, 1972, 8)




In several instances efforts'to establish a community-centred cﬁr i-
culum have foundered because there has‘not been systematic, long-range
planning. |

Winecoff (1974, 26) viewed the marked lack of integration betwéen,the
K~12 program. and before and after school.programs tq'be a seriqus indi-= ..
cation that‘gggg community programs still operated as supplements to the Qﬁ

S sy ‘ S ,
regular K~12 program. Clark‘(1978) supported this claim and criticized the
reluctance of many séécalled community educators to integrate community
educafion principles into the regular K—12 school curriculum. Even though
provision has been made in many schools to conduct programé for commﬁnity

", ..In most cases these same school systems continue to

members of all ages,
méintain very coﬁventipnal and static regular school day programs oriented
to abobk—learning". (Clark, 1978, 4). Clark went on to ask some signi-
ficant questions: |

1. Why does this paradox continue to exist?

2. Are the principles we profess to be so important in community education
not applicable to the learning experiences of children during the égky?

Olsen wrote strongly about this same paradox:

The failure to realize the relationship between the two programs

often results in not only a weakening in the effectivness of both yﬁ

programs, but genuine animosity between the two. Often this can
result in the elimination of the community education concept.

(Olsen, 1972, 8)

Dewey's contention that true education must be based upon life-
experiences is one of the chief tenets of community education. However,
many cpmmunity educators have éontinued to base their curricula upon bBok—
centred, teacher-dominated, cognitive learning.

Despite the tremendous potential, summarized by Dillion (1977, 27) for

using community resources in and out of schools, many community educators
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have failed to respond to the challenge. According to Garber (1974, 29)
school administrators and school board members are oftsn unwilling to share
théir power with lay people and are consequently reluctant to involve them
in curriculum development.
Logsdon (1971, 13) and Penfield (1976, 14) urged community educators

( to keep the communications channels open so that parents and other community
members might better understand the responsibility and benefits of sharing
community resources, for at bresent, in Hager's words, "Parents are one ot
the most'valuable, most available, and most often underutilized community
resources." (Hager, 1977, 28) The same observation may be made, in

varying degrees, about other community groups.

h.Evaluation

A review of the literature indicated that ; major inhibitor to the
development of»community education is the dearth of evaluation studies
undertaken at either local or national levels.

Worthen and Sanders (1973) voiced the opinions of several community

educators when they perceived evaluation to be, "...one of the most widely

.discussed but little used processes in today's education systems".

(Worthen &nd Sanders, 1973, 1) Furthermore that "..;only a tiny fraction
of the education programs operating at any level have been evaluated in any
- but the most cursory fashion, if indeed at all." (Worthen and Sanders, 1973,

, 15. |
Writers such as (Carrillo, 1973, 9; Frank, 1974, 27; Hammond, 1972, 231)
stressed the need for a systematic approach to evaluation which has become

the "problem,child of education." (Hammond, 1972, 231)

Greenwood (1977, 457) attributed the general lack of evaluation at the

-

outset of community education programs to be, "...a common feature of
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innovations‘and perhaps the harbinger of their failures," ﬁithout
evaluation Stﬁ&ieé community edﬁcators have no data to support reasons
for initial successes or proBlems.v' |

Several reasons were given for the general lack of evaluation. Steele
(1975, 28) wrote about the "mystique of evaluation" which has’tgnded to
intimidate potential evaluators. Stufflebeam (1971) supported and elaborated
upon this viewpoint when he enumerated symptoms of what he termed the
"evaluation illness:"

1. Avoidance Symptom. Evaluation can be a painful process.

2. Anxiety Symptom. There are many ambiguities in the evaluation
process. \ :

3. Immobilization Symptom., Séhools have failed to respond to
evaluation.

4, Skepticism Symptom. Evaluation cannot be done.

5. Lack of Guidelines Symptom. There are no clear steps to
follow in an evaluation study.

6. Misadvice Symptom. Consultants have not given appropriate
advice to practitioners.,

7. No Significant Difference Symptom. Evaluation will not
produce significant results.

8. Missing Elements Symptom., There is no complete evaluation
structure to implement. (Stufflebeam, 1971, pp. 4-9)

Minzey and Le Tarte (1979) attributed the lack of evaluation to strong
beliefs held by some about the philosophy of community education: .
1. An -anti-ivory tower syndrome. Measurement is playing into

the hands of bureaucrats therefore incompatible with
community education principles.

2. Program versus Process. The numbers of programs and
participants are important; not studies of programs
themselves or their effects on those involved

3. Dramatics of Statistics. Numbers are impressive and tell
- their own story.
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4. Degree of Difficulty. As results can be "felt" there is no
need to be involved in collecting data. )

‘5;‘Partial'Definition. Many community educators do not per-
ceive -evaluation to be a vital part of community education.

6. Criteria of Decision-Makers. Decision-makers are concerned
about money spent on programs rather than on the worth of
programs.

7. Instrumentation. Appropriate evaluation instruments are
lacking. There are also difficulties in constructing
and administering instruments and motivating people to
take part in evaluation studies. (Minzey and Le Tarte,
1979, 152) '

Minzey and Le Tarte (1979) made general reference to some attempts at
evaluation in community education. They claimed that the studies were in-
accurate for the following reasons:

1. Disarrays of fragmented statistics.

2. Disagreement as to the relevancy of information received.

3. Faulty instrumentation. Inappropriate variables were being measured

to judge the quality of programs. Inaccurate measurements
were gained because instrumentation was frequently un-
reliable and invalid. ’

4. Unfocussed objectives.

References were made by (Burbach and Decker, 1977, 47; Minzey and Le
Tarte, 1979, 154; Welty 1972, 128; and Wood, 1975, 7) to the importance of
democratizing the evaluation process so'that evaluation would not be speci-
fically within the realms of specialists but would be the responsibility of
the entire community.

Santellanes (1975) summarized this position when he wrote:

If community educators sincerely beliéve in a process orient-

ation, this philosophy must be incorporated into the evaluation

process. Tabulations of programs offered and participants en-
rolled should no longer provide the whole basis for assessing
the success or failure of comminity education. The manner in

which community educators work with and involve people should
* not only be emphasized but also evaluated. Consistent with
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this philosophy, community educators must concentrate on

the process used in evaluation, as well as the results cf

such an endeavour. (Santellanes, 1975, 23) :

‘According to (Berridge, 1977, 131; Burbach and Decker, 1977, pp. 14,
17, 23, 57, 1969; Minzey and Le Tarte; 1972, 261; Seay, 1974, 211) there is
a grave urgency to determine the worth of community education which is
2 continuing to gain momentum in manyvparts of the world.
ii.Research

As early as 1953 writers were expressing the need for research to
determine'the nature of problems confronting community schools (Seay and
Wilkinson, 1953, 266). Howeﬁer, there was very little evidence to suggest
that research has become an integral part of community education develop-

ment: Van Vorhees (1972, 203) made this point when he critized the fact

% that there was a dearth of research to support or deny the effectiveness

of community education.

Seay (1974, pp. 389-393) and Van Vorhees (1972, pp. 205—205) suggésted

that certain deterrents halted research efforts. These included a lack of
time, too much emphasis on the practical side of community education, a
lack of understanding of the processes involved in community edncétion, and
a marked number of instances when community education practices were
borrowed from Flint, Michigan, the birthplace of modern community education,
and transplanted in other communities.

Frank (1974, 15) drew attention to the fact that, although two national
symposiums had already been undertaken in community\education, very little
research had been published about any one of its components. De Largy

. (1974, 38) referred to the 1971 symposium conducted by a group of community

education leaders to determine what research was neéded in community
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education. Van Vorhees (1972, pp. 203-205) in an article gntitled
"Community Education Needs Research for Survival" summarizéd findings
made at that symposium. Identification éf specific goals for commuﬁity
education research appeared.totbe the most pressing need.

7 Accordiﬁg to Decker and Burbach (1974, 47)ban evaluation research
component should be a vital téol used in every community for measuring
" the worth of communithEducation brograms..

Research in training community educators was investigated at the

office of community education at the University of Michigan. Watt and
Lisicich (1975, 14) found that almost nothing has been dome to "discover

and validate those characteristics which constitute effective community

[ . "
educators. Seay (1974) commented upon the fact that colleges and
universities have made a negligible contribution in the way of research.
Most doctoral dissertations have concentrated upon descriptions of

experiences of community educators in the field and

...While such observations are of interest to community
. educators, they are, nevertheless, observations, and as

such, they do not contribute to the research data base
. in community education. (Seay, 1974, 393)

B._Actual Problems Associated with the Development of Community Education.

Very few references were made in the literature to reports and case
studies which researched and/or evaluated actual problems which were per-
ceived to be inhibitors to :the development of community education in certain

school districts. . : .

LReports

o
14

During a workshop entitled "The Teacher and Community and Community
Education: Professional Concerns" conducted at the University of Oregon

in 1975 teachers discussed concerns which seemed to stem from two. key
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problems:

1. a lack of understanding of the community concept which
contributed to a lack of orientation to the role of
teacher in a community school, a feeling of being
threatened, and consequent suspicion of
new programs and resistance to change

2., professional jealousy among teachers resulting in a
possessive attitude towards classrooms and a reluctance
to employ volunteers. (1975, pp. 10-11)

Teachers also stfessed the need for adequate communication in order to
avoid the gap which was developing between the leaders or administrators |
and the iﬁplementors - the teachers. 1In the opinion of teachers, "The
leaders are always ahead, n6E a1lowing for the impleméntors to catch up
with them." (1975, 9) Another gap was mentioned, that between "...
school and the real world." (1975, 5) Teachers were concerned about the
current irrelevancies of education and the effects they wefe having upon
students, parents, and citizens.

Scigliano (1978) reported -on a United States National Charette about
Community"Colleges and Community Schools. Actual barriers to iﬁplementa—
tion and development of communify education were cited. These barriers or
froblems were similar to those portrayed as potential problemsVin‘litera—
ture. - Five major barriers with several suﬁ—headings were. recorded in the

report:

1. Lack of Commitment and Support for Community Education, especially for
Long-Term Programs.

a. Lack of common terminology

b. Traditienal lock-step educational theory and lack of accept-
ance of the community education concept.

c. Lack of understanding of the co-operative concept by ad-
‘ministration, faculty and staff.
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Inabiiity to articulate and document the advantages of
co—-operation. '

2. Vested Interests

a.

b.

C.

d.

General resistance to change from the traditional mechanisms
to new concepts

Fear of loss of power and fragmentation of authority
Mistrust of staff as to quality of instruction

Feelings of ownership of.facilities

3. Legislative Mandates

Competition for fun@s

Funding Formulas: Pﬁblic Schools Vs, Community Colleges
Accreditation and credentials “’

Prohibitions and restrictions

Lack of support from higher authorities

4, The Program Itself

Program visibility

Accessibility

Cost of services and programs.

Misunderstandings of programs

Lack of relevancy of programs to community needs
Lack of relevaqcy'as seen by program participants
Lack of availability of counselling

Bureaucratic red-tape

j. Inappropriately trained staff and institution
k. Institutional discrimination
5. Others |
a. Lack of effective communication by the media misquotes
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b. Geographical location of offices

. ¢. Bias and discrimination: administrafion, staff, public
media, etc. (1975, pp. 14-15)

Teachers at the University of Ofegon Conference (1975) made similar

comments to those concerning barriers 1 and 2, i.e., lack of coﬁmitment
- and support for the community:education concept and vested interests.

Hooper (1975—1976) recorded findings frog an evaluation study of
Metropolitan Public Schools of Nashville Davidson County. Perceived
weaknesse; and therefore inhibitors to the development of a community
education program were Summafized from the poi?ts of view of participants .
and.administrators; Participants saw the greatest weaknesses to be
deficiencies in areas of interest, encouragement? finance, éupervision,
publicity, evaluation; and organization. Administrators believed that a
lack of funds was one of the main weaknesses. Without funding programs
could not Be extended nor personnel in;reased. A lack of support, pubiic
awareness, leadership from the Central Office down, general program
sfability, and adequate citizen participation in programs were also
considered to be serious weaknesses. |

A Study of Components of Exemélary Community Education Progfams in
' Michigan was undertaken’in'Michigan in 1976. Although the study focussed
upon positive accomplishments, it is possible to imagine a host of
inhibitors associated with negative counterparts for each component. The
most successfulkprograms\were those which had citizen involvement, including.
teenagers, from most segments of the community and whose community school
co—érdinator ﬂéd taken several courses in educational administration.

(1976, 15)
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Perhaps the most significant study to date was that undertaken by

Greenblatt (1977) who examined the anatomy of a community school which,
because of serious unchecked problems in the eafly sgages of its develop-
ment, failed to achieve its goals. Greéhblatt spent four months in the
Oak %iew Community School, a pseudonym for an actual school located in the
northeastxof the United States with a population of 176,000. Oak View had
been in operation as a:community school since 1971.

During the four;mOnth observation period Greenblatt tried to deter-
mine if actual role behaﬁiour of teachers and volunteers in classrooms
was compatible with the goals of community educatioP. At the conclusion
of the four months all teacﬂérs were interviewed by Greenblatt. The inter-
views served to check the validity of data collected during observations
and‘also provided attitudinal data about certain key issues. Failures

included:

1. Innovation as 'a community school was nominal rather than
actual.

2. Few volunteers were encouraged to work in classrooms.
3. Administrators dominated council meeting deliberations.

4. The community teacher's role was no different from that of
a teacher in a regular school.

5. Teachers and residents had not been included in the planning
stages of the community school.

6. Citizens' unfamiliarity with educational procedures and
deé¢ision-making in formal organizations was a serious
drawback at council meetings.

7. The council had no legitimate authority in the school
system. It was therefore unable to effect social change
in the school and in the community.

8. A lack of staff participation caused citizens' involvement
to wane. ’
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9. Teachers were not adequately trained to work towards goals
of the community school.

- 10, No provision was made in the teacher contract for teachers
‘ to participate in community programs.

11. The school system failed to provide institutional support
for the community education program on a continuing basis.

12. The supervisor of elementary education in the district had
no training in community education. The principal of the
community school was accountable to that person.

13. A lack of fofmative evaluation fromvthe outset of the
community school program was a serious omission.
(Greenblatt, 1977, pp. 452-457)

The following studies were undertaken to examine three different

aspects of community educati;n and their application to community schools.
Ruark (1973) centred a study around learning climate. The main
‘purpdse of the study was to determine the difference (if any) of teachers'
perceptibns of the learning climate’of'community schools as opposed to that
of non-community schools. The two schools selected for the study were
Springfield, Ohio and Hamilton, Ohio. The former was organized with the
community education concept; the latter was not. Variables used were teach-

ers'

ages, training, experience in teaching, and present teaching.levels.
Findings revealed that there were no'differences in perceptions of
1earning climate by teachers in either system from the points of.view of
age, training or experience, There was, however, some difference when
teaching levels were taken into consideratiom.

Jeffrey (1975) compared teachers' acceptance of the community
education philosophy in South Michigan. The study focussed upon the degree -
to Vhich thé‘community education philosophy was accepted by elementary
communitykschool teachers as opposed to elementary regular school teachers.

. Although teachers who were exposed to community education programs

within their own school district tended to be more supportive of the concept
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...ﬁit is important to noﬁe that:both teacher groﬁps,copsistently
demonstrated moderate to strong acceptance of the philosbphy." (Jeffre&,
1975, 86) |

Guns (1979) conducted a study iﬁ an area in which no significant
community education research had been done: the ingegration of'community
reséurces into the school curricula. The study was undertaken in the
Greater Vancouver area. and sought to determine:

1. the differences, if aﬁy, between 'regular' schools and

community schools in their degree of integration of
community resources into the curricula, and

2. the relations betweeﬁ\the degree of integration of

community resources into the curricula of community
schools and certain administrative strategies used
to facilitate the integration. (Guns, 1979, 6)

Findings suggested that there was no significant difference between
'regular' schools and community schools in the degree to which cdmmunity re-
sources were - integrated into the cur;icula. This finding wés particularly
interesting in view éf the fact that one of the specific objectives for
community education relates to the use of the total community for the
development of the curricula. Furthermbre, community school co-ordinators
are appointed to community schools to facilitéte the iﬁtegfation of
community resources into the curriéula. Community schools are also
recipients of a special budget designated for the implementation of all the
components of community education, |

In Gun's work the administrative strategies of '"participation" and
"rewards" were considered by teachers in community schools to be the most
effective in~implémenting the community education concept. Teachers were

more inclined to be community school teachers when they were given real

involvement in decision-making processes and when the administration

.
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rewarded teachers for integrating community resources into the curricula.
Examples of 'rewards' were?benefits_to teachers guch as the possibility\
of‘learning a new skill or the possiblity for teachers to enhance their
" education stature or visibility. | |

One major problem in the development of community educationvwas
comﬁon to all three studies. Community schools were ﬁot significantly
different in philosopﬂy.and practice from non-community schools. Yet
community'schéols are supposed to be major vehicles for the iﬁplementation
and development of the community education concept. At this stage the
desired unique nature of the\COmmunity school does not appear to have been
realized.

Aitken (1978) conducted a brief evaluétionvof five community schools
in Vancouver. His evaluation report confirmed predictions portrayed in
the literature that certain unchecked pfoblems undoubtedly inhibit the
development of community education.

Under the hééding of "communications" Aitken summarized problems
associated with educating people about the community education concept,
a lack of liaison between principals and‘community school co—ordiﬁators,
and a lack of response to questions or suggestions from community residents.
At one community school 70.62 of the students indicated that they did not
have opportunities to ﬁake suggestions to the principal or communiéy
school co-ordinator about after-school or evening activities.

Other problems were associated with the lack of short and long-ramge
plgpning fér'community education development and a lack of training
pafticulérly for teachers and volunteers. Aitken noted:

_ All the community schools have undertaken projects to identify
local residents who are interested in serving as volunteer
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helpers in the schools. However, none of these schools
have been able to place more than a fraction of the total
number of "volunteers" identified. Teachers, generally
speaking, are not using volunteers in classroom activities.

(1978, 47)

Underutilization of community résources,-a 1gck of liaison between
school consultative  committees and school advisory councils, éllack of
role clarification for citizens in school affairs, inappropriate staff
selection at times,‘ang a failure to foster community responsibility
pupils through service to the community were also considered to be major

problems.

2.Case Studies

Evaluation in Community Education ~

 Some attempts have been made by the United States Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to evaluate current trends in the development of
community education.
Boyd, (1974-1978) conducted a study using the following objectivés:

1. To find out what is actually being done to evaluate the
programs of:

State Education Agencies
Local Education Agencies
Institutes of Higher Education

2. To analyse current practices as a basis for planning a
system for evaluation of the above - as called for by
the Community Schools-Act. (Boyd, .1979, 1)

Findings indicated that very few agencies and institutes of higher
education were currently evaluating community education programs. In
some instances where informal évaluation methods such as observation,
conversation, and reyiew of records were used to gather data, goals and
objectives of programs had been "slanted" so that evaluation would be

easier to do. Such objectives were usually little more than statements of




activities whi¢h were expected to be carried out. (Boyd, 1979, 9)
"Reasons for théilack of evaluation were attributed to impediments
suéh as:
1. the belief that it was too early to evaluate programs
2. the wide gap which existed between a definition of
community education and what programs were actually

accomplishing, and

3. conflicting role expectations between the state
- education and local education authorities.

Inconsistencies between and sometimes within programs, between

program "process" and program "outcome" were also considered to be draw-

backs to evaluation.

One of the major criticisms of the few evaluation studies being
conducted by state and local agencies or institufes of higher education
was that there was no real criteria for evaluating community education.
"Evaluators" were tending to use anything at all as evaluative criteria.

Further objections raised by study respondents included a lack of
long-range planning and inappropriate or unfocussed objecfives.

Between 1977 and 1979 a study was conducted by thg United States
National Community Education Advisory Council. The goéls for the study
were similar to those used in the previous study conducted by Boyd:

1. To describe the organization and operatidn of the Local .

Education Agencies, the State Education Agencies, and

the Institutes of Higher Education.

2, To evaluate the impact of the projects at the local, state,
and university levels. (Boyd, 1979, 1)

Information and insights were gained by means of discussions with

comﬁunity education leaders and knowledgeable observers. Findings

suggested that community education programs were making positive

56
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contributions at every level. Hdwever, some major issues or problems,
perceived to be inhibitors to the development of community education, wére
identified during discussions. These were:
1. Definitional Problems. As tﬁere was no consensus for é
definition of community education, confusion in training

personnel and planning and assessing projects was
inevitable,

2. Lack of Qualified Leaders

3. Overspecialization. Several respondents believed that
there was too much emphasis on training in community
education and not enough emphasis on broader training
and commitment relevant to local communities.

4, Overemphasis on School-based Models. There appeared
to be a need for developing community education models
in other places besides schools.

'5. Need for Qualitative Measures of Impact. Most respondents
indicated a lack of legislative understanding and support
of community education.

Davies et al (1978-1979) working‘with the institute for Responsive
Education in the United States have attempted to determine the degree'and
effectiveness of citizen participation in educational decision-making.
Their findings are applicable to the development of community education.
The principal purpose of their research program was to.increase uﬁder—
standing of ways in which organizations:

1. have had impact on local decision-making

2. have worked to increase the responsiveness of public
institutions (e.g., schools and school systems) to
the .constituents they serve, and

3. have enchanced the power of minorities and of low- )
" income residents.

The study was particularly concerned about ways in which parents
and their community members, especially urban minorities and the poor,

participated in decisions that had bearing upon the education of their
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children.

Although the researchers discerned widespread, verbal support for
citizen participation in educationél decision-making, there was evidence
to suggest that citizens had ﬁarely.been given any real power in decision-
making. Several reasons were given for this anomaly:

1, School boards, administrators, and teachers were often

reluctant to share their power with parents and community
residents.

2., A lack of trainiﬁg prevented school-based personnel from
developing effective ways of involving citizens in -
educational decision-making.

3. Where citizen participation had been implemented, a lack
of representativeness persisted:

a. many more women than men were involved

b. well-educated, middle-class families dominated the
the scene

c. very few youth were participating
d. minority group members were markedly under-represented.
4, In the eyes of some citizens, citizen-participation was
considered to be costly in terms of sdcrifice to income-
earning-opportunities and to family commitments.
5. Many citizen-participants, because they did not have a
sense of ownership in decision-making, continued to remain
powerless and alienated. '
6. Several citizens continued to agree that decision-making was

the sole prerogative of administrators and school-based
personnel. '

In summary, the researchers believed that there was little opportunity
for citizens to make an impact on educational decision-making. Several

reasons were suggested for this prediction:

1. Limited resources, fiscal crises, inflation, and slow growth
economy .
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2. A malfunctioning of the politiéal system resulting in a
lack of trust by the people for the system.

3. An absence of clear social and political consensus to’
provide guidance for planning and decision-making.

In addition it was believed that citizens' potential power was being
lost in such issues as competition émong interest groups for "résourcesﬁ
a lack of consensus concerning policy decisions,and the dominance of
centralized and bure;ﬁcratic management at both government and school-
system levels. A lack-éf cumulative, reliable evaluation studies was also
considered to be a major deterrent in determining the worth of school
advisory councils and encq;raging further citizen-participation.

Davies et al (1979) conducted some case studies which went beyond
the\gathering of statistics to a fuller appreciation of operational
patterns of certain school advisory councils. References were made to
positive accomplishments in a few councils. It was noted that the key to
success or failure of councils lay predominantly in the degree of coliabo—
ration which existed among the council chairperson, the community school
co-ordinator, and the principal. In most cases, principals were considered
to play the key role; having their own "hidden agendas" and tending to -
initiate citizen involvement because they wanted‘an‘w,. "early Qarning
system:.‘for school related problems as they start brewing inlthe commu-—
nity." (Davies et al; 1979, 43)‘ The'priﬁcipal's key role was iliust;ated
in studies undertaken in Southern Carolina. |
School 1

| The'principal in this school thoroughly dominated school affairs.
Hence tﬁe council chairperson and community school co—ordinatof were power-

less to effect change. The role of the council was most unclear and could
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be classified as a "non-council." k(Dafies et al, 1979, 46)
Schbai 2 |

In the case of this school role.deSCfiptions and power distribution
had been cleariy defined for the principal, the council chairperson, and
the’commuﬁit& school co-ordinator. Communication systems were open and
..." a co-operative spirit prévailed among team members because the school
principal, secure in His own role;fshowed'genuihe enthusiasm for the
council.”". (Davies et al, 1979, 46)
' SchOol 3

The principal in this séhool provided a form of non-directive leader-
ship. Provision for election to the council by peer groups had been made
soqtﬁat parents electedbparents, teachers elected teachers, and students
elected students. A positive school—communitf relationship was established.

One of the most positive accomplishments of intéraction précesses
among coﬁncil members was the breaking down of the 'language barrier"
between education .professionals and lay people. As Davies (1979) wisely
commented:

This (language barrier) is one source of alienation between

schools and communities — the fear and confusion that parents

may feel if they rumn into educational jargon they can't

understand - often set up as a deliberate smokescreen by
self-protective school personnel. (Davies et al, 1979, 47)

In concluding their observations the researchers noted that it was
difficult to assess the "general impact of (council) mandates and

establishment." This was because there was "no such thing as a council

per. se. "(Davies et al, 1979, 6)

In the report Citizen Organizations: Citizen Participation in

Educational Decision-making, Gittell (1979) examined the politics of power
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and powerleésness as they applied to community organizations._’From three
politically different cities ih‘thé United States a sample of sixteen
cdmﬁunity organizations, most of wﬁich represented lower-income groups
was chosen for the study. The most active school—ofiented groups in each
city were selected.

Findings reinforced conclusions which had been drawn in the previous
studies conducted fof\the United States Department of Health, Education
and Welfare (1978, 1979) that citizens, particularly those belonging to
1ower—inc6me groups, haveylittle influence on educational decision-making.
Moreover, Gittell claimed that ..."advocates of citizen participation have
more reason to despéir now than they did ten years ago." (Gittell, 1979,
260). The sixties w;s a time during which lower-income groups aggressively
challenged the power structures. In lower-income communities there iS‘é
. lack of political-action-directed oféanizations coupled with frustration
or disinterest in school issues. Other findings supported claims that
there is an absence of decentralized control in school systems. Effective
citizen participation is neither subported nor encouraged.

It was believed that United States federal, State, and 1oéa1bpolicies
which mandated school prganizations and funded community organizations
which delivered suppleﬁentary educational services to the schools produced
serious negative effects. According to Gittell (1970):

The policies have effectively diffused the energies of

independently based and self-initiated citizen organizations.

(Gittell, 1979, 203) .
Such organizations were becoming increasingly dependent upon school

professionals for their direction and less involved with pursuing school

issues. Lower-income organizations were tending more and more to become
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service-oriented in identifying needy clients and seeking to support .them,

This trend resulted in the majority of lower—income citizens having little
or no opportunities to become involved in decision-making which could
affect their lives. M

Although middle-to-upper income organizations had some inflnence on
school policy, ..."the potential for effective participation was less real
than a majority of the organizations perceived it to be." (Gittell, 1979,
261) | |

Leadership mas considered to be a major factor affecting citizen
participation. Middle—to—upper organizations had a rotating 1eadership
pattern which provided greater opportunities for citizens to be, at least
on some occasions, involved in decisionémaking. Lower-income organizations
tended to promote static leadership roles. It mas noted that several
middle-to-upper income organizations"ﬁad developed networks with other
organizations and had thereby increased effectiveness by exchanging ideas
and resources. Conversely..."mandated organizations were the most isolated,
interacting mostly with their mandating institution and not with self-
initiated community organizations." (Gittell, 1979, 262)

In conclusion, Gittell reiterated the concern that citizen partici-
pation, particularly for lower-income groups and organizations did not look
very promising for the future. Recommendations for improvements were
‘centred around the need for changes in strategies, independence from
external support such as schools for ' organization and vice versus, the need
for dynamism from within the politics and structure of school systems to
make them more decentralized and more accessible to these organizations."

- (Gittell, 1979, 262). For as was postulated: '"Control over school
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policy-making is still tightly held and guarded by professional bureaucrats
at. school headquarters.”  (Gittéll, 1979, 265) This statement was borne

out in three cities selected for the study.

C. The Development of Community Education in North Vanéouver

During the period 1971-1979 eight‘éommunity schools were established
in the North Vancouyer Schodl District. It is maintained by school
of ficials that each ;éhpol was déveloped in response to the expressed needs
of eéch community. A short synopsis of the initiation of each éommunity
school is presented below.K Community school designation dates are in-
dicated in parentheses. Ali demographic data is drawn from North Vancouver
School Board records and Cahill's (1976) study of the community schools in
North Vancouver. | ¢

Queen Mary Community School (1971)

Queen Mary, the oldest school in the district, consists of a highly
fransient school population, Several students are from single parent homes
or homes in which both parents work., Community school status was achieved
in 1971 in an attempt to relieve severe learning problems and to provide
a means of integration for the white and Native Indian dommunities served
by the school, School enrolment in 1979-1980 is 296 students.

- Burrard View Community School (1973)

Burrard View Community School in the Seymour-Deep Cove area is
geographically isolated. Within the community are a mixture of professional
people, welfare recipients, aﬁd middle~class people. Parents, desiroﬁs of
particiﬁating in programs which could be operated out of the school,
provided impetus for the establishment of what became the first self-

initiated community school in North Vancouver. School enrolment in 1979-
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1980 is 336 students.

Boundary Community Schobl (1975)

Boundary Community School in the.Lynh Valley,a;ea is characterized by
a very traditional middle-class community. In 1974 the appointment of a
new principai interested in involving the total community in the operation
of the school marked the beginning of a revitalizihg era and designation
of community school stétus. School enrolment in 1979-1980 is 364 students.

Maplewood Community School (1975)

Maplewood became a community school in September, 1975. Many apart-
ment dwellers consisting of ;ingléAparent‘families or ones in which both
parents work form the major part of the school attendance area. Apparently
the iong ﬁistory of community invblvéﬁent at Maplewood formed a strbng
basis for establishing a community“échool. School enrolment in 1979—1980
is 365 students.

- Westover Community School (1976)

The attendance area for the Westover Community School occupies less
than one mile in radius. There are no multiple dwellings or high rise
apartments; the community lives in single fémily homes. The geographical
smallness of tﬁe area combined with a high degree of parental involvement
and eVening use of school facilities were strong féundations'ﬁpon which to
build a éommunity school concept. Séhool enrolment in 1979-1980 is 270
students.

Highlands Community School (197641977)

. The Higﬂlands community comprised of middle and upper middle-class
citizens covers a large attendance area. Before community school

designation there was already a well-informed actively involved parent
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organizatioﬁ in operation. A thorough study to determine the essence of
community education and its potential for the Highlands area was under-
taken prior to community!school deeignatien. School enrolment in 1979-

1980 is 295 students.

Lynnmour Community School (1976)

Lynnmour Community School is situated in a densely populated area
comprising a transieﬁtemixed community which has been deprived of many
. social and recreation services. A thorough needs assessment was under-
taken befere Lynnmour Annex was designated as Lynnmour Community School.

Seycove Community School (1579)

Seycove Community School in the Deep Cove area complements Burrerd
View Community School -and is the most reeently established community school
in the district. Grades seven, eight,wand nine are catered for and the
student enrolment in 1979-1980 is 288. Since Seycove Community School
is not classified as an elementary community school Seycove did not form
part of the sample for this study.

School District Policy for Community Education and Community Schools in
School District No. 44 (North Vancouver)

The North Vancouver Board of School Trustees endorses the concept of
community education and supports and encourages the development of
community schools throughout the school district,

Objectives for Community Schools in North Vancouver

Community schools in North Vancouver adhere to the following
objectives:

1. the development of an effective organization for community-
school involvement
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2. the development of a working relationship with private
and public agencies

3. the effective utilization of school facilities for all
age groups : : g

4, the promotion of volunteer leadership in all phases of
the program

5. the use of the total community whenever appropriate as
a resource for the development of the curricula.
(Policy 1200)
On May 27, 1974 the School Board adopted Policy 1330 which later
became Po6licy 1200 (see Appendix B).

Key Personnel Associated with Community Schools in North Vancouver

1. Communitnychool Teachers

Community school teachers constitute the‘largest single group of
community edacators in community schools. As such they have constant
interaction éﬁéng and inflﬁence'upon students,'staff members, and community
members. In North Vancouver there are varying expectations about the role
of teachers in>community schools.

2, Community School Principals

Perceptions of community school principals'(roles vary. Some
principals perceive their roles to be the same as thoée of traditional
elementary school principals; others believe that they are expected to
provide cbmmunity leadership aﬁd to work closely with the community school
co-ordinator in promoting theobjectives of community education.

3. Community School Co-ordinators

/

N

Community school co-ordinators are the chief facilitators of community

education in a community school. Although their roles are developed
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aceording to the uniqueness of each community all community school co-
ordinators in Notth Vancouver, according to Cahill (1976, 56) are concerned
with needs assessments for eommunities, goal setting, planning, personnel
supervision, budget and finance, communications, leadership development,
curriculum development, and evaluation.

4. District Co—ordinator for Community Schools

District community\school co-ordinators' roles vary. Responsibilities
include the provision of advice and resourceS'for‘community education, the
. election and training of potential community scheol co-ordinators, thei
organization“of. workshops andidevelopment of communication processes
among community schools, the Superintendent, and the School Board.

5. District Superintendent

The superintendent is responsible for all school, community and non-
community schools and personnel associated with each, in the North
Vancouver School District. He is chief mediator between the School Boatd,
schools and community. He advises the Beard on policy decisions and
ensures that they are carrieéd out. (Cahill, 1976, 57)

6. School Trustees

Seven members from the North Vancouver School District are eiected
for a two-year period. They play a major rble in decision-making for all
schools served by the dietrict. | '

- 7. Agencies

Many agencies work in close collaboration with tne community schools

in attempting te‘meet the needs.of all members of the community. Dick

(1979) compiled a booklet entitled "Agency Services of Particular Interest

to Schools in North Vancouver." The directory describes each of the



68
sixty-five agencies in detail and is designed to assist teachers,
couqsellors,iand administrators to‘locate’and benefit from the services
avéilable.

8. Community Schools Councils

Each community school has developed é community school counéil
composed of representatives from the school and the community. 1In addition
to the activities of fact—finding about the community, planning, co-
ordinatiop and communications, activation df‘community resources, and
evaluation noted by Cox (1974, 30) each commdﬁity school council is
particularly concerned with Eunctions related to defining and solving

community problems.

Initial Implementation of Community Education in North Vancouver

Cahill (1976), in her detailed study of community schools in the North -
Vancouver School District made several observations concerning the initial
implementation of community education:

1. Designation of Community Schools

In many respects schools were "community" schools before designated
as such. It was anticipated that each community would be a facilitator
for meeting the expressed needs of the community.

2. Teaching Styles

A variety of teaching styles, from traditional to innovative open-
Plan and team teaching styles were evident in community schools.
3. Support

The NorthKVancouver School Board was commit;ed in principle to the
Supbort df community schools. However, scme principals and community

school co-ordinators believed that the district administration did not
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perceive community schools as a priority.

4.’Decision—making

Community involvement in decision—making was considered to be{é
majorvchallenge to the traditional bureaucratic decision-making model.
5. ConceRt |

Teachers and community.members demonstrated varying degrees of under-
standing of and support‘for the cdmmunity education concept.
6. Leadershig S .

- Leadership philosophy ahd styles varied among the community schb@ls.

7. Evaluation |

Evaluation, according to Cahill (1976, 106) ...''was not seriouslyb
considered in the development of community schools in North Vancouver."
However, each school had developed some form of evaluative criteria which
was implemented according to the policy of the school. There was no formal
evaluati@e criteria at the school district level.

8, Orientation and In-Service

Professional development days, workshops and meetings in varying
degrees were used to initiate new personnel or to acquéiﬁt'those already in
the field with different aspecfs of community development. Cahill (1976,
107) recommended that district administrators and principals be present at
in-service activities conducted by -each or all of the community schools so
that there would be ..."a better understanding of each other's work" and
more visibletsupport and'encourégement for growth of the community eduéation

‘concept.
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9. Programming

‘ During the initial impleméntation period community school programs
wére seen by ﬁany to be seventy-five per: cent adult programs. According
to Cahill,

Community schools in North Vancouver have not achieved a

total integration of the "optional program" with the core

academic curriculum of the school. (Cahjll, 1976, 108)

It appeared thaf;\where integration existed, individual teachers had )
been requnsible-for taking the initiétive. “Nevertheless, all community
school teachers were encouraged to take part in the "optional" prograﬁs
and, or use community resoufées wherever and whenever possible to enrich

learning experiences.

10. .Summer Programs

Inhibitors to the development of summer community education programs
were associated with organization and funding and a lack of available
personnel to administer the programs.

11. Community Involvement

The degree and type of community involvement varied from school to
school. A review of the literature indicated that community involvement
became a major issue in the district in .the spring of 1976. At that time,

according to Cahill,
Probably the most significant factor thwarting citizen
participation, apart from the current structure of the
system, was the negative attitude of those directly
involved in the educational process, notably the district
administration, principals, and teachers in the community

schools. (Cahill, 1976, 109)

12.” Community Use of School Facilities

The type and degree of community use of school facilities varied from
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school to school. Inadequate facilities in some schools limited the extent
of community use.

Despite many positive accomplishments of the community schools
Cahill (1976) recorded a series of major concerns which were expressed
by community school piincipéls'and co-ordinators in the developmént of

community education in the district.

Major Concerns of CommUnity School Prinéipals and Co-ordinators Concerning
the Development of Community Education in North Vancouver

1. The lack of visible support from éch061 district administrators.
2. The lack of -district goals and objectives.

3. The uncertainty of the Board's financial commitment
to community schools.

4, The fear that the community school will be co-opted
‘with adult education.

5. The expectations of the (new) District Co-ordinator and
his relationships with the co-ordinators.

6. The lack of community school input into interviewing
and selection for the positions of District Co-ordinator
and community school principals.

7. The lack of community school facilities to carry out some
of the extended programs determined by need in the communities
as well as to facilitate the delivery of services by agencies.

8. Lack of understanding and acceptance by colleagues.

9. The difficulties in getting principals involved in
broadening and strengthening their knowledge about community
schools by attending various in-service activities, workshops,
etc. organized and conducted by the community schools within
the district.

<

10. The minimal use of community resources to enrich learning
experiences in the classroomn.

© 11. The implications of shared decision-making.
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12. The lack of adequate feedback from the community.

13. The lack of adequate co-ordination of the work of agencies,
(Cahill, 1976, 115)

Community school teachers expressed concerns which affected them in the
development of community education.

Major Concerns of Community School Teachers in North Vancouver

t

1. Inadequate knowledge of the comﬁunity education concept.

2. Insufficient orientation to the community school.

3. Upcertainty  of the role of the teacher in a community school.

4. Overemphasis on the development of adult programs and a
possible de-emphasis on the K-12 program and a neglect of
the child.
5. The heavy demands of consensus decision-making.
In addition to these concerns certain major problems were evident during
the initial years of community education development in North Vancouver.

These were seen to be:

Major Problems in the Initial Stages of Community Education Development

1. Declining enrolment.

2. The imposition of the community school concept upon Queen
Mary School. (There had been no initial staff and community
involvement in the Board's decision to designate communlty
school status).

3. The lack of either financial or consultative support for
community schools from the Provincial Government.

4, The role conflicts which existed in some community schools
between principals and community school.: co-ordinators.

5. The restricted view adhered to by several community .educators
of the potential for the community school.

6. Differences of opinion about the concept of community
education.

7. The failure of Ridgeway Elementary School to survive as a
community school for the following possible reasons:
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(a) Differences of opinion about the community education
concept

(b) the imposition of community school status without the
initial staff and community ‘involvement in decision-
making.

8. The lack of initial and continuing staff tra1n1ng in communlty
education.

9. The "territorial'right" demonstrated by some teachers concerning
their role in. the school and more specifically, in the class-
room. '

10. The "terr1tor1a1" and "status rights" expressed by some

agencies when invited to contribute to the development
of community education as:
(a) increasing work loads and responsibilities

(b) an erosion of power and authority

(c) time consuming especially in terms of decision-making
by consensus (Cahill, 1976, Chaps. 3-4)

Further Developments in Community Education

During 1977/1978 Dick and a special review committee, at the
authorization of the school board, studied existing community school
policies and practices in North Vancouver. Returns from questionnaires
distributed to three groups: (1) principals , community school co-
ordinators, and teachers, (2) parents and council members, and (3) "others"
yielded 56% for the first group and 317 for the other two groups combined.
The number of responses. to individual items varied because respondents
were urged to respood only to questions with which they‘were familiar.
(Community School-keview, 1977, 4)

Several recommendations were made as a result of the review (see
. Aopéndix Cy. One recommendation pertaining to the need for a comprehensive

evaluation of North Vancouver Community Education and Community Schools
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to be underfakén was particularly’relevant to this study. (Community'
School Review, 1977, "3)

Despite a generally favourable response to_ community schools,
certain problems alluded to by Cahilli(1Q76), Aitken (1978), and
Guns (1979) were highlighted. These concerﬁed the Qnderutilization of

school facilities particularly during weekends and school holidays, under-

utilization of community resources, both physical and human, a lack of
role clarification about the catalytic role of a community school, and a
lack of financial support.

Native Indian Education Progfam

In 1969 the Provincial Government received responsibility for Indian
education, At that time federally funded and church-run schools were
closed and Indians were absorbed into the public school system. In most
cases integration did not occur and there were many instances of racial |
tension, lack of understanding, and nativé student drop-outs.

A steering committee composed of Indian leaders, School Board
officals, and teachers was established in 1976 to decide how best Native
Indian needs could be met. Three priorities were set. There seeméd to be

a need for the following:

1. an alternative school for Native Indian students who were
unable to cope with regular secondary education

2. improvements to be undertaken at Norgate Elementary School
so that white and Indian students and school communities
could be brought together

3. an appropriate Native Indian curriculum, (North Vancouver
Native Indian Education Program, 1977)

" Support from the School Board led in 1978 to the opening of Ustla-

hahn Alternative Secondary School and the creation of a new educational
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program and establishment of a parents' committee comprised of white and

Indian parents at Norgate Elementary School.

Community School Review

In August 1978 a committee of school trustees and a member of the
School Board Administration reviewed current issues pertaining to community
schools in North Vancouver. Possible alternatives for future planning
were suggested. Four major issues were identified. These were:

1. Consideration and possible revision of‘existing policy

statement to clarify primary purposes of community
schools, and future intentions.of the Board;

2, Financial commitments involved, and péssible alternatives

but less costly means of meeting the same objectives in
present and/or future community schools;

3. Means of encouraging parent participation in all schools;

4. Review of role of the community school co-ordinator, and

consideration of the possibilityof the position being filled
by non-teaching personnel, or eliminated entirely.

The options considered by the committee for each issues are included
in Appendix C.

In January 1979 a statement outlining the four issues and possible
alternatives was distributed to community members throughout the school
district of North Vancouver. According to the report'appfoximately 425
submissions were received, about 350 of which were signed copies of
duplicated statement of opposition to community schools. Another 75 were
briefs or letters frdm individuals and groups, both in favour or in

opposition to community schools.

‘Issues Raised in the Briefs or Discussion

- While comnsiderable support exists for the preservation of existing

policy and purpose there is opposition concerning the following issues:
< .
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1. the financial burdens sustained in operating community schools;"
2. the unfairness of some communities.having community schools
while others do not;

3. the Board's concern about the limitations relative to the
operation of community schools in the Public¢ Schools Act

. Recommendations concerning the issues are contained in Appendix D.

This chapter reviewed the literature of community education by
focussing upon potential and actual problems associated with the develop-
. . . r /
ment of community education, and by tracing the historical background

to the development of community education in the North Vancouver School

District.
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to identify problems perceived by
community school administrators and teachers to be significant inhibitors
to the development of community education in the North Vancouver School
District. The study focussed upon the following questjions:

1. What problems are perceived by administrators to be

significant inhibitors to the development of community
education in the North Vancouver School District?

2, What problems are perceived by teachers in community

schools to be significant inhibitors to the development

of community educatlon in that school district?

3. What are the differences between administrators' and
community school teachers' perceptions of the problems?

4. Do perceptions differ accordlng to the follow1ng demographic
characterlstlcs.

(a) sex
(b) 1level of formal education attained
(c) amount of formal training in community education

(d) numbers of community education conferences and
workshops attended -

(e) 1length of time actively associated with community echools
(f)( length of time associated with present school
(g) grade,levels with which presently associated
(h) individual community schools
Population
The population for the study consisted of:

1. personnel currently administering community education in elementary
,community schools in the North Vancouver School District
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2. teachers currently teaching in elementary community schools
in' that school district.

Excluded from this study were administrators and teachers associated with

the new secondary community school in Deep Cove. The study focussed upon

problems peculiar to elementary community schools for the following

reasons:

1. the researcher's field of experience and interest is
associated with elementary schools

2. North Vancouver was one of the first school districts in
British Columbia to initiate community education in
elementary community schools. As these schools have been
in operation since 1971 it was believed that those concerned
with their operation would be aware of problems inhibiting
the development of community education in that school
district.

3. it was believed that teachers and administrators in the new
secondary community school may not yet have encountered
a full range of problems associated with the development
of community education. '

Sample

The sample consisted of subjects drawn from the following groups:

1. Administratofs n =27
(a) Community School Principals n'=7
(b) Community School Co-ordinators n =7
(c) School Board Administrators n =5
(d) School Board Trustees - n =8 :

Normally there are seven school trustees in the North Vancouver School
District. As the research was being undertaken during election time both

retiring and new school trustees agreed to participate in the study.
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2. Teachers n = 114

- (a) Community School Classroom Teachers n = 90

(b) Specialist Teachers. These included relief,
french, misic, industrial education, and
science teachers, counsellors, learning
assistants, and librarians . n

24

As all administrators and teachers'currently working in elemgntary
community schools in North Vancouver were chosen for the study possible
selection bias was céﬁtrolled.

Description of the Instruments

Two instruments were used to gather data:
1. an interview schedule
2, a questionnaire

1. The Interview Schedule

The twenty-one items selected for the interview schedule were
developed in 1978 by Dr. Gary Pennington of the University.of British
Columbia in collaboration with Canadian university students and teachers,
and Australian community educators. ‘A review of current community
education literature and practical community education experiences were
the bases upon which the interview schedule was designed. " Although all
items focussed upon the development 6f‘community education, some items
related more specifically to probiems associated with community education
development than otheré} Using a free-response approach responde;ts were
required to react, from their own experiences, to each item. (see Appendix E)

2. The Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in this study was developed from data obtained

from the Pennington Interview Schedule (see Appendix F). Each
<
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questionnaire item focussed upon a particular problem>which could be an .
inhibitor to the development of community education.

The Sevéntnyive item'questionnaire‘was divided into eight categories:

(a) Community Education Concepf

(b) Community/School Involvement

(¢) Community School ?ersonnel

(d) Legislatidﬁ\and Government Support

(e) Process in Community Schools

(f) Curriculum

(g) Planning and Poliéies

(h) Evaluation and Research
The range of items within categories was from four to eighteen items.
Respondents, using a five-point Likert scale, were required to react to each
item. Responses were weighted numerically as follows: Strongly agree = 1;
agree = 2; undecided = 3; disagree = 4; Strongly disagree = 5.

Internal Validity

Campbell and Stanley (1963, pp. 171—246) and Tuckman (1978, pp. 96-
101) stressed the importance of internal validity in research design. For
this reason both the intefview and questionnaire instruments wefe examined
for potential sources of response bias by researchers and community
educators working in the field‘of community education. Subsequentiy
revisions were made to certain items. For example, questionnaire item 22

which originally stated, "Lack of trust, genuine concern, and acceptance

between and among groups within the community" was replaced by '"Lack of

trust, relative to community/school affairs between and among groups

?
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v

within the community." The second version was considered to be more @ -
di;éct and less ambiguous. Additiqnally, the researcher field-tested both
instruments on community education administrators and teachers who would
not form‘part of the population identified for this study.

Variables

1. Independent Variables

.

In this study administrators' versus teachers' perceptions
of problems which are significant inhibitors to the development
of community education were chosen as the independent variables.

2. Dependent Variables

The dependent variables were each of the seventy-five
questionnaire items.

3. Moderator Variables

According to Tuckman (1978),

The term moderator variable describes a

special type of independent variable, a

secondary independent variable selected for

study to determine if it affects the relation-

ship between the primary independent variable

and the dependent variables. (Tuckman, 1978, 63)
For the purposes of this study the effects of eight moderator variables
corresponding to the eight respondént characteristics outlined in the focus

of the study were analysed.

~ Research Approval

A meeting to outline the purposes of the study was arranged with the
Superintendent of Schools in North Vancouver prior to conducting the
interviews. As a result of the meeting the researcher was granted

. 22 ) . s . .
permission to conduct interviews in the seven elementary community:schools.
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Collection of Data

-1, The Interviews

During the period from Februafy 1979 to June 1979 interviews with
six community school principals and seven community school co-ordinators
currently employed in the North Vancouver elementary cgmmunity thools
were conducted.

In addition, Dr. Gary Pennington, Faculty of Education, University
of British Columbia, and Mr. Jack Stevens, principal of Westview Elementar&
School, were interviewed.‘ Both Pennington and Stevens have been key
figures in the initiation and deveiopment of community education at the
elementary school and university levels in British Columbia. It was
believed that Pennington's and Stevens' perceptions would provide vaiuable
insights into problems currently inhibiting cbmmﬁnity education development,

All interviewees agreed to have their interviews recorded and
used as a basis for research.

During June, July, and August, 1979 interviews were professionally
transcribed. Subsequently the researcher checked each tape against the
appropriate transcript so that all typing errors might be eliminated. All
respbnses suggesting,problemé which had been encounteredvin the development
of community education’and could be considered as inhibitors to future
development were extracted. .These problems were then categorized and
used as the bases for questionnaire items. |

The Questionnaire , ‘ .

Although questionnaire items had been developed from selected ad-
ministrators' perceptions of problems, it was believed that the study should

be expanded to include perceptions of other groups closely associated with



the development of community e&ucation. Thus school board personnel and’
school trustees, because of the responsibilities they have at a schoql
district level, were added to the list of‘administrators. Community
school teachers who play a key role in developing community education:
on a day-to-day basis in the classroom were also incorporated into this
phase of the study. Permission was sought from and granted by the
Superintendent of Schoois-in North Vancouver to &istribute the
questionnéire to potential respondents. The District Co-ordinator of
Community Education and principals of community schools supplied the
numbers of staff members, students, and grades for each community schoel.
A list of school board personnel and school trustees was obtained from
the secretary to tﬁe Superintendent of Schools in North Vancouver. A
master list of potential respondents was subsequently compiled.

On December 5, 1979, the researcher personally delivered packages of
questionnaire materials to each community school and the Scheol Board
Offices. Each package contained:

1. a cover letter explalnlng the purposes of the study and
directions for completlng the questionnaire

2. a copy of the questionnaire

3. a self-addressed envelope for the return of the compiled
questionnaire.
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Returns were to be deposited by December 13 in a sealed box placed in each

community school and School Board Office.
On December 17, 1979 the researcher personally collected the returns
which totalle& fifty-eight per cent or 73 questionnaires. Each

questionnaire had been colour, number, and letter coded so that the
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researcher would be able to identify non-respondents from the original
respondent list. Distribution of responses were as follows:
Table 1

Questionnaire Return Rate to December 17, 1979

Community School .Community School
Administrators No. % Teachers . No.': %
Principals : 7 100 Classroom

- ’ Teachers 42 47
Co—-ordinators 6 86

’ Specialist

School Board ) Teachers 12 50
Administrators 3 - 60 ’
School Trustees 3 43

Follow-up Period

According to Tuckman (1978) "most researchers are unwilling to accept
a return of less than 75 to 90 per cent;" (Tuckman, 1978, 234)

In réview of the return rate for this study the researcher determined
to raise the nuﬁber of total responses to at least 80 per cent. A series
of phone calls to community school principals and to the secretary of the
Superintendent of Schoolé resulted in the return of additional questionnaires
during the first two wéeks’of January, 1980.

On January 10 and 28 lettgrs reminding non-respondents of the need
to co-operate with the study if it were to be truly representative of the
opinions of selected community educators were forwarded to all non-

respondents. At the same time thanks were expressed to those who had
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completed and returned their questionnaiies. February 6 was selected
as the final return date.

Results of the Follow-up Period

~ An additional 22 per cent, or 40 questionnaire réturns; were received.
The target return-rate of 80 per cent or:113 questionnaires was thus

reached. Final distribution of réturns was as follows:

Table 2

Questionnaire Return Rate to February 8, 1980

A

Community School Community Schooi
Administrators : No. % Teachers No. %
Principals 7 100 Classroom
Teachers 12 80
Co-ordinators 7 100 ~ Specialist 15 63
) Teachers
School Board
Administrators 4 80
School Trustees 8 100

Preliminary Data Analysis

Preliminary data analysis was undertaken so that the researcher could
determine which of the seventy-five questionnaire items were perce;ved.by
fhe total study sample to be key problems. Inspection of the data resulted
in the identification of forty-two key problems which were selected for

further analysis.

Data Analysis
The primary tools for analysis in this study were crossbreaks and

chi squares.
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Kerlingef (1965) described fhe crossbreak as ".f.a numerical tabular
presentation of data usually in fréquency or percentage form," (Kerlinger,
1965, 625). Crossbreaks, Kerlinger believes, "...by conveniently
juxtaposing research variables, enable the researcher fo determine the
nature of the relations between variables." (Kerlinger, 1965, 626).
Furthermore he contended that crossbreaks, although used for the analysis
of any.kindvof data, a?e-strongly recommended féf use with nominal data
particularly of a dichotomous natufe. Chi-square analysis can also be
conveniently applied to crossbreak tables.:

For these reasoné severai crossBreaks and chi squares were calculated
to identify differences between administrators' and teachers' perceptions
of problems inhibiting the development of community education. 1In
addition, crossbreaks and chi squares were used to determine differences
among the four administrative groups: principals, community school co-
ordinators, school board administrators, and school trustees. The
demographic variables were also examined as they related to the dependent
variables used in the study. \

Because of the very large number of cells involved in'data analysis
the five-point Likert 3ca1e‘was collapsed to a three-point scale. Responses
were weighted numerically from 2 to 4; agree = 2; 3 = undecided; 4=disagree.
Some of the demographic variables were also collapsed so that data analysis

might be facilitated.

Limitations of Data Analysis

Two limitations were encountered during data analyses. These related

3.
to comparisons between:
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1. classroom teachers' and specialist teachers' perceptions
of problems, and

2. administrators' and teachers' perceptions controlling for
demographic variables. -

Neither analysis was possible for the following reasons:

Many of the resulting cells were either:

a. too small in number (n)

b. too émall iﬁ\terms of the number of cells.
This occurred because of:.

a. the rather large number of specialist teachers who did not
respond to the questionnaire

b. the rather large number of significant demographic variables

c. the rather small (n) that occurs when so many variables
' ~are controlled.

For these reasons comparisons between both teacher groups were not under-
taken and demographic variables were examined as they related to the

dependent variables for the total population.

According to Tuckman (1978, 231) the .05 level of significance is
usually selected as an acceptable level of probability. For this.reason
the .05 level was adépted for all of the chi square calculations.

All data were analysed by means of the Computer Centre facilities
at Simon Fraser University. The SPSS computer program (Statistical Package

for the Social Sciences) was used for data analysis.

This chapter has provided a review of the purpose of this study, a
description of the sample upon which the study was focussed, a description
of the data-gathering instruments, methods of collecting the data, and means

of data analysis.
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Summary of Data Collection and Analysis

Step

Step

Administration of interviews

.
5

Distribution and collection of questionnaires

Step

Preliminary analysis of data
(frequency and percentage univariate display)

Step

Identification of key problems through
inspection of data analysis.

Step

Analysis of administrators' perceptions of
key problems (crossbreaks and chi squares)

Step

Step

Analysis of teachers' perceptions of key problems.
(crossbreaks and chi squares) '

Analysis of differences between administrators' and
teachers' perceptions of key problems (crossbreaks
and chi squares)

Step

Analysis of demographic variablestand dependent
variables for total population. (crossbreaks and
chi squares)

Figure 7
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CHAPTER IV ' ~
: §

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This sfudy focussed upon the following questions:

.1. What problems are perceived by administrators to be significant
inhibitors to the development of community education in the
North Vancouver School District?

2. What problems aré perceived by teachers in community schools
to be significant inhibitors to the development of community
education in that school district?

3. What are the differences between administrators' and community
school teachers' perceptions of the problems?

4, Do perceptions differ according to certain demographic
respondent characteristics?

Preliminary data analysis was undertaken so that a general perception
of problems By the total sample might be‘ascertained. After rank
ordering responses for the entire questionnaire (see Table 3) problems
which were perceived to be most critical were selected for detailed
analysis. Comparisons among groups were made by using crossbreaks and
chi square analysis. Results of the analysis are ?resentEd in the following

tables and in Appendices G-J.



Table 3

Rank Order by all Respondents for Entire Questionnaire

Questionnaire Items A ~ UN p? ,
Z % % n
1 #42 attitude 78 21 2 107
2 #44 funding - local
initiatives . 76 - 20 3 102
3 #43 funding - research 73 22 5 107
4 {#41 legislation 71 25 4 108
#45 centralization 63 26 11 103
# 8 understanding -
government 61 29 10 : 103
#75 research 61 27 12 107
#72 evaluation 59 17 24 105
#17 dedication - . ‘ .
government 58 33 10 104
#25 senior citizens 56 15 29 106
#66 _long-range planning 53 - 19 28 106 .
#67 stand - school \ : :
board 53 ' 18 28 ‘ 105
#20 consensus -
community schools 52 12 35 107
#63 initial planning 52 26 22 " 105
#37 training 52 18 30 106
#40 overextension - ' :
personnel 50 23 27 106
“#58 curriculum models 50 : 25 26 106

N

#47 power : 47 25 29 105
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L 27

community schools

- Questionnaire Items A UN Daa
' % % % n

14 {#57 resources 46 20 34 ~105
15 {29 transience 45 20 35 107
21 # 1 understanding -

parents 43 13 44 107
22 #30 1lifestyles 42 22 36 105
22 #34 role - teachers ° 42 12 46 108
23 {#50 pressure groups 40 14 46 106
23 {69 desire for :

community schools 40 26 34 105
24 # 5 understanding -

community 38 21 41 103
25 {#38 support - central ,

office 37 22 42 106
26 #32 confidence - public 36 16 48 107
27 # 2 wunderstanding -

teachers 35 11 54 106
27 #16 dedication -

school board 35 33 33 104
27 #24 community

participation 35 17 49 107

#65 frames of

reference 35 32 34 104
28 #31 volunteers 34 11 55 106
29 #i5 dedication -

trustees 33 36 31 103

©29 21 differences -
- ,community/non
33 10 57 108
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resources

Questionnairé Items A UN ba
‘ % -k % n
30 # 6 understanding -
trustees 32 32 37 104
30 #19 implementation 32 24 I 105
30 {#56 curriculum
integration 32 20 48 103
30 #70 .universities -
initiatives 32 48 20 105
31 # 9 understanding -
univergities 31 53 17 101
31 {#14 dedication -
: community 31 27 43 105
31 #33 role - principals 31 13 56 107
31 #7 understanding - ‘
school board 31 26 43 103
31 #18 dedication -
universities 31 56 13 100
32 #59 core curriculum 30 31 38 102
32 #71 consultative , ,
services 30 40 31 105
33 #10 dedication -
parents 29 16 55 106
33 #23 parental
participation 29 11 60 108
33 #28 economically
disadvantaged 29 26 45 102.
34 {62 traditional
. ; curriculum content 28 15 57 96
35 #11. dedication--
teachers 27 15 58 107
'35 #48 networks -
27 23 51 105
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agency workers

Questionnaire Items - A UN p?
% % VA n

36 #68 declining ,

enrolments 26 21 52 105
37 #73 evaluation models/

studies ' 25 43 33 106
37 #22 trust 25 33 43 105
37 #27 ethnic minorities 25 22 52 103
37 #54 council - repre-

sentatives . 25 14 61 105
37 #55 professional

language 25 29 47 105
38 # 3 understanding - ~

principals 24 15 61 103
39 #36 role - volunteers 23 17 60 105
39 #74 community needs 23 31 47 105
40 #26 school-age students 22 18 60 104
40 #35 role - co-ordinmators 22 11 66 107
40 #49 communication 22 17 61 105
41 #51 1leadership -

‘ implementation 21 15 65 107
42  #61 competition 20 27 54 101
43 #12 dedication -

principals 19 14 67 105
44 #46 decision - making 18 10 72 106
44 {460 specialization 18 41 42 101
45 #39 traditional

teaching methods 17 31 53 101
46 # 4 wunderstanding -
: 15 39 46 104
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Queétionnaire Items A UN p?
‘ % pA % n

47 #64 community :

education models 14 53 33 99
48 {#52 leadership roles 13 10 76 106
49 #13 dedication - - _ | |

agency workers 12 39 49 104
50 #53 personal

advocacy 11 28 61 - 103

Note. Percentages in this table have been rounded off to the nearest
whole number.

a

A =\Agree; UN= undecided;

D= disagree



Table 4

Rank Order for Problems Perceived by the Total Population to be the
Most Significant Inhibitors to the Development of Community Education

Questionnaire Items A UN o D'_’ o n
b4 z 4 : n

1.7 442 ateitude 78 21 2 107
2. #44 funding- .

local initiatives - ; 76 20 '3 102
3. #43 funding-research 73 22 5 107
4. #41 legislation S on 25 | 4 108
5. #45 centralization 63 26 1 103.
6. #8 \understandihg-government 61 29 10 103
6. #75 research 61 27 12 107
7. £72 evaluation 59 17 24 105
8. #17 dedication - government 58 33 | 10 104
9. #25 senior citizens 56 © 15 29 106
10. #66 long range planning - 53 19 28 106
10. #67 neutral stand 53 18 28 105
11. #20 consensus - community -

schools 52 12 35 107
11. #63 initial planning 52 26 22 105
11. #37 training 52 18 30 ‘ 106
12. #40 overextension-personnel 50 23 27 . - 106
12, ¢s8 curriculum models 50 25 - 26 106
13. #47 power ' 47 25 29 105
14. #57 resources 46 20 34 105
15. #29 transience 45 20 35 107
16. #1 understanding - parents 43 13 44 107
17. #30 1ifestyles 42 22 36 105
18. #69 desire for community 40 26 %, 105

schools

Note: All percentages in this table and in subsequent tables have been rounded
off to the nearest whole number.
a, A = agree; UN = undecided; D2 = disagree
b. The numbers in this table and in subsequent tables refer to rank order
for entire questionnaire (see Table 3)
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Table 4 indicates that twenty-three problems perceived to be
significant inhibitors to the development of community education were
identified by the total sample. These problems related to legislation and
government support (rank order 1-5), the community education concept (rank
order 6, 8, 11, 16), evaluation and research (rank order 6, 7),
community/school involvement (rank order ‘4, 15, 17), community school
personnel (rank ordefFll, 12) , process in community schools (rank order 13),—
curriculum (rank :order lZ, 14), planning and polié¢ies (rank order 10, 10,

) A
11, 18). Legislation and government support was identified as being the
most serious problem-area. lAn additional nineteen items (see Table 5) were
included by the researcher for detailed analysis. Seventeen of these items
referred to the community education concept; the remaining two to eva-
luation and research. These items were included for the following reasons:

"a. a large percentage of respondents either agreed that these

items constituted major problems for community education
or were undecided in their opinions. The researcher was
interested to determine if results were similar when items
were analysed according to the different vatriables

b. the literature of éommunity education suggested that the

problems associated with the community education concept '
and the lack of evaluation and research can be the most

critical inhibitors to the development of community
education.



Table 5

Problems Selected by the Researcher for Further Detailed Analysis

Questionnaire Items A UN D
2 b 4 2
n
a - .
24,45 understanding - . 38 21 T4l 103
community .
27. 12 understanding - teachers 35 11 ‘ 54 106
27, #16 dedication - school board 35 33 5. 33 104
29, #15 dedication - trustees . 33 36 31 103
29, #21 differences - community/
non-community schools 33 10 57 108
30. #6 understanding - trustees 32 32 - 37 104
30. #19 implementation ~ ‘
comnunity education 32 24 44 105
31. #9 understanding - universities 31 53 17 101
31. #14 dedication - community 31 27 43 105
3l1. #7 understanding ~ school
board 31 26 43 103
31. #18 dedication - universities 31 56 13 100
33. #10 dedication - parents 29 16 55 106
35. #11 dedication - teachers 27 15 58 . 107
37. #73 evaluation models/studies 25 43 33 106
38. #3 understanding - principals 24 15 61 103
39. #74 commmity needs 23 1 47 105
43. #12 dedication - principals 19 14 67 105
46. #4 understanding - agency -
workers 15 39 46 104
49. #13 dedication - agency workers 12 39 49 - 104

a. Numbers refer to rank ordering for entire questionmnaire (see Table 3)

2




Analysis of Research Questions

Question 1

Question 1 focussed upon administrators' perceptions of ‘the most
P P P J

critical problems currently inhibiting the development of community
education in North Vancouver. The five succeeding tabhles summarize

responses according to the following admnistrative groups' perceptions.

\
|

Table 6 : priﬁéipals

Tab}e 7 communify school co-srdinators
Table 8 : school ;rgstees

Table 9 : school boa;daauthorities

Table 10 : administrators as a 'total group

Table 6

-Rank Order of Principals Perceptions of Most Critical Problems

Questionnaire Items ' A UN D
% % %
6 #8 understanding - government 100

27 #16 school board administrators

~ dedication 100 .
'87#17 government - dedication 100
4 #41 legislation 100
1 #42 attifude 100
3 #43 funding - research _ 100

2 #44 funding - local initiatives 100

13 # 7 school board administrators-
understanding 100
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Principals unanimously agreed that the greatest restraints to

community education development are imposed by the lack of understanding of

and dedication to the community education”concept demonstrated by school

board administrators and provincial government personnel. Considered to

be of equal magnitude are problems arising from the lack of legislation
and the lack of monetary suppoft for research and local initiatives in

community schools.

Table 7
Rank Order of Community School Cé-ordinators' Perceptions of Most Critical -
Problems ‘

Questionnaire Items A UN D

% % % n
- 8 #17 government --dedication . 100 "6
12 #40 overextension - community )
school personnel 86 . 14 7
4 #41 legislation >’ 86 14 7
1 #42 attitude | 86 14 » 7
3 #43 funding - research 86 14 : ' 7
2 #44 funding - local initiatives 86 14 | 7
‘11 #63 initial planning 86 14 7
'10‘#66 long-range planning 86 14 ’ 7
- 6 #75 research 86 14 7

Although community school co-ordinators perceived a range of problems

to be critical, the majority of problems identified are those relating to
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legislation and government support. Reépondents,considered the govern-
ment's lack of dedication to community education to be the most serious
problem. The overextension of dedicated ¢ommunity education personnél
and problems connected with planning and research were ‘also éonsidered to
be dominant drawbacks. Generally speaking community school co-ordinators
were not as unanimous in their percepfions of problems as were principals.

B3

Table 8

Rank Order of School Trustees‘Perceptions of Most Critical Problems .

N
\

Questionnaire Items A UN D K

A % A n

4 #41 legislation 86 14 7

1 #42 attitude - 86 14 7

3 #43 funding - research 86 14 7

2 }#44 funding - local initiatives 86 14 | 7

13 #47 power | 86 14 7
8 #17 dedication - goﬁernment 86 14 6

School trustees perceived problems associated with legislation and
government support to Be most noteworthy. The relﬁctance of bureaucracies
to relinquish their power to community schools and the provincial -
go&ernment'sylack of dedication to community education were also

considered to be critical.
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Table 9

Rank Order for School Board Administrators' Perceptions of Most Critical
Problems '

Questionnaire Items A'; UN .. , D
A yA ‘ % n
21 #1 understanding - parents 100 4
29 #21 differences - cgmmunity/ )
non-community schools 100 : 4
4 #41 legislation o 100 | 4
1 #42 attitude 100 4
11 #63 initial planning A 100 l 4
23 #69 desire - community .
schools 100 4
7 #72 evaluation - 100 ‘ 4
6 #75 research 100 4

Although school board administrators were unanimous in identifying
certain problems, it is important to note that there were only four
respondents in this group. Results must therefore bé:examined égainst
this background. A variety of key problems from four different categories
were selected as being the most significant inhibitors to the development
of community education. These included problems relating to:

A. Concept

a, parents lack of understanding about the community education
concept (item 17)

b, the lack of significant differences between community and
non-community schools (item 21)
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D. Legislation and Goverhment Support

. H
a- the lack of specific legislation for community schools
(item 41)

b. non-commital attitudes tbwards community schools by the
Ministry of Education (item 42)

- G. Pianning and Policies

a. the lack of initial planning and joint responsibility for
community education (item 63)

~

. b. the lack of génuine desire for community schools (item 69)

H. Evaluation and Research

a. the lack of formative and summative evaluation to determine )
the worth of community education and community schools (item 72)

b. the lack of adequéte research on the outcomes of community
schools (item 75)

Table 10-

Rank Order of Administrators' Perceptions of Most Critical Problems

Questionnaire Items A UN D

% % % n
if 4 #41 legislation 92 4 4 25
1 #42 attitude 92 4 o 25
i 8 #17 dedication - government 91 4 4 23
‘é 2 #44 funding - local initiatives 88 8 4 ) 24
3 #43 funding - research 84 8 8 25
‘? 6 #75 research 83 8 8 24
; 6 #8 understanéing - government | 79 8 13 24
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Table 10 shows that administrators as a total group indicated a high

degree of consensus toward the most critical problems., The lack of
legislation and government support was identified as béing the source of
several serious problems. Administrafors also perceivgd the provincial
government's lack of understanding of the communityreducation cohcept
and the lack of adequate research to be further inhibitors to the develop-
ment of community eduéation.
Question 2
Queséion 2 focussed upon community teachers' perceptions of the most
critical problems currently inhibiting the development of community

education in North Vancouver. Table 11 summarizes the teachers' responses.

Table 11

Rank Order of Teachers' Perceptions of Most Critical Problems

Questionnaire Items A UN D _
% 7% - % n
1 #42 attitude 73 26 1 80

" 2 {#44 funding - local _

initiatives 71 26 ‘ 3 76
3 #43 funding - research 69 28 4 - 80
4 #41 legisiation 64 32 4 76
5 {#45 centfalization 59 34 7 - 76
7 #72 evaluation 58 18 24 79

Teachers did not demonstrate a high degree of consensus in their res-
ponses. Teachers generally perceived that the most significant inhibitors to . .

the development of community -education are problems related to legislation
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and government support. .However, between twenty-six and thirty-four

‘per cent of respondents indicated that they were undecided about the
imblications 6f items 42, 43, and 45.. The lack of fo?mative and summative
evaluation undertaken sinée the inception of community-schools was

considered to be a major problem.

[

Question 3

Question 3 asked;‘"What are the differences between administrators'
and community school teacﬁers'perceptions of the problems?" 'Invview of the
crucial nature of this question administrators' and teachers perceptiéns
for the twentychree.most sigﬁificant inhibitors to the development of
community education plus the nineteén problems selected by the researcher
for further analysis were investigated. Perceptions were analysed
according to the categories of tﬁe questionnaire:

A. Community education cdncept

B. Community/school involvement

C. Community school personnel

D. Legislation and government support

E. Process in community schools

F. Curriculum

G. Planning and policies

H. Evaluation and fesearch

A, Community Education Concept
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Table 12 '

a, Teachers' and Administrators Perceptions of Problems Relating to
Understanding of Community Education Concept as Demonstrated by .
Various Groups ’

Questionnaire A UN "D 2 .

Items - z z b4 n X P daf
| #1 Parents ]

Teachers 40 16 44 81

Administrators 54 4 42 237 2.92175 > .05 2

| #2 Teachers |
Teachers 27 13 61 79
Administrators 56 8 36 25 7.36457 *<£.05 2

L#3 Principals ] "
Teachers o 16 14 70 77
Administrators 46 17 38 24 10.54479 *°£.05 2

L#lo Agency WorkersJ

Teachers 13 43 44 77
Administrators 16 28 56 25 1.74971 > .05 2

#5 Community

Members
Teachers 37 24 40 76
Administrators 48 16 36 25 1.16011 > .05 2

L#6 School Trustees l

Teachers 33 39 29 77 -
Administrators 24 12 64 25 11.04395 *<£.05 2

#7 School Board

Administrators
Teachers 23 34 43 77

Administrators 50 4 46 24 10.40008 *<£.05 2

#8 Provincial

Government
Teachers 55 36 9 77
Administrators 79 8 13 24 6.89117 £ .05 2

#9 University

- Faculties
Teachers 24 59 17 75
Administrators 46 38 17 24 4.48510 > 05 2

*p £ .01
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A. Community Education Concept . ‘

a. Understanding

Table 12 indicates tha;'on items 2, 3, 6, 7 and 8 statistically
significant differences were revealed between teachers' and administrators'
perceptions of problems. Administrators peréeived tedchers to be lacking
in understaﬁding of the community educatiogﬁconcept (item 2). Ad-
ministrators also indicated that they as a group do not understand the
concept; teachers diségreed with fhis point of view (item»3). Teachers
were ambivalent about their perceptiohs of school trustees but over sixty
per cent of administrators did not perceive trustees to be lacking in
understanding on this issue,\ (item 6). A small majority of teachers dis-
agreed that school board administrators are wanting in this respect;
admiﬁistrators tended to express tﬁe opposite opinion (item 7). Ad-
ministrators tended to agree that university faculties demonstrate a lack
of understanding about the concept; over fifty per cent of teachers
indicated "undecided" on this matter (item 8). -Parents were perceived by
administrators to be lacking in understanding and, although forty per cent
of teachers were in agreement, forty-four per cent of respondents expressed
disagreement (item 1). Administrators indicated that égenéy workers under-
stand the concept but teachers were divided between "undecided" and '"disagree'
upon this issue>(item 4). While the majority of administrators agFeed and
the majority of teachers disagreed that there are problems associated with

community members (item 5), there was a very small margin between both sets

of responses.
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Table 13

b. Teachers' and Administrators' Perceptions of Problems Relating to
Dedication to the Community Education Concept as Demonstrated by

Various Groups °
Questionnaire A UN D )
Items . z . 4 z n x P daf

[ #10 Parents ]

Teachers 27 19 54 81

Administrators 30 9 61 23 1.26402 > .05 2
| 711 Teachers }

Teachers 22 15 63 81

Aduwinistrators - 38 17 . 46 24 2,64225 > .05 2

[ #12 Principals | -
Teachers 15 17 69 79
Administrators 29 4 67 24 4.00235 > .05 2

[ #13 Agency Workers | .
Teachers 12 44 46 78
Administrators 8 25 67 24 3.53572 2~ .05 2

1 #14 Community

Members
Teachers 27 30 43 79
Administrators 42 13 46 24 3.66948 2 .05 2

| #15 School Trustees ]
Teachers 35 45 21 78
Administrators 26 9 65 23 - 18.30640 *Z£.05 2

#16 School Board

Administrators
Teachers 26 41 33 78
Administrators 58 8 33 24 11.76923 *;£ 05 2

#17 Provincial

Government
Teachers 48 42 10 79
Administrators 41 4 4 23 13.90726 *£.05 2

#18 University
Faculties
Teachers 24 62 15 76
Administrators 55 36 9 22 7.65421 2 .05 2




108

b. Dedicatibn»

Table 13 reveals that teécherg' and administrators' perceptions were
generally more in accord than was indicated in the previous section. How-
ever, responses to items 15, 16, and.17 were found to be significantly
different. Over sixty-five per cent of administrators disagreedvthat
truétees lack dedication. to the community education concept; almost
fifty per cent of teééhers were "undecided" while thirty five per cent
agreed that trustees are\ét fault in this regard (item 15). Administrators
indicateé a lack of dedication on the part of school board administrators;
the majority-of teachers wefé~undecided about this issue (item 16). A
very high majority (91 per cent) of administrators perceived the provincial
government to lack dedication, but teachers were divided between "agree"
and "undecided" in their responses. Teachers and administrators generally
disagreed that parents, teachers, principals, agency workers, and community
members are lacking in dedication (items 10 through 14). However, betﬁeen
thirty-eight and forty-two per cent of administrators perceived teachers
and -community members to be barriers in:this regard while forty-four per
cent of teachers were undecided about the position of agency workers (item
13). Most teachers were undecided about university faculties buf
administrators tended to agree that this group fails to demonstrate

dedication to the community education concept.(item 18).
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Table 14

c. Teachers' and Admlnistrators' Perceptlons of. Problems Relating to

UN .D

Questionnaire . _. . A 9 _
Items . A %z % n X P df
#19 Implementation

Teachers 30 30 40 80

Administrators 35 "4 61 23 6.71681 < .05 2
#20 Consensus

Teachers 51 14 : 36 81 4 '

Administrators 54 13 33 24 0.9359 2 .05 2
#21 Differences -

Community/non

Community schools

 Teachers 32 7 ' 61 82 ;
Administrators 33 21 46 24 4,02352 > .05 2

é. Particular Aspects of the Community Education Concept

Table 14 shows that teachers' and administrators' perceptions were
similar for items 20 and 21. The lack of conséhsus about what constitutes
a community school was generally perceived to be a problem and, although
the majority of respondents did not consider the léck Qf significant
differences between community and non-community schools to be a problem
(item 21), over thirty per cent of respondents indicated the opposite point
of view, ResPonses‘for item 19: hasty implémentation of the community -
education concept indicated statistically significant differences. Teachers
tended to be ambivalent in theif perceptions; administrators generally |

disagreed that ifem 19 constitutes a problem.
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B. Community School Involvement

Table 15

Teachers' and Administrators' Perceptions of Problems Relating to
Community/School Involvement '

Questionnaire A UN D 2
Items % % % n X P df
#25 senior
citizens

Teachers 56 .15 29 80

Administrators 58 15 29 24 0.09524 > .05 2
#29 transience

Teachers 48 21 31 81

Administrators . 38 17 46 24 1.84205 > .05 2
#30 lifestyles

Teachers 42 22 37 79

Administrators 46 21 33 24 11.16723 * &£ ,05 2

*p £ .01

B. Community School Involvement

There was consensus for items 25 and 30. Both teachers and ad-
ministrators indicated that senior citizens do not ha&e opportunities for
making signifiéant contributions ‘to community education (item 25). The
variance of lifestyles in communities is considered to be a limiting factor.
Most teachers and almost forty per cent of administrators agreed that the
trahsienée;of families living in school districts creates problems for

community educators; the majority of administrators disagreed with this
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point of view (item 29).

C. Community School Personnel

Table 16

Teachers' and Administrators’ Perceptions of Problems Relating to Community
School Personnel

Questionnaire A UN D 2
Items yA % 7% n X P df
# 37 training

Teachers 49 20 31 80

Administrators::- 63 8 29 24 2.15011 >.05 2
# 40 overextension -
community school
personnel

Teachers 48 26 26

Administrators 58 8 3 3.43012 ~Z.05 2

C. Community School Personnel

The majority of teachers and administrators perceived the lack of
preliminary and on-going in-service training for community school personnel
(item 37) and the overextension of dedicated community school personnel

(item 40) to be significant problems.
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D. Legislation and Government Support

Table 17

Teachers' and Administrators' Perceptions of Problems Relating to
Legislation and Government Support

Questionnaire

A UN D

Items A % % n xz P df
#41 legislation

Teachers 64 32 4 81

Adnministrators 92 LA 4 25 8.01304 < .05 2
#42 attitude

Teachers 73 26 1 80

Administrators 92 4 4 25 . 6.19571 < .05 2
#43 funding -
research

Teachers 69 28 4 80

Administrators 84 8 8 25 4.50326 ~ .05 2
#44 funding -
local
initiatives

Teachers 71 26 3 - 76 : ‘

Administrators 88 8 4 24 3.48219 > .05 2
#45 centralization

Teachers 59 34 7 76 -

Administrators 76 4 20 25 10.68176 *«£.05 2

* p £ .01
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D. Legislation and Govérnment Support
Both teachers and administrators iﬁdicated that éroblems relating

to legislation and government support are the most significant inhibitors

to the development of commﬁnity education. For each of the items 40

through 45 Admiﬂistrators' responses revealed a greafer degree of agreement

than did téachers' responses. Between twenty-six and thirty-four per

cent of teachers were‘undecided about eaéh of the items in this category. *

Significant differences between teachers' and administrators' perceptions

of prohlems were revealed in items 41, 42 and 45.

E. Process in Community Schools

Table 18

Teachers' and Administrators' Perceptions of Problems Relating to Process
in Community Schools

Questionnaire A UN ) 2 Her
Items % % % n X P df
#47 Power
Teachers 41 33 26 78 _
Administrators 60 40 25 11.16723 *.£.05 2
*p £ ,01 -

b
E. Process in Community Schools

Item 47, the reluctance of_the bureaucracies to relinquish their power
to coﬁmunity schodls, was the only item in this section considered by
teachers and administrafors to be a significant problem. Administrators
(sixty per cent) were more in agreement than teachers (forty per'cent) on

this issue.
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F. Curriculum -

Table 19

Teachers' and Administrators' Perceptions of Problems Relating to
Curriculum :

Questionnaire

A UN D 9
Items % % % n x P (}f
#57 community
resources
 Teachers 44 19 37 78
Administrators 56 ! 20 24 25 1.59920 >.05 2
#58 community-
centred curriculum
models
Teachers 46 28 26 79
Administrators 64 12 24 25 3.32309 >>.05 -2

F. Curriculum

There was general consensus between both groups that community
resources are underutilized (item 57) and that there is a lack of under-
standing and awareness concerning the potential of communi;y—centfed
curriculum models (item 58). On each item administrators indicated

stronger agreement than did teachers.
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G. Planning and Policies

Tahle 20

Teachers' and Administratofs' Perceptions of Problems Relating to Planning
and Policies '

Questionnaire A UN D
I t ems z z A n xz p-' df
#63 initial
planning/joint
responsibility
Teachers 48 ‘\\29 23 79
Administrators 67 17 17 24 2.62076 >.05 2
#66 long-range
planning
Teachers 48 23 30 80 |
Administrators 71 8 21 24  4,38389 >.05 2
#67 stand -
district school
administrators
Teachers 48 .22 30 79
"Administrators 71 8 21 24 4,11215 >.05 2
#69 desire -
community schools
Teachers : 35 29 35 79
Administrators 50 17 33 24 2.11586 >.05 2

s

G. Planning and Policies

s

Administrators and teachers revealed similar perceptions about problems
associated with lack of initial planning and joint responsibility for
community education (item 63), the lack of long-range planning (item 66), and

the neutral stand taken by district school administrators (item 67). On each
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item a considerably larger number of administrators than teachers agreed

that there are'problems‘in-these areas. Fifty per cent of administrators
perceived the lack of genuine desire‘for,cbmmunity schools (item 69) to be

a significant inhibitor to community education development. Thirty-five

per cent of teachers indicated "agree" or "undecided" for this item.

H. Evaluation and Research

Table 21

Teachers' and Administrators' Perceptions of Problems Relating to
Evaluation and Research

Questionnaire A UN D
Items A A A ™ XZ P df
#72 evaluation
Teachers 58 18 24 79 .
Administrators 63 13 25 24 0.36764 > .05 2
#73 evaluation
studies
Teachers 23 48 30 80 .
Administrators 33 25 42 24 3.84438 =.05 2
#74 community
needs
Teachers 20 31 49 80
Administrators 35 26 39 23 2.18830 >.05 2
.
#75 research
Teachers ' 53 33. 14 81

Administrators 83 8 8 24 2.15011 >.05 2
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H. Evaluation and Research

The lack of formative and éummaéive evaluation to determine the worth
of éommunity schools (item 72) and the lack of adequate research (item 75)
were considered to be the most crucial problem areas_by both teachers aﬁa
administrators. Over thirty per ceﬁt more administratérs than teaéhers
perceived item 75 to be a significant problem. Opinions were di?ided
for items 73 and 74 the failure to learn from evaluation studies and models
and the failure to meef community needs. The méjority of teachers in-
dicéted "disagree". Bothvgroups did not perceive item 74 to be a serious
problem. Nevertheless, thfr@y—five per cent of administrators were of the
opinion that community needs ére not being adequately met.

Question 4

Quesﬁion 4 focussed upon the relationships Between perceptions by the
’totalksample of the most critical problems inhibitiqg the development of
community education and the following demographic variables:

a., sex

b. level of formal education attained

c. amount of formal training in community education

d. numbers of community education conferences and workshops
attended ,

e. length of time actively associated with community schools
f. length of time associated with present échool
g. grade levels with which presently associated
h. individual community schools
Statistically significant differences were determined for each of the sub-

groﬁps within each variable.
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Data analysis revealed that’a high degree of consensus existed among
the demographic variables and peréeptions of the most critical problems
inﬁibiting the development of community education. In addition to the
lack of legislation and government suppott (items 41-45) which was consi-
dered by thg majority of respondents to be the most cfitical problem area,
the most/frequently mentioned problems were those related to thevprovincial
government's lack of understénding of and dedication to the community
edacation concept (iteﬁs\S, 17), the lack of eQaluation and research (items
72, 75),'the lack of traiﬁing oppottunities‘(item 37), the lack of initial
and long-range planning (items 63, 66), hasty implementation of the
community education concept (item 19), the lack of consensus about what
constitutes a community school (item 20), the lack of significant
differénces between community and non-community schools (item 21). In
some insténces‘respondents indicated concern about problems which are
peculiar to particular communities. For example, respondents turrently
working in certain community schools perceived as major inhibitors to
community education the transience of families living in school districts
(item 29), the variance of lifestyles among community education concept
by parents, principals, trustees, and community members (items 1, 5, 6, 10,
12), the lack.of opportunities for senior citizens to make valuable
contributions .to community education (item 25), and the overextension of
dedicated community school personnel (item 40).

There were some statistically significant differences noted among

sub-groups within each demographic variable. These have been recorded in
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the following‘tables. Details of ranking order by the total population\
for each item are contained iniAppéndix G. In examining the statistically
significant differences it ié importént to note that there are sometimes
large variations in the numbers of respondents within sub;groups}

Statistically Significant Differences Among Sub-Groups
Within Variables
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a. Statistically Significant‘DifferenceS*According'to Sex’

Questionnaire A UN D - ) .
Items % % % n x2 P daf
\ #12 dedication-
principals
Males 33 11 56 36
Females 11 15 74 66 7.93884 £.05 2
| #57 .resources |
Males 49‘ 32 19 37
Females 45\ ‘ 11 45 65 10.43475 * «£.05 2
#74 community
- needs
Males 36 31 33 36
Females 17 27 56 66 6.33599 £.05 2
*p .01
Item 12

A much greater percentage of females than of males disagreed that
principals are lacking in:dedication to the community education concept. One
third of male respondents presented the opposite pointiof ?iéw on this issue.
Item 57

Although both<male and female respondents agreed that community re-
~ sources are being underutilized, thirty-two fer cent of males were undecided
and forty-five per cent of females expressed disagreement that this is a
critical problem for . community éducation. \

Item 74
| Female respondents generally disagreed that community needs are not

being met by community schools; male respondents indicated ambivalence in
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Table 23
b. Statistically Significant Differences,Accbrding to the Level of Formal
Education ]

Questionnaire A UN D o é .

Items % % Z n_ X ) df
#8 understanding -
government

Formal a .

Education . 63 31 6 86

Formal

Education 53 18 29 17 9.28751 *£.05 2
#15 dedication -
trustees

Formal

'Education 2 35 41 24 88

Formal

Education ~ 20 7 73 15 15.17823 * £.05 2
#43 funding - research

Formal a

Education - 76 22 2 88

Formal b

Education 58 26 16 19 6.97839  £.05 2

a Respondents with teaching certificates and bachelors' degrees
b Respondents with masters' or doctoral degrees
*p £..01 '

Item 8

5 , :
Although the majority of respondeﬁts agreed that the lack of under—
standing on the paft of the goverhment is a major problem, almost one third
of respondents with teaching certificates and bachelors' degrees indicéted
"undecidéd" and almost the same number of respondents with masters' or

. /
doctoral degrees indicated "disagree" in their responses.
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The majofity of respondents in the second catégory did not perceive
trustees to be lacking in dedication. Respondents in the first category
were generally ambivalent about this'iséue.
Item 43

Both groups agreed that the lack of funding is a critical céncern. Howé
ever, the first group of respondepts indicated greater comnsensus in their
responses than did thoéegin the second group.

| Table 24

c. Statistically Significanﬁ\Differences According to Amount of Training
in Community Education ' 3

Questionnaire A UN D ‘

~Items % % % n xz P af
#7 understanding -
school board ad-
ministrators

1 Training 'a 26 30 45 78

2 Training b 29 14 57 14

3 Training c 73 18 9 11 11.94006 <«£.05 4
#16 dedication -
school board
administrators

1 Training a 30 36 35 78

2 Training b 29 29 43 14

3 Training . ¢ 75 17 8 12 10.36336 «.05 4

a Respondents with no training in community education
b Respondents with basic or advanced courses in community education
¢ Respondents with degrees or other training in community education

Items 7 and 16

A high percentage of respondents with degrees or other training in

community education indicated that the -lack of understanding of and

~

dedication to the community education concept by school board administrators
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is a major problem. Respondents with no training or basic or advanced

courses were either ambivalent or in disagreement about these matters.
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d. Statistically Significant Differences According to Numbers of Conferences
and Workshops Attended’

Questionnaire A UN
Items ' % %

#7 understanding -
school board
administrators

Conferences/ . :

Workshops 20 50 30 30

Conferences/ - A ‘

Workshops 13 26 62 39
- Conferences/

Workshops

Conferences/ d :

Workshops : 73 27 11

Conferences/

Workshops ' 100

37 13 50 16

(5,}

38.93639 * £.05 8

#15 dedication -
trustees

Conferences/

Workshops .a 32 58 10 31
" Conferences/

Workshops b 26 34 40 38

Conferences/

Workshops c 20 33 47 15

Conferences/

Workshops - d 50 8 42 12

Conferences/

Workshops e 60 40 18.99390 . £.05 8

(5,}

#16 dedication -

school board
administrators

Conferences/

Workshops - 26 55 19 31

Conferences/

Workshops b 13 - 36 51 39

Conferences/

Workshops c 53 13 33 15

Conferences/ )

Workshops d 67 8 25 12

Conferences/

Workshops e 100 5 35.51434 * £ .05 8
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Continuation of Table 25 >

Questionnaire A DN
Items % A

#17 dedication -
government

Conferences/
Workshops a : 36 58 7 31
Conferences/ ~
Workshops b .58 7 15 - 31
Conferences/ ’ ‘
Workshops c 71 21 7 14
- Conferences/
Workshops d 75+ 17 8 12
Conferences/ ‘
Workshops e 100 5 16.78050 «,05 8

#18 dedication -
university
faculties

Conferences/

Workshops a 17 79 3 29

Conferences/ . )

Workshops b 23 54 23 39

Conferences/

Workshops c 54 39 7 13

Conferences/

Workshops d - 50 42 8 12

Conferences/ ’ ’

Workshops e. 40 40 20 5 16.26514 @ «.05 8

#73 community
needs

Conferences/

Workshops a 20 53 27 30

Conferences/

Workshops b 18 45 38 40

Conferences/

Workshops c 18 47 35 17

Conferences/

Workshops d 50 - 17 33 12

Conferences/

Workshops e 80 20 5 16.51813 .05 8
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Questionnaire A UN D _ :
Items Z % % n x2 p df
#47 power
Conferences/
Workshops ‘a 47 30 23 30
Conferences/
Workshops b - 30 38 33 40
Conferences/
Workshops c 56 6 38 - 16
Conferences/ '
" Workshops d 83" 8 8 12
Conferences/ "
Workshops e 40 60 5 18.19934 £ .05 8

No conferences or workshops attended

1 -3 conferences or workshops attended

4 -6 conferences or.workshops attended

7 - 10 conferences or workshops attended

More than 10 conferences or workshops attended

a0 o

1]

Items 7 & 16

Respondents who had attended most conferences and workshops agreed
that school board administrators do not unde;stand or are not dedicated to
the community education comcept. The majority of respondents who had not
attended any conferences or workshops were undecided and“respondents who had
attended from 1 to 6 conferences or workshops disagreed that these were
problem-areas.
Item 15 |

Responses followed a similar pattern to those for items 7 and 16. How-
ever, between thirty-three and fifty;eight per cent of respondents indicated

ambivalence about trustees' dedication to the community education concept.
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- Ttem 17

Most respondents agreed that ;he provincial government is not dediéated
to the community education concept. Nevertheless, almost sixty per cent of
respondents who had not attended any Eonferences or workshops were un-
decided in their perceptions about this issue.

Item 18

The majority of‘fespondents who had attended from 4-10 confer;nces or
workshops agreed that unngrsity faculties lack dedication to theicommunity
education concept. Respondents in the first two categories were genefally
‘undecidea while those in thé\final categpfy were ambivalent about this
issue.

Item:73

Respondents in the first three categories were generally undecided
about the extent to which community schools are not meeting community needs.
The majority of respondents in categories 4 and 5 agreed that communit?;needs
are not being adequately met.

Ttem 47

Most respondents in categories 1, 3 and 4 agreed that bureaucracies
are reluctant to reliqquish their power to community schools, Réspondents
in category 2 were generally ambivalent and those in category 5 disagreed

that item 47 is a critical concern.
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Table 26

e. Statistically Significant Differences According to Experience in
- Community Schools ) '

UN D

Questionnaire A . -

Items % % % n T X P df
#41 legislation

Experience a. 33 56 11 9

Experience b 73 22 5 41

Experience c 80 20 40

Experience d 60 40 5

Experience e 100 1 32,70573. * £ .05 8
#43 funding -
research
| Experience a 56 33 11 9

Experience b 78 . 17 5 41

Experience c 72 -26 3 39

Experience a 60 40

Experience e 100 1 21.82996 * &£ .05 8

Less than 1 year in community schools
1-3 years in community schools

4~6 years in community schools

7-9 years in community schools

More than 10 years in community schools
*p£.01

[T =V e R -}

Item 41

Respondents who had spenf from one to nine years working in community
schools generally agreed that the lack of legislation is a serious problem.
Respondents who had been less than one year in the system were generally
undecided while those who had over ten years of experience were in tofal

disagreement that this problem is a major inhibitor to the development of

community education.
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Item 43
Responses generally followed a similar pattern to those indicated for
Item 41. However, fifty-six per: cent of respondents with least experience

in community schools were in agreement that the lack of funding for research

is a major deterrent for community educators.

Table 27

f. Statistically Significant Differences According to Experience in
Present Schools -

Questionnaire A UN D . . i -

Items i % % n x2 P af
#13 dedication -
agency workers

Experience  a 21 43 36 14

Experiénce b 6 59 34 - 32

Experience c 9 18 74 34

Experience d . . 57 43 7

Experience e 50 50 2 20.95035 * «£.05 8
#41 legislation

Experience a 47 47 7 15

_ Experience b 70 24 6 33

Experience c 85 15 34

Experience d 29 71 7

Experience e - 50 50 2 15.94431 <.05 8

a Less than 1 year in present school

b 1-3 years in present school

¢ 4-6 years in present school

d 7-10 years in present school

e More than 10 years in present school
*p<.0l

Item 13
Respondents with less than 1 year, 1-3 years, and 7-10 years of
* experience in the present community school years were generally undecided

about the dedication of trustees to the community education concept.
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Respondents with 4-6 years of experience were undecided and respondents with

more than 10>years of experience were ambivalent in their résponsés.
Itém 41

The majority of respondents‘who‘had 1-6 years of experience in the
present commﬁnity school agreed that the lack of 1égi§1ation is' a serious
problem. Respondents with 1¢ss than 1 year or over 10 years of éxperience
expressed agreement or indecision about the magnitude of this problem.
Over seventy per cent df‘respondents with 7-10 years of experience were
undecided about the mattef.

o Table 28

g. Statistically Significant Differences According to Present Grade Levels

. Questionnaire A UN D ‘ 2

Items % % A .n X P df
#3 understanding -
principals-

Grades K-3 33 16 51 57

Grades 4-7 6 25 69 16

Combined

Grades K-7 17 7 77 30 9.63972 .05 4
#45 centralization

Grades K-3 r74 12 14 58

Grades 407 46 47 6 17

Combined .

Grades K-7' .50 43 7 28 13.99868 .05 4
*p .01
Item 3

The majority of respondents disagreed that principals are lacking in
understanding of the community education concept. Nevertheless, one third
of.respondents presently teaching single grades from K-3 indicated the

opposite point of view.
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Item 45 .

Although the majority of respondents agreed that centralizé;ion of
education is‘a critical concern, over forty per cent of respondents'"

presently teaching single grades from 4-7 or combined grades were un-

decided about this issue.
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Table429

h. Statistically Significant Differences According to Individual Community
Schools ' '

Questionnaire A UN -D

Ttems % % % n <2 p df
#5 understanding ~
community

School 1 16 47 37 19

School 2 62 8 31 13

School 3 30 20 50 10

School 4 64 36 14

School 5 21 29 - 50 14

School 6 55 27 18 11 :

School 7 40 10 50 10 22.02257 £.05 12
#10 dedication -
parents

"School 1 5 5 90 19

School 2 39 15 46 13

School. 3 40 20 40 10

School 4 21 7 71 14

School 5 19 31 -~ 50 16

School 6 69 23 8 13 : '

School 7 20 80 10 32.99002 * «£.05 12
#19 implementation

School 1 37 37 27 19

School 2 31 39 31 13

School 3 60 10 - 30 10

School 4 20- 80 15

School . 5 19 44 38 16

School 6 © 33 33 33 12

| School 7 40 10 50 10 21.42915 = <«.05 12

#29 transience

School 1 11 32 58 19

School 2 8 23 69 13

School 3 33 33 33 9

School 4 87 7 7 15

School 5 63 25 13 16

School 6 100 13

School 7

27 18 55 11 50.51070 * <£.05 12
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Continuation Table 29

Questionnaire A UN "D 9

Items % % % n X P af
#30 lifestyles

School 1 11 32 58 19

School 2 31 8 62 13

School 3 33 33 33 . - 9

School 4 60 13 27 15

School ' 5 50 ‘25 25 16

School 6 85 15 W13 :

School 7 22, 11 » 67 9 29.02139 * £.05 12
#42 attitude

School 1 90 1 19

‘School 2 92 -8 13

School 3 88 13 -8

School 4 87 13 15

School 5 69 31 16

School 6 46 54 13 - :

School 7 55 36 9 11 21.45576 <:.05 12
*p £ .01
Item 5

A majority of respondeﬁts from schools 2, 4 and 6 agreed that
community members lack understanding about the community edﬁcation concept.
" A smaller majority of respondents from schools 3, 5, and 7 presented the
opposite point of view while respondents from school 1 were generally un-
decided about the critical nature of this problem.
Item 10

A high percentage of respondents from schools 1, 4 and 7 and a smaller
majority from schools 2 and 5 did not perceive parents to lack dedication to
the community education concept. Respondents from school 3 were ambivalent

while those from school 6 agreed that item 10 constitutes a critical

§
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inhibitor to the development pf community education.
Item 19
Respondents from schools 1, 2, 5 and 6 were generally ambivaieﬁt
aBout the extent to which the hasty implementation of community education
is a probiem; The majority of respondénts from schools 4 and 7 génerally
disagreed that there are problems in this rggard. However, respondents

from school 3 presented the opposite point of view. -

Items 29 & 30

A high percentage of re§pondents from schools 4, 5 and 6 agreed that
transience and varying 1ifesty1es are criéical»problems. Respondents from
schools 1, 2, and 7 generally disagreed that this is so, A large majority
of réspondents from schools 6 and 7 were undecided about the extent to
which these problems inhibit the development of community education.

Item 42

}Respondehts generally agreed that the ministfy of education's non-

commital attitude towards community schools is a major problem. Many

respondents from schools 6 and 7 were undecided in this regard.
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Summary C ’ : V .

Statisticai analysis of the data revealed that, although there are
some significant differences between.and'among groups' perceptions 6fA
certain problems, there is general consensus that the most critical
problems in.order of magnitude, inhibiting the ‘development of community
education in North Vancouver ére problems related to:

D. Legislation and Government Support (itéms 41-45)

A. Community Educatian Concept (items 8; 17, 19, 20, 21).

H. Evaluation and Research (items 72 and 75)

B. Community/School Invélvement (items 25, 29, 30)

G. Planning and Policies (items 63, 66, GZ)

kC. Community School Personnél (items 37, 40)

F. Curriculum (items 57, 58

E. Process (item 47)
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CHAPTER .V

North Vancouver, the focus for this study was one of the first two
school diStficts in British Columbia to‘implement community eduéation in
community schools; npespite'the fact that eight community schools have
been initiated in the district since 1971, no diétrict-wide evaluation had
been undertaken to determine the impact of'cbmmunity education and
éommunity schools, This stgdy was undertaken‘to identify which pfoblems
are perceived to be major inﬁibitors to the development of community '
education in North Vancouver.

| The sample chosen for the study consisted of two major groups: all
administrators of community education - principals, community school
co-ordinators, scﬁool board administrafors, and school trustees, and all
teachers presently teaching in community schools in North Vancouver,

The major questions of the study were as follows:

1. What problems .are perceived by administrators to be

significant inhibitors to the development of community
education in North Vancouver School District?

2. What problems are perceived by teachers in community

schools to be significant inhibitors to the development

of community education in that school district?

3. What are the differences between administrators' and :
" community school teachers' perceptions of the problems?

4, Do perceptions differ according to certain demographic
respondent characteristics?

. Two instruments were used to gather data: an interview schedule and

a questionnaire. Interviews were conducted with community school

administrators and foundation members of community education in British
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Columbia. The interviews elicited key problems which forméd the bases -
upbn which the seventy-five item questionnaire was constructed. Both |
administrators and teachers completed thé questionnaire. Data were
analysed by means of the SPSS program (Stafistical Paékage for the Social
Sciencesj. The chief tools of data analysis were crossbreaks wiﬁh chi

square used as a test of statistical significance.

Discussion of Findings‘apd ImpliéatiOns.

The'results of the ;Eudy yielded a higﬁ degreg‘of consensus among
respondents concerning proB;ems which are perceived to beusignificant
inhibitors to the developmentkof community education in North Vancouﬁer.
At the same time some differences were noted between and among the various

groups' perceptions of the problems.

1. Administrators' Perceptions of the Problems.

A, Community Education Concept.

All principals and the majority of community school co~ordinators and
trustees agreed that the lack of understanding of and dedication to the
community education‘concept on the part of the provincial government is one
of the most significant inhibitors to the devélopmenttof éommunity
education. School board administrators expressed concern,not only about
tﬁe government, but also about parents,. teachers, community members, and
principals.concerning understanding and dedication. These results suggest
that school-based personnel such as principals and community school co-
ordinators appear to be generaily satisfied with school/community support
for the concept on a 1ocai school level but are frustrated about the lack

of support from administrators in higher echelons. Trustees appear to be

least concerned about various groups' reactions to the concept whereas
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school board»administrators peréeive that the lack of consensus about
what constitutes a coﬁmunity schoqi and the negative reactions of several
community groups including administrators at‘the'school level to be
critical problems. It would appear‘that there is need for the development
of trust and open communication between school-based and district—based
adﬁinistrators so that the full implications of the community concept may

- be thoroughly examined.

B. Community/School Involvement

Three of the eleven items were generally perceived by the four
administrative groups to bé\key concerns. These items related to senior -
citizens, transience, and lifestyles (items 25, 29, 30). As school-based
personnel (principalsJaﬁd.community school co-ordinators) differed in their
perceptions about the consequences of these issues it may be assumed that
there is insufficient liaison between the school-based groups about these
problems. -

C. Personnel,.

Problems related to the lack of training and the overextension of
community school peréonnel (items 37 and 40) were sipgléd out as being
major concermns by principals, community school co-ordinators, ahd to a
limited extent, school board administrators. It seems reasonable to assume
that there is continuing concern on the part of school-based persénnél who
constantly feel the effects of insufficient training in their attempts
to develop community education on a day-to-day basis. Overextension of

school-based personnel may well be perceived by these two groups as a natural

consequence to the lack of training,
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D. Legislation and Goverrnment Sﬂpggrt;

Principals, community school co-ordinators, and trustees strongly
suggested that problems related to legislation, government‘éttitudes,
funding and, to a limited extent, centralization are the chief inhibitors

to the development of community education. School board adminiétrators
appear to Be leés concerned about fundiﬁg than are the other three groups.
E. Process,

Principals and trustees perceived item 47: the reluctance of bureau-
cracies to relinquish poﬁer to community schools to be the only critical
concern within this categof&,\ Most community school co—ordiﬂators and
school board administrators apparently do not perceive ﬁower struggles to
interfere with their administrative positions or»with the administration of
community education in community schools. |
F., Curriculum,

Principals, community school co-ordinators, and school board ad-
ministrators expressed deep concern about the underutilization of community
resources (item 57). There was consensus among the four groupskthat there
is a lack of awarenesé and understaﬁding re the potential of com@unity—
centred curriculum mod;ls (item 58). As the use of community resources is
one of the chief teneté of the:community education philosophy it would appear
that there is a great need. for a thordugh investigation of problems related

to this area.

G. Planning and Policies.

Principals, community school co-ordinators, and school board ad-

ministrators agreed that the lack of initial planning and joint sharing of
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responsiblity for community education (item 63) has been a major inhibitor
to the develbpment of coﬁmunity education. Closely‘allied to this problem
ié the lack of long-range planning (item 66) which was perceived by all
but school trustees to be critical.  Principals to a large extent, co-
ofdinators, trustees and half of the school board administrators, perceived
the neut£a1 stand taken by district school administrators (item 67) to be
a limiting factor. Results also indicated that in the minds of many ad-
ministrators there mightkbe a critical question concerning the desire'for.

community schools by the community in general (item 69).

H. Evaluation and Research*\

The majority of principéls, community school co-ordinators, and school
boa;d administrators expressed the need for evaluation and research to be
undertaken. Most trustees were in favour of research studies but did not
see a need for evaluation. From the results it may be assumed that most
administrators are anxious for thorough evaluation anﬁ research studies to
be undertaken in the district so that the present status of community
education and community schools might be made known. A large percentage
of principals perceived that community needs are not being met by community
\échools. Trustees and school board adﬁinistrators wére undecided or in
disagreement about this problem.

In addition to problems elicited by the four administrative groups, g
results indicated that as a total 'group the majority of administrators are
concerned about the lack of understanding, and to a lesser extent, the lack

of dedication towards the community education concept demonstrated by

various community groups.
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2. Teachers' Perceptions of the'Prbblems.

Results indicated that teachers in éommunity schools had similar éer— -
ceptions to those of the administrators conéerningkproblems which are
perceived to be significanﬁ inhibitofs to the development of community
education in North Vancouver. However, teachers as a group didlnot indicate
stfong convictions about the magnitude of certain problems.‘ A large
majority of teachers were 'undecided" about many issues and in several
cases .there was ambivalence across the three response categories; A1th§ugh
the lack of iegislation and government .support was considered to be a major
problem, only between fiftyihine and seventy-one per cent of teachers
agreed that there are critical problems associated with items 41 - 45.

3. Differences Between Administrators' and Teachers' Perceptions of the
the Problems.

Administrators demonsﬁrated far more consensus in their perceptions of
key problems than did teachers. For instance, between seventy-six and
ninety~two per cent of administrators agreed that there were problems
associated with the lack of legislation and government support. Ad-
ministrators were generally more concerned about the lack of understanding
of and dedication to the community education concept démonétrated by various
community groups; teachers perceived provincial government personnel to be
the chief offenders in this regard. ': .

Administrators' and teachers' perceptions differed significantly on.
fourteen items most of which related to problems associated with the
community education concept and‘the lack of legislation and government

support. In each instance teachers were either ambivalent in their

responses or disagreed with the administrators' points of view,
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4, Perceptions of Problems According to Demographic Variables.

In general perceptioﬁs of problems did not appear to be basically"
alfe;éd when each of the eight variables was taken into consideration; How-
ever, there were some significant difféfénces noted in relation to the
numbers of conferences'aﬁd workshops attended and individual community
schools, |

Implications,

A, Coﬁceﬁt.

Results suggest that; although communit& schools haverbéen in operation
for almost ten years in Nofth Vancouver, there is still confusion améng
government and community groﬁﬁs about the nature of community education and
community schools.

Administrators and teacheré who do not understand the concept and-who
are responsible for implementing community educatioﬁ on a day-to-day basis
in the schools and communities must take much of the blame for the present
state of affairs. Discrepancies among administrators' and teachers' per-
ceptions of the concept must be constantly undermining the development of
community education and implanting doubts and dissatisfaction in the minds
of community members about the potential of community éducétion. There is
an ﬁrgept need to define community education in relétion, not only to
particular communities, but also in relation to the times in which.we live.
Newmann and Oliver (1969) in describing modern sociefy speak of the
‘accelerated rate of tecﬁnology which has contributed to fragmentation qf
communities, the desire for change which "...tends to destroy the essential
stability required to establish a semse of relatedness among people' ,
ideological " and aesthetic.bankruptcy,depersonalization of experience, and

powerlessness. (Newmann and Oliver, 1969, pp. 5-7). Community schools in
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North Vancouver have attempted to»alle§iate such stresses by strengthening
school/community relationships and by seeking solutions to comﬁunity
pfoblems. HoweVer; the O$1igation remains for community educators‘to build
a conceptual framework which will givévCredence to action and hélp to
eliminaté the lack of understanding which presently ﬁermeates the community
education concept. /

B. Involvement,

In prder for community education to be a catalytic agent it is
necessary for'éil community groups to make significant contributions to the
development of community edﬁéation. In North Vancouver it appears that
senior citizens are being overlooked in this respect. .Showkeir (1974, 47)
in én article entitled "Tapping 'Oldér' Energy Resources: One of Many
Undiscovered ~ Unused Community Assets', indicated many ways in which older
people's time, talent and experiences can be incorporated into educational
processes, It would seem appropriate.for community educators in North,
Vancouver to investigate ways of actively involving their older members.

The effects of transience of families and community members, and
varying lifestyles also need to be thofoughly examined:in felation, not only
to the particular school communities concerned, but also to the district as
a whole, It may be necessary for administrators and teachers to more
carefully match varied iifestyles with more appropriate learning and
teaching styles, !

C. Personnel " ’

v

Many respondents perceived the failure of community education to reach

its potential to be due in large measure to the lack of preliminary and
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on-going in-sexrvice training, aﬁd'the overextension of dedicated community
school personnel. If administrators aﬁd teachers feel that fhey are uﬁ-
trained or are in fact untrained to implement community education in
community schools it is essential to‘mount appropriate frainingvprograms.
Fantini emphasizes the need for specialized training'for community
educators:

In the true community school, . it will be even more important

that formal training institutions examine and use the actual

processes, which influence teacher behavior far more than the

campus. (Fantini, 1970, 70).
The local universities percgived by many to be doing nothing or very little
towards the development of c;mmunity education could be involved in pianning
and implementing programs which are distinctively Canadian and adaptable
to 1§ca1 conditions in each cdmmunity. If this were done there would be
less need for potential community educators to rely on programs developed in
the United States., With more training it appears likely :that administrators
and teachers would have more facility in delegéting -authority and thus

reduce the incidence of over-extension among themselves.

D. Legislation and Government Support.

Respondents aé a total group percegved the lack of leéislation and
government support to be the most significant inhibitor to the development
6f community education. While it is necessary for community.educa;ors to
gain visible and continued support from the provincial government if
community education is to flourish, it is also important fof community

N

educators to examine their own raison d'etre so that they will not be

using the government as 'a scapegoat for problems which could be resolved at

» a local level, Definitive legislation and extra funding do not always
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provide panaceas to heal all ills. Finding funds does not necessarily

mean finding communities.

E, Process in Community Schools

Thekreluctance of bureaucracies‘to,relinquish power to community
schools was perceived to be a critical problem. This perceptioﬁAsuﬁports‘
claims made by Greenblatt (1977), Davies (1979), Gittell (1979) and
Pennington (1979) that»citizens are generally powerless to effect meaningful
changes which affect their lives. Decisidnemaking procésses are -still
tightly ﬁeld by the bureaucrats. It is important for community educators
in North Vancouver to examiﬁe\their decision-making processes in order to.
determine the extent to which community members are given mere token
involvement. At the same time it is crucial to determine the extent to

’ 3
which the community really wants to participate. If the community elects
to take part in school/community affairs is it prepared to develop the
community education concept or is its general attitude towards mainteﬁance
of the status quo? Once the community proves that it wishes to uphold the
community education concept administrators must be prepar;d to give
community members an active decision—making role in identifying éﬁd meeting
community needs.
F, Curriculum.

Because the integration of community resources into the curriéuluﬁ is
one of the objectives of community education it is essential that each
community school in collaboration with its respective community develoﬁ a
curriculum which uses to the full the human, physical, and material

resources of that community. Illich's idea of..."an educational web which

heightens the opportunity for each one to transform each moment of his living
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into one of learning, sharing, and caring" (Illich, 1972,'§) and Fantini's

plén for a contact curriculum (see Table 30) which places emphasis upon

life~centred'and lifelong.learning could well be incorporated into community

school curricula. Part of the resistance to inclusion of Illich's,

P

Fantini's and Weinstein's ideas stems from the reluctance of some -

commuhity members, teachers and administrators to depart from traditional

curriculum content and teaching methods.

Table 30

The Contact Curriculum

From

To

a curriculum that is pre-packaged,
rigidly scheduled, and uniform
throughout a school system

~one that is flexible and geared

to the unique needs of indivi-
vidual schools within the system

a curriculum that is primarily
symbol-based

one that is primarily
experience-based

a horizontally programmed
disjointed sequence of skills

a vertically programmed small-
step sequence of skills.

a curriculum that is past-and-
future oriented

one that is immediate
oriented

a what curriculum

a why curriculum

a completely academic curriculum
(knowing)

one geared to social partici-
pation (doing) .

an antiseptic curriculum

one that attempts to explore
reality

emphasis solely on cognitive
extrinisic content

an equal emphasis on affective,
inner content

(Fantini & Weinstein, 1968, pp. 338-366)
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G. Planning and Policies

Problems associated withfthe'léck of initial and long-range planning,
joint ownership for community educétion, the neutral stand taken byvschool
district administrators, and the lack of'genuinekdesire for community
schools should be examined carefully in relation both fo each community
school and to tﬁe district as a whole. Special emphasis should Be,placed
upon assessing whether communities really want community schools. It would
appear that in some cases community schools have been designated before
adequate'needs assessements were doﬁe and before community members were
ready to accept community schools with all their consequences, If
communities do express a genuine desire for such schools provision must be
made for including representatives from all community groups in immediate
and long;range planning procedures. In this way.the community as a whole
can become more responsible for community education development.

Newmann and Oliver (1969, pp. 35-37) and Fantini (1970, 45) ﬁake'some
suggestions for fundamental reform which, if fully implemented, could lead
to more relevant community education models iﬁ North Vancouver.

Fantini believes that fundamental reform requires three major changes
within the following keyaareas: |

1. Governance in which there is shared decision-making among

professionals, parents, and community membérs in educational
processes.

2. Goals in which more emphasis is placed upon designing and

implementing humanistically-oriented curricula

3. Personnel in which responsibility for education is shared among

both professionally-trained teachers, students and community members.

Newmann and Oliver build upon Fantini's ideas for fundamental
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They urge community educators to consider the fundamental

importance of contexts in planning educational policies and processes.

Community educators in North;Vancoﬁver could-well reflect upon and imple-

ment Newmann's and Oliver's three conceptual modes in which learning can

take place:

1.

School Context. Learning in school is characterized by systematic,

planned instrqction. It is suggested that school learning become
more problem-centred and exciting and that content be gontinually'
re-organized so tﬁat it might be more relevant to individual and
group needs. *\

Laboratory-Studio-Work Context. Laboratories are considered to be

"...contexts for learning in the midst of action; learning occurs
not because it is planned, but only as an inevitable by-product

of genuine participation'in problem and task-oriented activities."
In the laboratory context the emphasis is not upon formal
instruction but upon the satisfaction of "...broader humanistic

and aesthetic goals." (Newmann and Oliver, 1969, 36).

Community-Seminar Context. The community—semiqar context is
intended to proviae a means by which all repreéentatives-of the
cémmunity can meet in order to reflectively discuss problems

and possible solutions pertinent to members'of the group. For
exampie, in North Vancouver discussion could centre upon ways and
means of enabling senior citizens to make significant contributions

to community education.

Newmann and Oliver recommend that education within the three contexts

occur simultaneously. Furthermore, they suggest that community educators

implement the three components according to the unique needs of each
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community and that community resources, both human and physical, be used
in each 'contékt. In this way education becomes a reciprocal process
amdhg teaChers; students, and community members, |

In planning for community educatién-it is important to bear in mind
that the process of change takes a long time to impleﬁent.v It would seem
that in séme schools there has not been a&equfte provision made for school
staffs to alter their perspectives and meet neﬁ role expectations. 1In some’
cases planners seem tonhgve expecfed change to take place instantly and
automﬁtiéally. Charters (1973) speaks of thé "disruptive>effects" of
planned change which: \\

a. diverts teacher attention away from the duties they regard
as their foremost responsibility t

"b. increase demands upon teachers' time.

v

According to Charters:

While the hidden costs often are unacknowledged, or overlooked,
by those who plan educational innovations, it is difficult to
see how meaningful change can take place without incurring
many of them. They should be recognized in advance so that
false expectations of success are not entertained and
provisions can be made during the implementation phase for
minimizing or absorbing them. (Charters, 1973, 97).

§
H. Evaluation and Research

Special attention should be given to colloboratively planning and
conducting regularvfdrmative and summative ethnographic evaluation studies
at both the school andvschool-district levels so that the status of
community education and community schools might Be constantly assessed. It
is also important for community educators to research what is taking place
iﬁ community education in other parts of the province and further afield
so that ﬁerspectives might be continually broadened and enriched. Sharing

the fruits of evaluation and research studies should be encouraged among

communities.
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Conclusion ‘and Recommendations.

Although the majority of fespondeﬁtslperCeived’the'lack of legislation
and government support to be the major inhibitor to the development of
communiﬁy education’in North Vancouver, there are indications that.many
problems héve stemmed from the lack of initial'and lonig~range planning for
communitj eaucation in the district as a whole. In certain communities
there has been extensive initial planning but there is little evidence of
definitive long—rangé plans. Acéording to some district commﬁnity
educators, communities a;e afraid to plan because the govérnment could
iegislate against community\schools at any given time.

Inadequate planning app;érs to have given rise to the following

defects in the present status of community education:

a. lack of adequate involvement of the community in planning
and decision-making processes

b. the lack of shared purpose and\direction

c. the lack of adequately trained community educators to
implement the community education concept, and

-
d. confusion about the concept of community education.
Newmann and Oliver (1969) have spoken about the "missing community" which
develops particularly in urban settings and centinues to démean_the'indi-
vidual community member., They write:
The destiny of the community appears to be guided either by
elite, inaccessible power blocs or by impersonal forces, in-
sensitive to individual protest or opinion. People lack
direction and commitment; they betray either lethargic denial
of basic problems, ambiguity and conflict regarding value
choices, or outright repudiation of a concern for significant
choices. (Newmann and Oliver, 1969, 6).
It .would be wise for planners of community education policy to examine

Newmann's and Oliver's statement in light of the present status of

community education in North Vancouver.
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This study has focussed specifically upon administrators' and teachers’
perceptions of problems inhibiting the development of community educatibn
in North Vancouver. As such it has not concentrated upon the many fine
accomplishments of the community schools in that school district.

Recommendations.

Because of the very broad nature of this study it was not possible to
make a thorough investigation of the extent to which problems elicited
are biased perceptions, actual inhibitors, or are symptomatic of deepér
problems'hindering the development of community education in North Vancouver.

It is recommended that furtﬁe; study be undertaken in the following areas:

a. an extension of the present study to include other community
groups such as parents, students, agencies, community members,
and volunteer workers in order to identify which problems are

perceived by.:them to be most critical

b. ethnographic studies in some or all of the North Vancouver
community schools to examine the extent to which problems
are actual inhibitors to community education in particular
community schools and in the district ™s a whole

c. basic short and long~range planning which takes into
consideration the problems which have been alluded to in this
study, and

d. utilization of the fundamental reforms advocated by Newmann,
Oliver, and Fantini by community education policy makers
in the review, evaluation, and further development of
community education in North Vancouver.
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No.A791157
Vancouver Registry

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

RE: BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF SCHOOL
DISTRICT NO. 44 (NORTH VANCOUVER)

REASONS FOR JUDGMENT

BETWEEN:
ARLENE BELL : OF THE HONOURABLE
PETITIONER
: MR. JUSTICE MUNROE
AND:

THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF SCHOOL
DISTRICT 44 (NORTH VANCOUVER)

RESPONDENT

N Nt N N N N Nt N N Nl N N N N Nt Nt N

H.D;C. Hunter, Esq. for the Petitioner;
Harry Slade, Esq. - for the Respondent;
Date of hearing: September 5, 1979.

These proceedings are brought under the Judicial Review Proceedings
Act for the detérmination of a point of law.

The petitioner, a ratepayer and elector in the District of North
Vancouver, seeks a declaration of the C;urf that the eﬁployment of Community
School Coordinatérs established by the respondent is ultra vires, an order
prohibiting the respondeht from paying school board funds to Community \
School Coordinators, aﬁ order quashing resolution C4 adopted by the
respondent on April 24, 1979, and an order prohibitiﬁg the respondent from
employing a coordinator of Commﬁnity School Coordinators, and for costé.

The resolution in question reads as follows:

"Thét the Board continue provision of full-time Community

School Coordinators as at present for all Board-approved
Community Schools." '
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Community education is an educational pfocess which serves all age
groups in the community by developing educational, social and recreational
programmes and services needed or desired by students, teachers and
residents. Does the Public Schools Act authorize the respondent to provide
financial support for the development of such Community Schools? That is
the issue requiring determination upon this application.

Sec. 163 (j) of the Public Schools Act enacts as follows:

"The Board of a school district may authorize the establishment

and maintenance of education programmes in day or night schools

for the instruction of persons of fiteen years of age and

upwards who desire to obtain instruction in ordinary courses

of study prescribed for the public schools, or in industrial

arts, or home economics, or in agricultural, commercial,

technical, vocational, or any other subject deemed desirable

by the Board and approved by the Ministry of Education...”
(Emphasis added.)

It is the sub&isSion of the respondent that this sub-section authorizes
the respondent to establish and providé financial support for the Commpnity
School programmes in question. The petitioner submits otherwise. Counsel
for the petitionér submits that the words underlined above are restricted
by the context in which theyvappear to the same genus aé the specific words
that precede them; in other words, they are subject to the ejusdem generis
doctrine. I reject that submission because, I hold, the doctrine has no
application where, as here, there is no common category into which all the
preceding specific words fall. The;doctfine must give way to the general
purpose and intent of the legislative enactment under consideration. Light
may be thrown on the meaning of a provision by viewing it in its originél
context and tracing it through its changes in text and context. The
antécedent statute (1948 Sec. 137) does not contain the ﬁords above

underlined. The addition of those words in the existing legislation
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indicates thé intention of thebﬁeéislature to enlarge the powers of school
boards and should be givenrsuch,fair, 1a;ge, and liberal construction
and interpretation as best answers the'attainment of its objects.

In the result, I hold that; subject to approval Ey the Ministry of
Education, the respondent has the power under the Public Schools Act to
authorize the establishment and maintenance of any Community Schoolz
education programme which it deems desirable for the instruction of persoﬁs
of fifteén vears of age and upwards and to use school board funds for that
purpose.

The petition is dismissed with costs;

(sgd)
Vancouver, B. C.

September 10, 1979.
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SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 44 (NORTH VANCOUVER)

POLICY ADOPTED: May 27, 1974

COMMUNITY EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

The North Vancouver Board of School Trustees endorses the concept of
communitngducation and supports and encourages the development‘of community
schools throughout the school district.

Community Education is an educational process which serves all age
groups in the community. - The total resources of the community are employed
to develép programs and services needed or desired by students,‘teaChers,
and residents.

The Board supports and encourages the development of comprehensive
educational - social - recreational programs at each community school,
resulting from jbiht community school planning. To this end the Board
enlists‘the active iﬁvolvement of municipal councils.

Specifically, the Board supports the following basic objectives:

~ the development of an effective organization for community
school involvement;

- the development of a working relationship w1th private and
public agencies;

- the effective utilization of school facilities for all age
groups;

- the promotion of volunteer leadership in all phases of the.
program; '

- the use of the total community, wherever appropriate, as a
resource for the development of curricula.

The Board shall provide financial support for the development of

Community Schools.

- #1200
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL REVIEW

!

BACKGROUND

In August of 1978, the Board of School Trustees indicated
its intention to review policy concerning operation of
community schools. The direction of the Board was that

a committee of trustees, with a member of the Administra-
tion, would highlight the issues and present alternatives
. or recommendations for the Board to consider.:

The terms of tefe:ence for that review were stated as
follows: A

To review policy and approach concerning operaticn of
community schools in North Vancouver, with particular
reference to the following issues:

1. Consideration and possible revision of the existing
policy statement to clarify primary purposes of com-
munity schools, and future intentions of the Board;

2. Financial commitments involved, and possible alter-
natives but less costly means of meeting the same
objectives in present and/or future community schools:

3. Means of encouraging parent participation in all
schools;

4. Review of role of the community school co-ordinator,
and consideration of the possibility of position being
filled by non-teaching personnel, or eliminated
entirely. '

The resulting committee, consisting of D. Burbidge (Chairman),
V. Smelovsky, C. Adkins, and R. Wickstrocm, have met to dis-
cuss the matter, and kave produced the present statement for
discussion. :

CURRENT SITUATION

Community Schools, first initiated by the Board in 1571

at Queen Mary School, row include 7 elementary schools, plus

‘the projected secondary school in the Seymour area. The
rent policy statement, approved by the Board in 1974,

states as follows:




COMMUNITY EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

The North Vancouver Board of School Trustees endorses the
concept of community education and supports and encourages
the development of community schools throughout the School
District. '

Community Education is an educational process which serves
all age groups in the community. The total resources of
the community are employed to develop programs and services
needed or desired by students, teachers and residents.

The Board supports and encourages the development of com-
prehensive educatibnal - gsocial - recreational programs at
each community school, resulting from joint community
school planning. To this end the Board enlists the active
involvement of municipal councils.

Specifically, the Board supports the following basic
objectives:

- the development of an effective organization for com-
munity school involvement;

- the development of a working relationship with private
and public agencies;

- the effective utilization of school facilities for all
age groups:;

- the promotion of volunteer leadership in all phases of
the program;

- the use of the total community, wherever appropriate,
as a resource for the development of curricula.

The Board shall provide financial support for the develop-
ment of Community Schools.

In establishing a community school, the usual procedure

has been that a group of parents and/or community members
form an active group with staff at the school, assess com-
munity need and interest, and submit a formal request to

the Board for designation as a community school. If the
Board approves such a request, the school is provided with
an extra tesaching staff member who is designated a Community
School Co-ordinater, and a limited number of additional
hours (10) of clerical time is made available to assist in
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carrying out programs. The additional costs, including
extra staff, maintenance, and supplies are estimated
at approximately $35,100 per community school in 1978..

OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

The Review Committee has considered the terms of reference

of the present review, with the intent of proposing

options or alternatives for the future. Those options

are outlined bé;ow with respect to each of the four major
. iIssues identified. ‘

ISSUE #l: Primary Purposes - "Consideration and possible
revision of the existing policy statement to
clarify primary purposes of community schools,
and future intentions of the Board."

T ' © Several options are available to the Board:

l. Proceed with implementation of the present policy;
i.e., continue to accept the broad definition of
purposes contained in the policy, and extend the com=-
munity. school designation to other schools as such is
requested.

2. Change toward a more narrow definition of the community
school concept. For example, the purpose might be
limited to:

(a) Providing maximum opportunity for parents surround-
ing a school to become involved, either directly
or through representatives, in school policies
concerning curriculum, instruction, resource
allocation, and evaluation of school program.
The emphasis would be placed on establishing a
relationship between school and parents;

(b) ProViding opportunity as in (a) above, not only'
to parents but to all community members;

{c) Provision of adult education classes to the com-
munity; ’

(d) Considering the school staff and buildiné as an
available resource, but expecting responsibility
and initiative for activity to rest with other
community agencies; '
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(e) Considering the community school concept to be
appropriate on a regional basis within the School
District, rather than at every school.

3. Change the peclicy to one which provides only moral, but
- no financial support, to community education.

4. Accept the current philqsophy, but include in the policy
an indication that expansion will be undertaken only
"as funds are available”.

5. Discontinue the Board's commitment to community schools.
The resulting financial savings in the District would
approximate $246,000 per year, which represents approx-
imately six-tenths of 1% of the District’s Operating
Budget in 1978. :

ISSUE #2: Funding - "Financial commitments involved,
and possible alternative but less costly
means of meeting the same objectives.”

An historical perspective is important in this area, since
the Board began significant funding of community schools
on the understanding, or in the hope, that the provincial
government would recognize the need and share the costs.
Since there is at present.no indication that such assist-
ance will be made available, several alternatives can be
considered:

l. Consolidate community schools, with one co-ordinator
being shared among two or more schools. Presumably
this could reduce the Board's financial commztment by
approximately 50%.

2. Attempt to shift the financial commitment to other
agenc;es such as the Recreation Commission, or muni-
cipal authorities.

3. Shift co-ordinating and program responsibilities to the
Adult Education Department, with all programming done
through a staff co-ordinator employed there, rather than
in each school. Estimates of cost changes with such
a change are difficult to determine, but presumably
present costs could be reduced up to 80%.

. 4. Reduce the staff involved, either gradually or suddenly,
with a greater dependence on volunteer co-ordinators at
each school.
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5. 'Limit development of community schools to the present
complement. -

ISSUE #3: Parent Participation - "Means of encouraging
parent participation in all schools.”

One obvious means open to the Board in this area would be
a policy statement encouraging or requiring formation of
advisory councils at each school, and establishing guide-
lines for their operations. Other options include pro-

vision of written materials and conferences for staff on

" means of developing a closer liaison between schools and

their parents.

\,

ISSUE #4: Role of Co-ordinators - "Review of role of the
Community School Co-ordinator, and consideration
of the possibility of the position being filled

- by non-teaching personnel, or eliminated entirely.”

Among the alternatives in this area must be included:

l. Continue the role as present, related directly to the
existing policy, i.e., the co-ordinator fills a very
broad role relative to community organization, agency
relationships, facility utilization, leadership pro-
motion, and curriculum development. .

2. Change to a more restrictive role, emphasizing such
functions as adult education only, resource development
of curriculum only, or recreational efforts only. If
for example, the emphasis is placed on recreation or
community organization, then there may also be an
accompanying shift toward employing a non-teacher to
£ill the role. Such a change does not necessarily
represent any modification in costs.

3. Provide the position at each community school, but
permit the local community to determine the nature of
the role, and thus the type of personnel which can
best fill the role.

4. Eliminate the position (or reduce the number of such),
with the expectation that the role can be handled by a
combination of effort from volunteers in the community,
existing school staff, or the Adult Education Department.
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Res peétfqll y submitted,

M. Burbidge, Chairman
v. Smelovsky 4
C. Adkins

/pm R. Wickstrom
78.12.12
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APPENDIX D
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 44 (NORTH VANCOUVER)

COMMUNITY SCHOOLS REVIEW
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SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 44 (NORTH VANCOUVER)

‘SchedulelsTia
of the
Administrative‘Memorandum

Meeting'Dater . April 10, 1979 " ¥ Board - Committee

Topic (as per the Community Schools Review
Memorandum) : :

Narration: Attached is the report from the Community
' Schools Review Committee., Presumably
the Board will wish to deal with g
recommendations individually.

Depending upon decisions reached, the
- current policy statement (#1220) may also
1 require re-comnsideration. It is :
therefore attached.

Other Documents
X Attached
Not Applicable
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COMMUNITY SCHOOLS REVIEW

Background

In January of 1979 the Board arranged for w1de dlstrlbution
throughout the District of a statement outlining issues and
alternatives concerning community schools., Written submissions
relative to that statement were invited as a means of obtalnlng
community reactlon and 1deas for Board dellberatlon. -

A cons1derab1e amount of interest was ev1denced in the toplc.
Approximately 425 submissions were received, about 350 of which
were signed copies of a duplicated statement of opposition to
communlty schools, Another 75 were briefs or letters of )
varying length from individuals and -groups, both in favor and in
opp051t10n, many contarnlng thoughtful analyses and statements.

A commlttee consisting of D, Burbidge (chairman), V. -
Smelovsky, D, Craig, and R. Wickstrom, with the assistance of
R, Dick, has reviewed and discussed thoroughly the contents of.
these subm1551ons, and now presents recommendations to the
Board concerning the future of community schools in the
District.

Major Issues

While trustees-may wish to review the complete texts of
submissions recelved, several comments can be made concerning
issues raised in the briefs, or in committee discussions. These
issues are identified below, not necessarily in order of
importance.

1. A substantial body of support exists for continuation of
present policy and practice concerning community schools.
This support, particularly evident among present participants
in community school activity, seem based on a variety of
purposes and outcomes, including specific recreational and
educational courses, increased parental interest in
education, and the development of community identification.
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Considerable opposition to the present approach also exists.
A primary basis of that opposition seems to reside -in the

issue of whether educational tax funds should be used for -
such purposes, Opponents question the need for such ..
expendituresg and express alarm at the possibility of -
further increases, Others, while possibly accepting the
purpose and usefulness of community schools, are -simply
doubtful whether the benefits warrant the cost, or whether
the results meet the expectatlons.

Another significant issue concerns the equity of present
practice. The argument, in this case, is concerned not with
the value of community schools, but with the unfairness of
some’' communities having such service at public expense,
while others do not. If community schools are to be con-
sidered a Board priority, so that argument goes, then
surely provision must be made for continued expansion,

Over the past year, this Board has expressed its concern
over evident inadequacies in the Public Schools Act
relative to the operation of community schools. The legal
opinion of the Board's solicitor, as well as similar
reviews elsewhere, suggests that the Board's legal mandate
may be exceeded in certain circumstances. In essence,

a school board is entitled to carry out activities which
are basically instructional, or are necessary for the
instructional program to continue. Since there appears
little likelihood of immediate legislative change, it is
necessary for activities of community schools and their
co-ordinators to be governed by this distinction.
Furthermore, present provision of free rentals to the
community in all schools may be in considerable jeopardy.
These concerns may be alleviated in the event that
appropriate funding can be obtained from other municipal
bodies to cover the costs. :
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Recommendations

1.

2.

Legal Position

Rec. #l: That the Board confirm its intentions to have
community schools governed by current interpretations of
the Board's legal mandate, and direct the Superintendent to.

review all activities with principals and co-ordinators

in this respect.

ec. : That since the focus of community school
activity must be confined to activities of an instructional
nature, the Superintendent be requested to consider over
coming months, a possible re-organization which might -
include community educailon with the adult educatlon '
department, \

Rec. #3: That the iﬁpact of possible outside funding on
the Board's legal position be investigated.

Community‘School Co-—ordinators

By far the most significant financial issue, both now and
in the future, concerns the Board's intentions relative to
providing co-ordinators at community schools. It seems
essential, therefore, that this matter be settled.

Rec. #u4: That the Board make a definite decision among
"one of the following alternatives for provision of

community school co-ordinators:

a, Continue provision of.fﬁll-time co-ordinators as
at present for all Board-approved community schools;

b. Reduce provision or co-ordinators to half-time,
effective Sept/79, for all Board-approved
- community schools;

c. Discontinue the position, but make available
limited funds under the Educational Leadership
allocation to any school wishing to designate a
staff member as a co-ordinator of student/parent.
activities, with an additional salary allowance
or release time;
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d. Alter the p051t10n of the co- ordlnator from a
. school role to a zonal role;
e. Discontinue the positien entirely.
3. Funding _ ) |
Rec. #5: That the Board make presentations to the City
and District Councils and the Recreation Commission for
 funding of school rentals and community schools.
Rec. #6: That the Board consider the re-establishment of
user fees to cover those overhead costs of rentals and/or

community schools which cannot be covered by grants from
other overhead agencies.

Rec, #7: That a Trust account be established for .

accounting of Board\revenue and expenditures for community
schools. :

4, Objectives and Roles.

Rec. #8: That the Board's policy statement on communlty
schools and the roles of co-ordinators be re-assessed on
the basis of Board decisions on the above recommendationms,
and with due regard to the legal mandate of the Board, and
further, that consideration be given to the development of
an evaluation process for community schools.

5. Parent Participation

Rec. #9: That the Supt. be directed to initiate drafting
of a policy statement providing encouragement and guidelines
for parent adv1sory councils,

Respectfully submitted,

Community School
Review Committee

D. Burbidge, chalrman B

D, Craig
V. Smelovsky
R. Wickstrom
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SCHOOL DISTRICT NO Ll (NORTH VANCQUVER)

"POLICY | ’ S | Approved: 74 5 27
; ) SR Reviewed: 77 10 24
COMMUNITY EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

The North Vancouver Board of School Trustees endorses the
~concept of community education and supports and encourages the
development of community schools throughout the school
district.

Community Educatlon is an educational process which serves .
all age groups in the community. The total resources of-
the community are employed to develop programs and services
needed or desired by students, teachers, and residents.

The Board supports and encourages the development of
comprehensive educational - social - recreational programs at
each community school, resulting from joint community school
planning. To this end the Board enlists the active involve-
ment of municipal councils.

Specifically, the Board supports the following basic
objectives:

- the development of an effective organization for
community school involvement;

- the development of a working relatlonshlp with private
and public agencies;

- the effective utilization of school fac111tles for all
age groups;

- the promotlon of volunteer leadershlp in all phases of
the program;

- the use of the total community, wherever appropriate,
as a resource for the development of curricula,

The Board shall provide financial support for the development '
of Community Schools.

1200
(formerly 1336);
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APPENDIX E

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS RELATING TO COMMUNITY
EDUCATION IN BRITISH COLUMBIA
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS RELATING TO COMMUNITY EDUCATION 183

IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

How do you define community education and community developmént?

What are the biggest Eroblems-in B. C. education and community
education? -

What are some of the important questions that need to be asked about

~education, community education, and community involvement?"

What, to you, is the most exéiting part of community involvement/
community education? What do you see as its greatest potential
value?

What views, if any, do you have about the involvement of the

- provincial and federal governments in the development of community

education and community involvement at the local level?

Have there been major mistakes made in the development of the
community education concept in B.C.? If so, what were they?

Recognizing that there are major inhibitors to community involvemnt
such as professionalism, unionism, elitism, traditional thinking,

\affluence,»bﬁreaucracy, and fear of change... how, if at all, is

it possible to achieve worthwhile community involvement at the local
level? What are some of the ways that should be taken or are being
taken to overcome these obstacles?

When, how and for what reasons did you get involved in“"this field?

What, to you, is the single best example of community education in
B. C.? What are some other good '"programs'?

What important steps can a teacher such as myself take to initiate,
develop, or at least support the concept of 'community education'?

In the .areas where community education and community involvement exist
in B. C., how did it get started? Who or what was the initiator?
What were some of the key steps in its evolution?

Where does community involvement in B. C. stand at the moment?
Growing, declining, dormant, future? ‘

In your opinion, is there a specific community development approach
or strategy which needs to be employed in order to get parents,
teachers, children, agency workers, and others involved in their
own lives and their own education?

How have specific B. C. -groups reacted to the notion of community
involvement in schools? i.e., teachers' unions, school principals
and other administrators, agency workers, colleges, and universities?
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15,

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

21.

184

How can the general level of awaréness and understanding of community
education be improved? How can people within and without the field
come to communicate more ‘effectively?

If there is one piece of ‘advice you had to offer an orverseas
visitor about the development of community involvement in schools,
what would it be? :

Many people say that they place great value on the 'Erocess’ part of
community education and communlty invovlement. -What do you under-
stand this term to mean?

Who are some of the key figures, both positive and negative, on the
community education/involvement scene in B.C.?

Has there been difficulty in this province in reconciling the work
of the volunteers and the paid employees? TIf there have been
difficulties, how have ‘they been overcome?

Will you please outline zbur'work briefly and describe some of the
ways your agency is attempting to get at these problems and issues?

Other comments, suggestions, questions related to community

education and community involvement.
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" APPENDIX F
COVER LETTERS AND QUESTIONNAIRE TO DETERMINE
PERCEIVED PROBLEMS RELATIVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT
OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION
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SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BURNABY, B.C., CANADA V5A 1S6 .
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395

November 28, 1979

Dear Friend:

I am a student currently enrolled in a master's degree program in the
Faculty of Education at Simon Fraser University. My particular interest
lies. in the field of Community Education.

Over the past few months I have been studying certain aspects of the
community education concept in Australia and in British Columbia. At the
present time my study is focussing upon problems perceived to be inhibitors
to the development of a community education concept at the school district
level. \

Dr. Rod Wickstrom, Superintendent of Schools, has given me permission
to pursue my studies in this school district.

Attached to this letter is a questionnaire which has been designed to
gather opinions about problems which may be inhibitors to the development
of community education in your particular school or district. Maximum
response to the questionnaire is considered to be of utmost importance
if a realistic picture of the existing community education scene is to be
obtained. To this end you are urged to co-operate by responding candidly
to each questionnaire item.

To facilitate data processing I should be most grateful if you would
complete the questionnaire by Thursday December 13. A sealed box has been
placed in the school office for questionnaire returns. Responses will be
- treated confidentially and at the conclusion of the data analysis period
your questionnaire will Be destroyed.

Thank you very mich for your co-operation.

Yours “sincerely,

Mary Nuttall

MN:mh
Enc.
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SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BURNARBY, B.C., CANADA "VBA 1S6
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395

January 10, 1980 -

Dear

During the first week of December a _questionnaire seeking your
opinions on perceived problems relative to the development of community
education was delivered to you. You will recall that Dr. Rod Wickstrom,
Superintendent of Schools, has given his support to the study.

In order for the results of the study to be truly representative
of the opinions of selected community educators it is very important that
each questionnaire be completed and returned. Unfortunately, I have not
yet received your completed questionnaire. In the event that your
questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement is enclosed.

- I should be most grateful if you would complete the questionnaire
by Friday, January 19. Your sealed response may be placed in the
large return envelgpe in the s¢hool office.

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Very best wishes for
the New Year.

Yours sincerely,

Mary Nuttall

/rbg
Encl.




SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BURNABY, B.C., CANADA V5A 156
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395

January 28, 1980

Dear

Early in December a questionnaire seeking your opinion on perceived
problems relative to the development of community education was delivered
to you. You will recall that Dr. Rod Wickstrom, Superintendent of Schools,,
has given his support to the study.

In-order for the results of the study to be truly representative of
the opinions of selected educators it is very important that each
questionnaire be completed and returned.

" If you have already compléted your questionnaire, thank you most
sincerely. If not, I should be very grateful if you could complete it
by February 6, 1980 and return it to me in the stamped-addressed envelope.

 Please know that the results of the study will be made available
to you, A

Thank you very much for your co-operation. Very best wishes for
the New Year.

Yours sincerely,

Mary Nuttall
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO DETERMINE PERCEIVED PROBLEMS RELATIVE

TO THEJDEVELOPMENTfOF COMMUNITY EDUCATION

PLEASE ENTER A CHECK MARK IN THE APPROPRIATE SPACE

FOLLOWING. EACH ITEM.

SEX

FORMAL EDUCATION
(record highest
level attained)

FORMAL
TRAINING

IN COMMUNITY
EDUCATION

COMMUNITY EDUCATION

CONFERENCES /WORKSHOPS

ATTENDED

1 ]
2 []

Male .
Female

‘Teaching Certificate

Bachelor's Degree
Master's Degree
Doctoral Degree

Basic course(s) in
Community Education

Advanced course(s)
in Community
Education

Undergraduate degree
in Community
Education

Graduate degree
in Community
Education

Other training
programs in
Community Education

None

1 -3
4 -~ 6
7 - 10
10 +

S W N~

udwN

CODING COLUMN

Please do not write

or place marks in

this column.

(1-10)
(11)
—]
L1 (12)
—
-
-
(13)
—
(14)
—
(15)
—
(16)
3
(17)
—
]
—
—
—
(18-19)
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CODING COLUMN

Please do not write
or place marks in
this column. .
PRESENT ROLE |  Teacher 1.
‘ ' Community School Co-ordinator’ .- -
Principal -3
School Trustee ]
School District Administrator [
(20)
SCHOOL v A
EXPERIENCE . Less . :Over
- than -~ 1l:= 3 ‘4 -6 7 --9. 10
1l year years . years years years
a. In community »
schools — 3 3 —3 — -
- - (21)
b. In non-community N\ : R
schools 1 1 3 3 I
_ ' (22)
C. In present
school |- | L L —J
‘ . (23)
d. In present
grade 3 O 3 OO 3
(24)
PRESENT
TEACHING LEVEL K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(Teachers only) OO
(Check all grades which apply) (25)

2. FOLLOWING ARE STATEMENTS WHICH REPRESENT PROBLEMS
PERCEIVED TO BE INHIBITORS TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF
COMMUNITY EDUCATION.

Special Teachers, principals and community school

Note co-ordinators, please @ the response
which most accurately reflects your opinion
about each problem in relation to your
community school. '

Special .School trustees and school district

Note administrators please @ the response
which most accurately reflects your opinion
about each problem in relation to your
school district. :




% ]c‘l%\lw lg

means that you strongly agreé with ‘the statement.

means that you agree with the statement.
means that you are undecided about the statement.

means that you disagree with the statement.

means that you strongly disagree‘with the statement.

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO THE COMMUNITY
EDUCATION CONCEPT.

Lack of understanding about the community education
concept demonstrated by the following groups:

SD

parents : SA A UN D

teachers SA A UN D SD
principals SA A UN D SD
agency workers . " SA A UN D SD
community members o SA A UN D SD
school board trustees h SA A UN D SD
school board administrators SA A UN D SD
provincial government personnel SA A UN D SD
‘university faculties SA A UN D SD

Lack of dedication to the community education concept
displayed by the following groups:

parents SA A UN D SD
teachers : ' SA A UN D SD
principals SA A UN D SD
agency workers SA° A UN D sD
community members SA A UN D SD
school board trustees SA A UN D 8D
school board administrators SA A UN D SD
provincial government personnel SA A UN D SD
university faculties SA A UN D SD

Hasty implementation of the

community edueation concept. SA A UN D SD

Lack of consensus about what

constitutes a community school. SA A UN D SD

Lack of significant differences

between community and ‘ .

non-community schools. SA A UN D SD
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(26)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31)

(32)

(33)

(34)

(35)

(36)

(37)

(38)

(39)

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)




THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO COMMUNITY/SCHOOL
INVOLVEMENT. . :

Lack of trust, relative to - .

community/school affairs

between and among groups

within the community. " SA- A UN D

Lack of paréntal participation
in community/scheool affairs. SA A UN D

Lack of community particivation
in community/school affairs. SA A UN D

Lack of opportunities for the following
groups to make significant contributions
to the development of community education:

senior citizens SA A UN D
~school-age students SA A UN D
ethnic minorities SA A UN D
economically disadvantaged
groups SA A UN D
Transience of families liVing in
school districts. SA A UN D
Variance of lifestyles among
community members. SA A UN D
Lack of volunteers. SA° A UN D
Lack of confidence by the general
community in the public school

system. SA A UN D

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO COMMUNITY SCHOOL
PERSONNEL.

SD

SD

SD

SD
SD
SD

SD

SD

Sb

SD

SD

Lack of precise role descriptiohs for the following

groups:
principals SA A UN D
teachers o SA° A UN D
community school co-ordinators SA A UN D
A UN D

volunteers SA

SD
SD
SD
SD
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(@7)

(48)

(49)
(50)
(51)
(52)
(53)

(54)

(55)

(56)

(57)
(58)
(59)°
(60)
(61)




Lack of preliminary and on-going
in-service training for community
school personnel. - SA° A UN D 8D

Lack of support for community
school personnel from central
office administration. 'SA A UN D SD

Community school teachers'
preservation of traditional .
teaching methods. SA° A UN D SD

Overextension of dedicated
community school personnel
(both salaried and volunteers). SA A UN D SD

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO LEGISLATION AND
GOVERNMENT SUPPORT.

Lack of specific legislation"
for community schools. - "SA A UN D SD

Maintenance of a non-commital

attitude towards community

schools by the Ministry of

Education, SA° A UN D SD

Failure by the Provincial

_Government to make funds

available on a continuing
basis for:
(i) research into community

education SA A UN D SD
(ii) local initiatives in
community schools SA A UN D SD

Ministerial policies which
centralize education. : SA A UN D SD
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(62)

(63)

(64)

(65)

(66)

(67)

(68)

(69)

THE FOLLOWING PROBﬁEMS RELATE TO PROCESS IN COMMUNITY
SCHOOLS.

Lack of opportunities for
community members to share

in decision-making. SA A UN D SD

Reluctance of bureaucracies to
relinquish power to community ,
schools. SA A UN D SD

(70)

(71)

(72)



Lack of networks of community
resources between schools and

communities. ' SA A UN

Inappropriate and ineffective

processes and channels of

communication within the , _
community. ‘ SA A UN

Community pressure groups'
inhibiting influence. SA A UN

Lack of strong leadership
in implementing the community
education concept. SA A UN

. Lack of opportunities for

community members. to assume

\,

leadership roles. . SA A UN

Lack of personal advocacy for
community education by
community educators. SA A UN

Lack of representativeness
of community school councils. SA A UN

Use of professional language
(jargon) which confuses community
members. SA A UN

Fd

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO CURRICULUM.

Failure to integraté curriculum

experiences with community life. SA A UN
Underutilization of community SA A UN
resources. B

Lack of awareness'and"updef; .
standing re the potential of
community-centred curriculum

models. A SA A UN

1

Existence of the British
Columbia Government's
Core Curriculum. SA A UN

Emphasis placed upon
specialization within

curriculum areas. SA A UN

SD

SD

Sb

Sb

sDh

SD

SD

SD

SD

Sb

SD

SD

SD
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(73)

(74)

(75)

(76)

(77)

(78)

(79)

(80)

(81)

(82)

(83)

(84)

(85)



Emphasis placed upon comgefition

within curriculum offerings. ‘ SA A UN

Community school teachers’
preservation of traditional -
curriculum content. _ SA A UN

D sb
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(86)

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO PLANNING AND

POLICIES.

Lack of initial planning and joint

sharing of responsibility for

community education among municipal

councils, school boards, central

office administration, community "

schools, agencies, and members of

the community. SA A UN

\

Adoption of community education
models developed in the United
States or elsewhere. R SA A UN

Lack of specific frames of
reference for community schools. SA A UN

Lack of long range planning for
development of the community
education concept. SA A UN

Neutral stand taken by district
school administrators towards
development of community schools. SA A UN

Declining school enrolments. SA A UN

Lack of genuine desire for
community schools by the
community at large. SA A UN

Lack of initiatives by
universities in developing

community education courses
and programs, leadership, and
research support. SA A UN

Lack of ongoing consultative

services for community school

personnel. SA A UN

(87)

(88)

(89)

(90)

(91)

(92)

(93)

(94)

(95)

(96)
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THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS - RELATE TO EVALUATION AND
RESEARCH.

Lack of formative and summative

evaluation to determine the worth

of community schools and community

school programs. SA-A UN D SD

Failure by community school

personnel to refer to and learn

from evaluation models and studies

in the field of community

education. ' SA A UN D SD

Pailure by community schools to

. meet needs of large sectors of

the . communlty. SA A UN D 8D

‘Lack of adequate research on the

outcomes of community schools. SA A UN D SD
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(97)

(98)

(99)

PLEASE ADD STATEMENTS WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN MADE AND
WHICH YOU PERCEIVE TO BE INHIBITORS TO THE DEVELOPMENT
OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION IN YOUR COMMUNITY SCHOOL OR
SCHOOL DISTRICT.

------------------------------- SA A UN D SD
e SA A UN D SD

——————————————————————————————— SA A UN D SD

PLEASE USE OVERSIDE OF PAGE
IF NECESSARY FOR ADDITIONAL
COMMENTS.

(100)-

(101)

(102) -

(103)

(104)
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APPENDIX G

RANK ORDER 'FOR PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS OF
MOST CRITICAL PROBLEMS



Rank Order for Principals' Perceptions of Most Critical Problems

‘Table 31

Questionnaire Items A UN D
% yA %
31 #7 understanding - school
board administrators - 100
6 #8 understanding -
government 100
27 #16 dedication - school
board administrators 100
8 #17 dedication - N
government 100
4 #41 legislation 100
1 #42 attitude 100
3 #43 funding - research 100
2 y44 funding - local
initiatives 100
5 #45 centralizZation 86 14
10 #66 long-range planning 86 14
10 #67 stand.-district :
school administrators 86 14
6 #75 research 86 14
.24 #5 understanding-community 71 14 14
29 #15 dedication - trustees 71 29
11 #37 training = - _ _._ - 71 14 14
12 #40 overextension-personnel 71 14 14
13 #47 power 71 29
14 #57 resources 71 29




Continuation Table 31
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Questiohnaire Items A UN D

: % % %
11 #63 .initial planning 71 14 14
7 #72 evaluation 71 14 14
37 #73 evaluation models/

studies 1 14 14
27 #2 understanding -

teachers ’ 57 43
31 #14 dedication - community 56 14 29
15 #29 transience 57 14 29
21 #1 understanding - parents 43 57
38 #3 understanding -

principals 43 57
30 #6 understanding ~ trustees 43 14 43
31 #9 understanding -

universities, 43 43 14
35 #11 dedication - teachers 43 14 43
31 #18 dedication ~

universities 43 43 14
30 #19 implementation 43 57
12 #58 curriculum models 43 14 43
39 #74 comm‘unitry needs 43 14 43
43 #12 dedication - principals 29 71
11 #20 consensus - community ,

schools 29 14 57
29 #21 differences - community _

non—-community schools 29 14 57
9 {#25 senior citizens 29 29 43




Continuation Table 31

Questionnaire Items A UN D
' % 7% %

22 #30 lifestyles 29 14 57
46 #4 understanding -

agencies 14 14 71
33 #10 dedication - :

parents 14 86
23 #69 desire for

community schools 14 29 57
49 #13 dedication -

agencies 29 71
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APPENDIX H

RANK ORDER FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOL CO—ORDINATORS’
PERCEPTIONS OF MOST CRITICAL PROBLEMS

-
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~ Table 32

Rank Order for Community School Co-ordinators' Perceptions of Most

Critical Problems

Questionnaire Items A UN D
% yA %
8#17 dedication -
government 100
12 #40 overextension -~
personnel ' 86 14 .
4 441 legislation 86 14
1 #42 attitude 86 14
3 #43 funding - research 86 14
2 #44 funding - local
initiatives 86 14
11 #63 initial planning 86 14
10 #66 long-range planning 86 14
6 #75 research 86 14
6 #8 understanding -
government 83 17
29 #15 dedication ~ trustees 71 29
11 #20 consensus - community
schools ' 71 29
9 #25 senior citizens 71 29
11. #37 training 71 29
5 #45 centralization 71 29
12 #58 curriculum models 71 14 14
10 #67 stand.. district
school administrators 71 29
31 {#9 understanding -
universities 67 33



ContinuatiénkTable 32
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Questionnaire Items A UN D
% % %
31#18 dedication -
universities 67 33
31#14 dedication - community 57 14 29
27 #16 dedication - school
board administrators 57 43
22430 lifestyles 57 14 29
14 #57 resources 57 29 14
7#72 evaluation 57 29 14
21 #1 understanding - parents 50 17 33
31 #7 understanding - school
board o 50 50
27 #2 understanding - teachers 43 14 43
35 i i - -
#11 dedication = teachers 14 43
30 #19 implementation -
community education 43 14 43
13 #47 power 43 57
23 #69 desire for community
schools 43 14 43
~ 38 #3 understanding -
principals ’ 33 17 50 -
39 #74 community needs 33 33 33
24 45 understanding - ,
community 29 14 57
30 i#6 understénding - :
‘trustees : 29 71
33 #10 dedication - parents 29 71



Continuation Table 32
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Questionnaire Items A D
Z % % n

43 #12 dedication -

principals 29 71 7
15 #29 transience 29 14 57 7
37 #73 evaluation models/ _

studies ' 29 29 43 : 7
46 #4 understanding -

agencies 14 29 57 7
29 #21 differences

community/non-

community schools 14 29 57 7
49_#13 dedication - .

agencies ~ 29 71 7
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e APPENDIX I

RANK ORDER FOR SCHOOL TRUSTEES' PERCEPTIONS OF
MOST CRITICAL PROBLEMS



Rank“Order for School Trustees' Perceptions of Most Critical Problems

Table 33
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Questionnaire Items A UN D
' % % % n
4 #41 legislation 86 14 7
1 #42 attitude 86 14 7
3 #43 funding - research 86 14 7
2. #44 funding - local .
initiatives 86 14 7
13 #47 power - 86 14 7
8, #17 dedication - . .
government 83 17 b
6 #8 understanding -
government 71 29 7
5 #45 centralization 71 29 7
12 #58 curriculum models 71 14 14 7
9 #25 senior citizens 67 17 17 6
10. #66 long-range planning _ 67 33 6
10. #67 stand. district : |
school administrators 67 17 17 6
23 #69 desire for community
schools 67 17 17 6
6. #75 research 67 17 17 6
27 #2 understanding -
teachers 57 14 29 7
38 #3 understanding -
principals 57 14 29 7
31 #18 dedication -
universities 50 33 17 6
11 #20 consensus -~
50 33 17 6

. community schools



Continuation Table 33
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Questionnaire Items A ‘UN D
% % A n
22 #30 lifestyles 50 33 17 6
21 #1 understanding - parents 43 57 7
31 #9 understanding - .
universities 43 14 43 7
33 #10 dedication - parents 33 17 50 6
31 #14 dedication -
community 33 17 50 6
27 #16 dedication - school
bOard/administrators 33 33 33 6
11 #37 training 33 17 50 6
7 #72 evaluation 33 67 6
24 #5 understanding - .
community 29 14 57 7
31 #7 understanding - school
board 29 14 57 7
14 #57 resources 29 29 43 7
35 #11 dedication - teachers 17 50 33 6
43 #12 dedication -
principals 17 17 67 6
49 #13 dedication - agencies 17 83 6
29 #21 differences -
community/non-
community schools 17 33 50 6
15 #29 transience 17 33 50 6
12 #40 overextension
personnel 17 17 67 6
11 #63 initial planning 17 33 50 6
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Questionnaire Ttems

A UN
9. 7

46 #4 understanding -

agencies 14 14 71
30 #6 understanding -

trustees 14 14 71
39. #74 community needs 33 67
29 #15 dedication -

trustees 20 80
37 #73 evaluation models/

studies 17 83
30 #19 implementation

cormunity education 100
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APPENDIX J

RANK ORDER FOR SCHOOL BOARD ADMINISTRATORS' PERCEPTIONS
OF MOST CRITICAL PROBLEMS



Rank Order for School Board Administrators' Perce

Problems

. Table 34
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ptions of Most Critical

Questionnaire Items A UN D
A % % n
21 #1 understanding - parents 100 4
29 #21 differences -
community/non-community E
schools “100 4
4 #41 legislation 100 4
1 #42 attitude 100 4
) . - v
11'#63 initial planning 100 4
23 #69 desire for community
schools 100 4
7 #72 evaluation 100 4
6 #75 research 100 4
27 #2 understanding -
teachers 75 25 4
24 #5 understanding -
community 75 25 4
33 #10 dedication - parents 75 25 4
43 #12 dedication - principals 75 25 : 4
31 #14 dedication -
community 75 25 4
8 #17 dedication -
government 75 25 4
11 #20 consensus - :
community schools 75 25 4
9 #25 senior citizens 75 25 4
11' #37 training 75 25 4



Continuation Table 34
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Questionnaire Items A UN D
% % %
2 #44 funding - local
initiatives 75 25
? #45 centralization 75 25
14 #57 resources 75 25
12 #58 currictlum:models 75 25
39 #74 community needs 75 25
31 #18 dedication -
universities 67 33
30 #19 implementation -
community education 67 33
38 #3 understanding -
principals 50 50
6 #8 understanding -
government . 50 25 25
35 #11 dedication - teachers 50 50
15 #29 transience 50 50
22 #30 lifestyles 50 25 25
12. #40 overextension :
personnel 50 50
3 #43 funding - research 50. 25 25
10 #67 stand. district
school administrators 50 50
31 #9 understanding - ,
universities 25 75
49:'#13 dedication -~ agencies 25 50 25
27 #16 dedication -~ school
board administrators 25 75



Continuation Table 34
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Questionnaire Items A UN. D
! % oo % n

13 #47 power 25 75 4
10 #66 long\range planning 25 25 50 4

#73 evaluation models/

studies 25 50_ 25 4
46 #4 understanding = ‘

agencies 25 . 75
30 #6 understanding - «

trutees . 25 75 4
31 #7 understanding -

school board 100 4
6 #8 understanding -

government 100 4
29 #15 dedication - trustees 100 4




