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ABSTRACT 

During recent years the community education movement has gained 

momentum 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 eduration. The first community school was designated 

there in 1971; the most recent in 1979. Within the last few months several 

problems have emerged in the development of community education in the 

North Vancouver 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 all 

administrators of community education: principals, community school 

co-ordinators, school board administrators, and school trustees; and all 

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 education. 

The major questions of the study related to community school . 

administrators' and teachers' perceptions of significant problems and 

differences between the two groups' perceptions. Eight demographic variables 

relating to the total population selected for the study were also investi- 

gated. These were sex, the level of formal education attained, the amount 

of training in community education, the numbers of community education 

conferences and workshops attended, years of experience in community schools, 



years of experience in present school, years of experience in present grade, 

grade level (s) with which presently associated, and indlvidual community 

schools. // 

The instruments used to gather data were an interview schedule and an 

author-constructed questionnaire. Interviews were conducted with community 

school administrators and founding members of community education in 
> 

British Columbia. The interviews elicited key problems which formed the 

bases upon which the seventy-five item questionnaire was constructed. Both 

administrators and teachers completed the questionnaire. Data were analysed 

by means of the SPSS program (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). 

The chief tools used in data analysis were crossbreaks with chi square used 

as a test of statistical significance. 

Analysis of the questionnaire responses revealed a high degree of 

consensus relating to the community education concept, legislation and 

government support, evaluation and research. Further detailed analysis 

on these items indicated a high degree of consensus between administrators 

and teachers. However, on certain items administrators and teachers 

- differed significantly. Few statistically significant dif.ferences were 

noted when the demographic variables were examined in relation to the total 

population, 

The identification of these problems carries clear implications for 

community school administrators in North Vancouver. In particular, the 

prominence of legal and government aspects of the problems suggests that if 

theicommunity school 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 

over come. 
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' CHAPTER 1 

NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

A. Historical Overview L 

Community education has existed in varying degrees since people began 

to live in communities. Several early educators and philosophers made 

valuable contributions to our present understanding of community education. 

Recent writers (Olsen, 1975, 8; Olsen and Clark, 1977, pp. 58-59; Totten, 

1970, 5) referred specifically to the following notable community educators: 

Plato (Greek, 427 B. C. - 347 B.C.).attempted to develop an ideal 

community. He outlined planning 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,l06 B. C. - 43 B. C.) and Luther (German, 1483-1546) 

advocated the harmoniaus relationship which should exist between education 

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 education philosophies: 

1. selection of curriculum material based 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. 



Community Education in the United States 

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

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 
ofasociety cannot take place by direct conveyance of 
beliefs, emotions, and knowledge. It takes place through 
the intermediary of the environment. The environment 
consists of the sum total of conditions which are concerned 
with the execution of the activity characteristic of the 
living being. The social 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 which viable 

community education programs might be developed between schools and their 

communities. These, as summarized by Seay, were 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 
.. A problems, needs and ihterests of particular communities 

4. there be a reciprocal basis in community education; the 
..school serving the community; the community serving the 
school 
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the local community be a focal point for developing an 
understanding of larger communities, and 

community leaders be cqmttnually challenged so that they 
might be more and more relevant to the communities they 
serve. (Seay, 1974, 28) 

One of the'greatest contrfbutfons to the development of community 

education was made by Frank Manley, wlio 2n Flint, Michigan in 1935, 

initiated the Flint Comunlty Education Model. Manley, supported by a 

grant from Charles Stewart Mott, a philanthropist (later responsible for 

establishing the Mott Foundation to sponsor community education programs) 

opened five community schools to develop programs almed at: 
\ 

1. reducing the incidence 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 allevrating stresses were inaugurated between 

schools and communities. 

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



r egu la r  school  programs t o  inc lude  s i x  major components: 

1. an educational  progranl f requent ly  r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  K-12 
program f o r  school  age  c h i l d r e n  

4 2. use of community f a c i l i t i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  school  bu i ld ings  
f o r  community a c t i v i t i e s  and s e r v i c e s  

3. a d d i t i o n a l  programs such a s  enrichment, remedial,  r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  
/ c u l t u r a l ,  and avocat ional  a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  school  age ch i ld ren  

and youth 

4. programs such as b a s i c  education, and high school  completion, 

w r e c r e a t i o n a l ,  c u l t u r a l ,  avocational ,  and voca t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s  
f o r  a d u l t s  

d 5 .  de l ive ry  and co-ordination of community s e r v i c e s  

6. community involvement i n  which l o c a l  problems a r e  i d e n t i -  
J f i e d  and processes a r e  developed f o r  providing s o l u t i o n s  t o  

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

Community Education i n  Canada 

C a h i l l  (1976, pp. 29-34), Latinecz (1979.1, and Prout (1977) have each 

b r i e f l y  t raced the  development of community education i n  Canada. 

The "Lighted Schoolhouse" of t h e  p r a i r i e s ,  a popular meeting p lace  f o r  

communities during t h e  t h i r t i e s  appears t o  be one of t h e  forerunners  of 

community education i n  Canada. Fur ther  foundations were l a i d  i n  the  mari- 

time provinces where t h e  Coady I n s t i t u t e  of St .  Francis  Xavier Universi ty,  

Nova Sco t i a  influenced t h e  development of community schools  i n  Pr ince  Edward 

Is land,  Newfoundland, .and Nova Scot ia .  

The 1970's witnessed t h e  g r e a t e s t  growth i n  community education.  Prout 

summarized i n i t i a l  t h r u s t s  taken by each of t h e  provinces and t h e  two 

t e r r i t o r i e s :  

Newfoundland . Emphasis has  been placed upon the  i n t e g r a t i o n  
, of small ,  i s o l a t e d  communities. 

Pr ince  Edward Is land.  The Rural  Development Council 's 
community schools  have focussed upon improvement of 
community l i f e .  



Nova Scotia. The Division of Continuing Educat5on 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 ' schools 
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 Brunswick, 

Nova,Scotia, British Columbia and Ontario, have been published. A major 

development in 1977 was the formation of a steering committee to establish 

a Canadian Community Education Association. 



Important differences associated with legislation and funding exi'st 

between community education approaches in Canada and in the United States. 

Legislation. In Canada local authorities are responsible for the 

organization of community education; in the United States state and federal 

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 40% of educaMonal costs and local school authorities are forced 

to raise the balance. By comparison both federal and state funding is 

available for the developmeht of community education in the United States. 

Community Education in British Columbia 

Leadership in developing a community education concept in British 
+ 

Columbia has come from a variety of sources including principals, teachers, 

school board personnel, parents, and to a limited extent, university 

personnel. Among key personalities responsible for taking major initiatives 

were Jack Stevens, David Allan, and Gary Pennington. Stevens was instru- 

mental in establishing the first community school in North Vancouver in 

1971 Queen Mary Elementary School. He became the first community school 

co-ordinator there and in 1973 was appointed full time district co- 

ordinator of the North Vancouver School District. 

Victoria during 1971. 

Pennington in 1974 initiated a 

training program entitled Education 
' i  

The program, designed by members of 

Allan played a key role in establishing James Bay Community school in 

community school and traditional school personnel, graduating students and 

unique and creative community education 

V, at the University of British Columbia. 

the Faculties of Education and Arts, 



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 Team established in 1973 by the 

British Columbia School Trustees Association and the Department of Education. 

11 The purpose of this team was to provide training, dissemination, consult- 

ation and awareness of the community school concept". (Cahill, 1976, 48) 

Presently there are approximately thirty community schools in the 

province most of which are situated in the Greater Vancouver and Lower Main- 

land areas. Each school, whjle being a product of its particular community, 

subscribes. to a general philosophy of community education. 

B.Philosophy of Community Education 

Despite the fact that community education has developed 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 something that cannot be defined in speciffc terms 

d 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 

J 5 .  is multipurposed in its approach 

6. is concerned to 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,..,It is a new philosophy of education deeply 
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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 

North'Vancouver was one of the first districts in British Columbia to 

establish community schools. At the present time there are eight community 

schools in operation in that district. The first of these was designated in 

1971; 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 serious questions, not only concerning the legality of community 

schools, but also about the financial burden sustained in their operation. 

Recent press releases drew attention to these questions. 

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 pot at^ 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 d iscussed i n  a somewhat disparaging manner, A more compre- 

hensive bibl iography r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  development of community education 

i n  North Vancouver is  included a s  Appendices A-D. 

From t h e s e  i s o l a t e d  ins tances  i t  i s  assumed t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  major 

problems assoc ia ted  with t h e  present  development of community education a t  

the  l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  l e v e l  i n  North Vancouver. I n  view of t h i s  assumption 

t h e  researcher  chose t o  examine t h e  perceptions of l o c a l  educators  

regarding major problems i n h i b i t i n g  t h e  development of community education 

a t  t h e  d i s t r i c t  l e v e l .  

Purpose of t h e  Study 

The purpose of t h e  study was t o  determine which problems a r e  perceived 

t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t  i n h i b i t o r s  t o  the  development of community education i n  

the  North Vancouver School D i s t r i c t .  The study sought opinions from key 

community educators:  adminis t ra tors  of community education and teachers  i n  

community schools .  Fur ther ,  the  study focussed upon t h e  d i f fe rences  

which e x i s t  between t h e  adminis t ra tors '  and teachers '  perceptions of t h e  

problems. 

Need f o r  t h e  Study 

The need f o r  the  study arose from a ve rba l  request  by a Spec ia l  Review 

Committee i n  May 1978 t o  t h e  North Vancouver School Board t h a t  a compre- 

hensive eva lua t ion  of community education and ccmununity schools  be  under- 

taken i n  t h e  North Vancouver School District. ( ~ o r t h  Vancouver School 

Board Minutes, May 29, 1978) 

The s tudy,  by determining the  ex ten t  t o  which problems a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  . - 

i n h i b i t o r s  t o  t h e  development of community education,  w i l l  provide research 

methodology and va luab le  da ta  f o r  a forthcoming evaluat ion  of community 

education i n  North Vancouver. 



Because very l i t t l e  has been done i n  genera l  towards evaluat ing  

community education i n  North Vancouver it  is a n t i c i p a t e d  t h a t  t h e  study w i l l  

not  only con t r ibu te  t o  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  of community education bu t  a l s o  w i l l  

provide impetus f o r  o the r  school  d i s t r i c t ' s  t o  research  problem a reas  and t o  

undertake s i g n i f i c a n t  evaluat ion  s tud ies .  

Research Questions 
b 

Four groups - community school  co-ordinators, p r i n c i p a l s ,  school  board 

admin i s t r a t ive  personnel and school  t r u s t e e s  were included i n  t h e  study . 

because of t h e  key r o l e s  they p lay  i n  t h e  adminis t ra t ion  of community 

education. The r o l e s  of each group w i l l  be discussed i n  turn.  

1. Community School Co-ordinators 

I n  t h e i r  w r i t i n g s  (Berridge, 1973, 65; Hiemstra, 1972, 41; Schmitt and 

Weaver, 1979, 29; Wilder, 1979, 100) made re fe rence  t o  t h e  importance of t h e  

community school  co-ordinator i n  t h e  adminis t ra t ion  of community education 

i n  a community school.  Minzey and Le Tar te  (1979) summarized t h i s  pos i t ion  

by wri t ing:  

No o the r  pos i t ion  is  s o  important t o  t h e  opera t ion  of 
community education a s  t h a t  of t h e  d i r e c t o r .  Regardless 
of o the r  inpu t s ,  the  success o r  f a i l u r e  of t h e  program w i l l  
l a r g e l y  depend upon who f i l l s  t h e  pos i t ion .  (Minzey and Le 
Tar te ,  1979, 183) 

2. P r i n c i p a l  

Of p a r t i c u l a r  importance is  t h e  community school  p r i n c i p a l ' s  need t o  

co-operate wi th  t h e  community school  co-ordinator i n  providing e f f e c t i v e  

admin i s t r a t ive  s t r a t e g i e s .  Clark, (1974, pp. 34-35); Herman, (1973, 11);  

. and Wilder, (1979, pp. 100-101) described t h e  p r i n c i p a l  a s  the  leader  aAd a 

c a t a l y s t  f o r  change who, i n  Keidel ' s  words, 

is  i n  a key pos i t ion  a s  o v e r a l l  supervisor  of t h e  bui ld ing 
program and who by h i s  co-opexation o r  l ack  of i t ,  wi th  the  
community school co-ordinator can e i t h e r  inc rease  o r  diminish 
the  e f fec t iveness  of t h e  co-ordinator 's  e f f o r t s .  (Keidel, $969, 82) 

L 



3. School Board Personnel 

The community education literature suggests that the superintendent, be 

an active 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 elected to school boards have responsibilities to be 

involved in decision-making affecting education within particular school 

districts. In 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 community 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 interactions with 

students, staff members, parents, and community residents is in a viable 

position to bring the philosophy of community education down to a very 

practical level in the classroom. 

Writers such as (Hager, Olsen and Clark, 1977, 59; Keidel, 1969, 82; 

Minzey and Le Tarte, 1972, 162) emphasized the importance of community 

school teachers in developing community education. Stevens postulated 

that: 



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 

(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 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 interview 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 coriununity school teachers 

Operational Definitions 

Community 

The word "community" is derived from the Latin "communitas" meaning 

fellowship, common relations or feelings. Over time the notion of community 

has expanded to include several interpretations. 

Among Dewey's (1916) key community ingredients were things held in 

common, communication and a common 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 community 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 

summaries of Tonnes' distinction between "gemeinschaft" and "gesellschaft." 

Gemeinschaf t 

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. people with a s,trong sense of community identity 

7. a general absence of special interest groups 
% 



Gesellschaft 

tie based on territory rather than kinship 

labour with great specialization 

a community 

division of 

proIiferation of society and organization 

lack of acquaintance with others, even neighbours 

formalized social controls set by law and enforced by police 

high interdependence with other communities 

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

is apparent that community educators' attempt to develop the 

11 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 education: 

Community education is a philosophical concept which ser-ves 
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 community, 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. (Mot t Foundat ion, 19 77, 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 



employed to develop programs and services needed or desired by 
students, teachers and residents. (North Vancouver School 
Board, Policy1200 , 1974) 

Community Schools 

Clapp (1939), one of the pioneers of the community 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 bekomes 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 estimated population of 100,000 lives in the area 

which is served by thirty-two elementary and ten secondary schools, seven 

of which are elementary 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 Collegiate Dictionary provided three definitions of the 

word "problem" which were appropriate for this study: 

1. a question raised for inquiry, consideration or solution. 

.. 2. an intricate unsettled question. 

3. a source of perplexity, distress or vexation. 
CWebster, 19 77, 917) 



Perceptions 

The same dictionary defined perception as llconsciousness'l... 

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

Owens (-1970) drew attention to previous experiences 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, 1970, 41) 

In the context of the study participants were expected to indicate 

from their own 

development of 

Development 

Community 

folding" or "a 

experiences problems which appeared to be preventing positive 

community education in the North Vancouver School District. 

education i: a developing concept and is thus "a gradual un- 

fuller working"out" as the Oxford dictionary expresses it. 

Community education is an'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 district 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, community 

school principals, school board personnel and school trustees) and community 

school teachers. Excluded from the study were students, parents of students 

attending community schools, volunteers working in community schools, agency 
?, 

workers, community residents, and all personnel associated with non-community 



schools. The study thus focussed upon what selected groups perceived to be 

problems which are inhibiting the development of community education. Quite 

different results may have emerged if all of the above mentioned community 

groups had provided input to the study. 

3 .  The study focussed upon educators associated with elementary community 

schools. The new secondary community school in the Deep Cove area was 

omitted from the sample. 

4.  This study is limited to a review of problems associated with community 

eitvcation development in North Vancouver. The positive aspects, of which 

there are many, are not discussed. 

5. The questionnaire used in the second stage of the 

from data obtained from only two of the four groups of 

Overview of the Study 

This chapter presented: 

study was developed 

administrators. 

1. a background to the development of 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 the research was undertaken. 

Chapter I1 of the study is devoted to a review 

relating to the thesis topic. Chapter 111 focusses 

design and methodology. Descriptions of the sample 

of the literature 

upon the research 

selected for the study, - 

data-gathering 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. 



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. 



CHAPTER I1 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A review of the literature indicated that, although community education 

has great potential for mobilizing and enlivening communities, major 

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 

a 1. Concept 

2. Implementation of Community Education 

(a) Background to implementation 

(b) Councils 

(c) Personnel 

(d) TrainingILeadership 

(e) Legislation 

(f) Community Education Models 

(g) Curriculum 

(h) Education 

(i) Research 

B. Actual Problems Associated with the Development of Community Education 

1. Repo,rts 

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 

development of a community education concept. For the purposes of the study 
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problems have been examined within four categories suggested by Kaplan and 

Warden (1978, 3) 

a. Failure to Establish a Literary Definition 

b. Lack of Theory 

c. Misconceptions 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 were 

limited and viewed community education as a series of programs added on to 

the regular school curriculum. 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 education, 

recreational activities, extra curricular activities. for students, higher 

education, "neighbourhood s~hools", 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 haveremained con- 

fused and reluctant to write a comprehensive definition. Despite the in- 

herent difficulties Weaver (1972) believed that, no matter how community 
, 

education is described, it must ultimately be defined for a failure to 

define . . . "leaves one open to the 
within the concept - a criticism 
b. Lack of Theory Development 

9 

A lack of theory to support 

charge of including the entire universe 

often levelled at community educators." 

the concept of community education is per- 

ceived by many to be a serious problem. 

Weaver (1979) demonstrated this need for 

Fitzgerald (1979, 'chap. 5) and 

a theoretical framework. 



According t o  Weaver: 

The development 
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of theory from which t o  t e s t  t h e  assumptions 
and hypotheses underlying t h e  cop1munit.y education concept i s  
e s s e n t i a l  t o  the  s u r v f v a l  of community education a s  a v i a b l e  
process. (Weaver, 1972, 154) 

I n  an a r t i c l e  e n t i t l e d ,  ''Community Education - A Cause without  Reason", 

F i t zge ra ld  (1979) i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a t  n a t i o n a l  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  conferences 

emphases have been placed on comparison of programs, innovations,  funding 

and l e g i s l a t i o n .  H e  maintains t h a t  l i t t l e  d iscuss ion has cent red  around . 

t he  development of a sound t h e o r e t i c a l  base f o r  community education.  A 

reason given f o r  t h i s  anomaly is  t h a t  most community teachers  t o  d a t e  have 

seen program development as one of t h e  chief  means of involving people. A s  

ad hoc programs evolved p r a c t i c e  r a t h e r  than theory was s t r e s s e d .  

Accountabil i ty has a l s o  played a l a r g e  r o l e  i n  d e t r a c t i n g  from t h e  

importance of theory development. I n  the  United S t a t e s ,  funding f o r  

community education has been organized pr imar i ly  according t o  t h e  numbers of 

programs and program p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

There i s  a s e r i o u s  ob l iga t ion  f o r  community educators  t o  weave cur ren t  

p rac t i ces  i n t o  an  i n t e g r a t e d  t h e o r e t i c a l  framework, f o r  as F i t zge ra ld  claims 

U n t i l  t h i s  happens, community education ... w i l l  probably 
remain a cause without  reason. (F i t zge ra ld ,  1979, 69) 

C. Misconceptions Associated with t h e  Concept 

Minzey and Le Tar te  (1979) contended t h a t :  

Community education has  su f fe red  more from misconceptions and 
misunderstandings than f o r  any o t h e r  reason. Many a c t i v i t i e s  
have been f a l s e l y  l a b e l l e d  a s  Community Education, and many 
Community Education persons have promoted Community Education a s  
th ings  which f a l l  s h o r t  of t h e  complete d e f i n i t i o n .  (Minzey 
and Le Tar te ,  1979, 13) 

Writers  such a s  (Clark,  1977; 5;  Kerensky, 172, pp. 158-160; Minzey, 

1974, pp. 46-50; Minzey and Le Tar te ,  1972, pp. 3-24; 1974, pp. 13-26) 

voiced t h e  opinions of s e v e r a l  cormnunity educators when they 
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enumerated the chief misconceptions associated with the community education 

concept. These included: 

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

Community education is the community school. ' 

Community education is community-based programs. 

Community education is the "neighbourhood school". 

Community education is community control. 

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

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 past decade several writers have commented upon the problem 
/ 

of developing a unique concept of community education. 

Jeffrey (1979, 39) contended that the community education philosophy 

is a collection of pedagogical principles to which most teachers, not just 

comrqunity school 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. 



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 

3. explaining the 

4. determining an 

sound theoretical structure 

nature of the concept, and . 

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 Uterature. In all instances social and/or 

economic pressures were the bases upon which community education was 

initiated. , 

Current interest in the implementation and development of community edu- 
rD 

cation in North America has been aroused by societal factors such as those 

expressed by Minzey and Le Tarte (1972, pp. 27-29) and Sandberg and Weaver 

(2977) : 

14% ~ecneral societal malaise. 



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: 

)C1. 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. 

3 4. Educators profess adherence to broad education goals, but 
tend to stress programs related solely to c o ~ i a v e  . - learning. 

' 5. Educators purchase costly facilities and equipment, but use 
them only intermittently. 



6 .  Educators s t r e s s  l o c a l  c o n t r o l  of schools  y e t  deny community 
involvement i n  decision-making. 

7. Educators profess  t h a t  education i s  a l i f e t i m e  process but  
opera te  a s  though education needs cease  on completion of 
yea r  12. 

8. Educators deplore dup l i ca t ion  and waste bu t  d o . l i t t l e  t o  co- 
o r d i n a t e  community se rv ices  and resources.  

9. Educators profess adherence t o  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  democracy bu t  
do no t  encourage development of l o c a l  advocacy o r  problem 
solving.  

10. Educators say t h a t  education is a p repara t ion  f o r  l i f e  but  
schools  a r e  not  con t r ibu t ing  t o  t h i s  philosophy i n  a re levant  
way. (Minzey and Le Tar te ,  1979, 110) 

I n  a t tempt ing t o  implement t h e  ob jec t ives  of community education a 

community school  i s  exposed t o  b a r r i e r s  which a r e  as re levan t  today a s  they 

were when enumerated by Seay and Wilkinson i n  1953. The t i t l e s  of these  

b a r r i e r s  and a paraphrased d e s c r i p t i o n  of each appear below. 

1. Conf l i c t  wi th  t h e  Mores of Ehe Community 

Some programs i n i t i a t e d  by a community school  f o r  t h e  "good" of the  

community are a t  variance wi th  customs which a r e  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of 

community l i f e .  Problems a r e  c rea ted  when community members r e s i s t  such 

programs. 

2. D i f f i c u l t y  of  Determining Readiness f o r  Change .Within a Community 

Occasionally ob jec t ives  a r e  implemented a t  inopportune t i m e s .  Imple- 

mentation may b e  e i t h e r  too has ty  o r  too  slow f o r  community needs..  

3. Misuse of Community Surveys 

Surveys designed t o  a s s e s s  community needs can be  i n h i b i t o r s  t o  the  

development of heal thy  school-community r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i f  they a r e  poorly 

planned and become an end i n  themselves. 

4. F a i l u r e  t o  Understand t h e  Functions of t h e  Community School 

Varying expecta t ions  about t h e  r o l e  of t h e  community school  can cause 
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conflicts among individuals and groups. 

?5. Failure 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. 
-. -- 

Communities are composed of a complex of social and economic 
- -- -. . - - - - - - - - - - - - 

groups, institutions, and resources which may be found in an 
infinite variety of &ohbinations 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) 



Levels of System Openness in Schools 

\ Community Problem Solving (Community Based Decision-Making) 

/---5 

\ Community Problem Solving 

\ (System Decision Making) - - - - - -  I 4 

Leisure Education -------- 3 

K-12 School Exte 
--------- 

(Early Childhood 2 

& Adult) 

Figure 1 

(Wood, 1979, 21) 



Figure 2 (Minzey, 1974, 8) 
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Community Educatron Components in a Typical Community 

Wood specifies youth in the K - 12 program and includes early child- 

hood and adult education in an extension of the K: - 12 program. Minzey 

Component 6 
I\ 

Community Development 

Component 5 Delivery and co-ordination of 
community services 

Component 4 Activities for adults 

Component 3 Activities for school-age 
children and youth 

Component 2 Use of gchool facilities by 
the community 

Component 1 K - 12 program 

does not mention preschoolers on his continuum. Leisure education includes 

avocational, social, cultural and recreational activities suggested in 

components 3 and 4 of ~inzey's conceptual framework. Decision-making at 

the school level is presupposed in components 5 and 6. Both figures are 

cumulative; each level or component presumes inclusion of all previous 

Writers such as Minzey and Le Tarte, (1977, pp. 15, 113); Mirizey and 

Olsen (1979, pp. 36-37); Weaver and Seay, (1974, pp. 126-1291 have written 

extensively about the process of putting into practice the various 

components or levels of community eudcation. Most problems occur with 

implementation of Minzey's components 5 and 6 and Wood's levels 4 and 5. 

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

omrnunity education. These included: 

L 



1. additional costs 

2. negative attitudes and consequent reluctance of agency and 
organization personnel to co-operate 

3. lack of co-operation and resistance to change from day-school staff LT_ 

4. inadequate assessment of desires and needs of citizens 

5. lack of needed volunteer workers from the community 

6. lack of understanding about potential of community resources 

7. 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 ~otten's and Wilson's perceptions and 

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

community education: 

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 building1' 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. 2-71 and Kaplan and Tune (1978, 15) 

outlined levels'of citizen participation as follows: 



Levels of Citizen Participation 

Citizen Sharing 
in all Decisions 

Citizen Sharing in 
Certain Decisions 

Citizen Advisement 

Citizen Support 

Figure 3 

At the first level citizens support 

authorities; at the sixth level citizens 

decisions. 

b. Councils 

(Kaplan and Tune-, 1975, 

decisions made by local school 

have the final authority for 

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

nity schools have established advisory councils which, although peculiar 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 



5. evaluation 
(Cox, 1974, 30) 

Parson and Seay (1974) stressed the importance of community councils 

in bringing the grass-roots level of citizen participation into community 

education. (Parson and Seay, 1974, 171) 

Despite the potential for such councils, many have remained ineffective 

instruments in which efforts have been thwarted for reasons such as those 

suggested by (Dale, 1979., 25; Greiner, 1978, 46; Le Tarte, 1978, 65; Minzey 

and Le Tame, 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 J' 

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

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 appropriate. 

c. Personnel 

The Community School Co-ordinator 

Several writers (Berridge, 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 wisely 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 t h e  o t h e r  i n p u t s ,  t h e  success  o r  f a i r l u r e  of 
t h e  program w i l l  l a r g e l y  depend upon who f i l l s  t h i s  p o s i t i o n .  
(Minzey and Le Ta r t e ,  1979, 183) 

The Community School P r i n c i p a l  

According t o  (Carr i l lo , l973 ,pp .  7-8; Clark,  1974, pp. 34-35; Melby, 

1972, 172 and Wilder,  1979, 101) ,  and s e v e r a l  o t h e r  writers, p r i n c i p a l s  of 

community s c h o o l s  can,  by t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  toward community educa t ion ,  t h e  

community s c h o o l  co-ordinator ,  s t a f f  and community be  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  

p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t i v e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  community educa t ion  program. Wilder 

contended' t h a t  : 

Each p r i n c i p a l  must promote and n u r t u r e  t h e  growth of community 
educa t ion  bo th  ph i lo soph ica l ly  and programmatically.  Without 
t h i s  a c t i v e  suppor t  t h e  concept w i l l  never  achieve  i t s  
p o t e n t i a l .  (Wilder,  1979, 101) 

Community School  Teachers 

The l i t e r a t u r e  i s  r e p l e t e  w i t h  r e f e rences  t o  t h e  need f o r  r e c r u i t i n g  

s u i t a b l e  t e a c h e r s  i f  community educa t ion  is t o  succeed. 

Keide l  (1969, pp. 82-83) r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  need f o r  t e a c h e r s  t o  understand 

and accept  t h e  community educa t ion  philosophy i f  they were t o  b e  a c t i v e  pro- 

ponents of community educa t ion  pract ice ' .  Kerensky and Melby (1971) contended 

t h a t  t e a c h e r s  who d i d  no t  understand and accept  t h e  community educa t ion  

philosophy t o  b e  o f t enn . . . t he  major roadblock t o  i ts  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  K-12 

program." (Kerensky and Melby, 1971, 182) Hanna (1972 i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a n a l y s i s  

of ca se  s t u d i e s  of  abandoned community school  e f f o r t s  seemed t o  p o i ~ t  to. . .  

t h e  l a c k  of  understanding of t h e  goa l s  (of community educa t ion)  
and inadequate  o r  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  conten t  and method on t h e  p a r t  
of t h e  t each ing  profess ion ."  (Hanna, 1972, 17)  

Hager, Olsen and Clark (1977) summed up t h e  r o l e  of t h e  community 

educa t ion  t eache r :  

The r o l e  of  t h e  t eache r  is c r i t i c a l  i f  educa t ion  i s  t o  address  
t h e  problems f ac ing  many communities and b e  respons ive  t o  t h e  



needs of a l l  community c i t i z e n s ,  young and old,  advantaged and 
disadvantaged, c o l l e c t i v e l y  and individual ly .  By u t i l i z i n g  
community resources,  human and physical ,  i n  t h e  classroom and 
ac t ive ly  seeking ways t o  involve t h e  school and community i n  
a wide v a r i e t y  of s i t u a t i o n s ,  teachers  can play a key r o l e  i n  
addressing t h e  present  challenges t o  education i n  a manner 
b e n e f i c i a l  t o  a l l .  (Hager, Olsen and Clark, 1977, 59) 

d. Training and Leadership 

Numerous w r i t e r s  have expressed concern about problems assoc ia ted  with 

t h e  t r a i n i n g  of community educators. Writings centred around t h e  l a c k  of 

re levant  t r a i n i n g  programs and t h e  consequent lack of t r a ined  community 

educators. Watt and L i s i c i c h  (1975) b e l i e v e  t h a t  c e r t a i n  programs r e f l e c t  

t h e  bureaucra t iza t ion of education by "placing undue emphasis upon t h e  

academics." (Watt and L i s i c i c h ,  1975, 13).  Warden (1975, 31) wrote about 

t h e  need f o r  t r a i n i n g  i n  s k i l l  development s o  t h a t  community educators 

might e s t a b l i s h  g r e a t e r  f a c i l i t y  i n  working wi th  the  community. Prout  

(1979, pp. 24-26), Sandberg and Weaver,(1977, pp. 9-12) advocated t r a i n i n g  

i n  the  development of human, t echn ica l ,  organizat ional ,  leadership ,  and 

conceptual s k i l l s  i n  conjunction with exper ien t i a l ,  humanistic, and f i e l d -  

based t r a in ing .  

The inadequacies of teacher  t r a i n i n g  were noted by Gerson, (1975, 31), 

Kaplan, (1977, 57) and Kimbrough (1977, 25). It w a s  suggested t h a t :  

1. Teachers a r e  poorly prepared t o  understand.and t o  use t h e  
environmental f o r c e s  which a f f e c t  children.  

2. Teachers a r e  unprepared t o  work wi th  non-professionals. This 
point  was a l s o  made by Winecoff and Powell (1975) i n  t h e i r  
discussion about t h e  f r u s t r a t i o n  and f a i l u r e  of volunteer  < 
programs i n  some schools. 

3. Teachers a r e  unprepared t o  work wi th  parents  i n  a j o i n t  
" e f f o r t  a t  modfication of t h e  school a s  an i n s t i t u t i o n  

i n  const ruct ive  ways. 

According t o  S a t t e r f i e l d  and Boyer (1973): 



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)"- 

4. Teachers have been prepared historically to look at the method 7 
rather than the conceptual development of content. 

In analysis of in-service education Minzey .and".ber TarteV_C1979) gave 

three reasons for the failurk of in-service programs: 

1. Tradition. Tnformation is presented in a traditional 
manner. Participants are merely passive recipients. 

2. Non-commitment. In-service programs which are lacking 
in appropriate content and planning do not receive 
strong commitment. 

3. Inadequate financing. In-service programs have been 
underfunded and consequently lacking in quality. 
(Binzey and Le Tarte, 1979, 196) 

In 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 Johnson (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 educators. 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 .whfch 

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

educators in Canada is a major problem. Because there are presently no 

facilities in colleges and unLversities potential community educators have 

had to be trained in the United States. A distinctive American community 

education atmosphere permeates many Canadian community education centres. 

Leadership 

A lack of training for leadership was considered to be a serious 

defect of training programs in general. Howerton (1977) stated that: 

The problems of providing leadership 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 stjrles 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 exists in the 

forms of legislation for community education. Latinecz (1979, 148) described 

Canada's official legislation which gives provinces the responsibility for 

establishing educational policies. Because there are no Federal funds avail- 

able for community education, provinces --unlike the United States-- are re- 

quired to meet total education cogts. Individual school districts are thus 

forced to cover up to as much as 60% of the total educational expenses. 

Berridge, Stark and West (1977) contended that lack of sufficient 



finance was the most crucial problem affecting the development of community 

education. They wrote: 

Most school boards will readily accept the philosophy of 
community education, but the true test of commitment comes 
from their willingness to finance its implementation. 
(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 implernentings.community education 

in certain communit%es. 

The British Columbia Ministry of Education, by not openly supporting 

community-schools, either on a personal or a financial basis, has created 

added legislative problems for community schools. 

In North Vancouver anti-community 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 among 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 weaknesses 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 revlva1,of community education. Community involvement and community 
p 

development are the main criteria adhered to by community schools in Flint. 
k 

Other distinguishing features are : b - 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 additional 
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. According to research by 

the writer this model has not been portrayed in diagrammatic form. 

Seay, (1974) summarized in diagrammatic form components of three models 

of community education that were developed during a National Study of 

community Goals conducted by Weaver in 1972. The first, the Conventional 

Model, assumed a stable conimunity in which community education was school- 

based and the community school co-ordinator responsible to the school. The 

Emerging Model, indicative of communities today, assumed societal unrest. 

A co-operative, community oriented community education 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 

"systematize the concept and to develop testable hypotheses." The community 

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 outcomes. The dynamics 

(interactions) illustrated by arrows suggest that all elements are affected 

by interactions occurring within the system. Structured surveys (formal 

feedback) and unsolicited comments (informal feedback) form bases on which 

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

cmsTderation community givens such as mores and customs. 



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 b 
(Seay, 1974, 131) 



3. The Emerging Model 

I The Social Setting (Community) . 

1. Societal 'Malaise 
2. Commun2ty Disorganization 
3. Dissatisfaction with the 

School 
4. Broadened Definition of 

Education 

The Job (~ommunity Education) 

1. Community-oriented 
2. Natural, open-system 
3. Process based 
4. Accountable to Commun2ty 

The Person (Community   ducat or) 

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) 
\P 

INPUTS OUTPUTS 

Resources 

Human 
Economic 
Structural 

. Physical 

Community Improvements 

Sentiments 
Satisfactions 
Skills 
Knowledges 
Behaviours 
Structures 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I 

1 
I 

Givens I 

I 
Mores Geography I 

I Customs Bureaucracy I 
I Economic Demographic Factors I 

I \ Conditions Idiographic Factors 1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Activities 

Co-ordinating Programming 
Surveying Training 
Demonstrating Promoting 

Figure 6 
(Seay, 1974, 401) 
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Minzey and Le Tarte (1979) warned of the danger of 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. Curriculum 

One of the key components of a community education philosophy is the 

development of curricula relevant to the needs of the total community. A' 

review of literature suggested that lip service, or at best token involve- 

ment, has been given to the development of community-centred curricula. 

Many writers (Fantini and Weinstein, 1968, pp. 51-53; Freire, 1972, 

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 vety 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) i 

OJsen (1972) in an article, "Dare We Develop a Relevant Curriculum?" 

called for a radical change in the basic purpose and pattern of curriculum... 
i' 

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 cur i- L' 
culum have foundered because there has not been systematic, long-range 

planning . 
Winecoff (1974, 26) viewed the marked lack of integration between the 

K-12 program and before and after school programs to'be a serious indi- . 

cation that most community programs still operated as supplements to the 3: - -  - \ --/./- -- - -- 

regular K-12 program. Clark (1978) supported this claim and criticized the 

reluctance of many so-called community educators to integrate community . 

education principles into the regular K-12 school curriculum. Even though 

provision has been made in many schools to conduct programs for community 

members of all ages, "...In most cases these same school systems continue to 

maintain very conventional and static regular school day programs oriented 

to "book-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 importantin community education 

not applicable to the learning experiences of children during the @y? 

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 
programs, but genuine animosity between the two. Often this can 
result in the elimination of the community education concept. J 
(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 community educators have continued to base their curricula upon book- 

ceptred, 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 



have f a i l e d  t o  respond t o  t h e  challenge.  According t o  Garber (1974, 29) 

school adminis t ra tors  and school  board members a r e  o f t e n  unwil l ing t o  sha re  

t h e i r  power with l a y  people and a r e  consequently r e l u c t a n t  t o  involve  them 

i n  curriculum development. 

Logsdon (1971, 13) and Penf ie ld  (1976, 14) urged community educators  

t o  keep the  communications channels  open s o  t h a t  parents  and o the r  community 

members might b e t t e f  understand t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  and b e n e f i t s  of shar ing  

community resources,  f o r  a t  p resen t ,  i n  Hager's words, "Parents  a r e  one of 

t h e  most valuable,  most a v a i l a b l e ,  and most o f t en  underut i l ized  community 

resources.  " (Hager, 1977, 28) The same observation may be  made, i n  

varying degrees, about o t h e r  community groups. 

h . Evaluation 

A review of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  ind ica ted  t h a t  a major i n h i b i t o r  t o  t h e  

development of community educat ion  i s  t h e  dear th  of evaluat ion  s t u d i e s  

undertaken a t  e i t h e r  l o c a l  o r  n a t i o n a l  l e v e l s .  

Worthen and Sanders (1973) voiced t h e  opinions of seve ra l  community 

educators  when they perceived eva lua t ion  t o  be, "...one of t h e  most widely 
I 

d iscussed but  l i t t l e  used processes  i n  today's  education systems". 

(Worthen &nd Sanders, 1973, 1 )  Furthermore t h a t  "...only a t i n y  f r a c t i o n  

of t h e  education programs opera t ing  a t  any l e v e l  have been evaluated i n  any 

but  t h e  most cursory fashion,  i f  indeed a t  a l l . "  (Worthen and Sanders, 1973, 

1 )  

Writers  such a s  (Carr i l lo ,1973,  9; Frank, 1974, 27; Hammond, 1972, 231) 

s t r e s sed  the  need f o r  a sys temat ic  approach t o  evaluat ion which has become 

the  "problem c h i l d  of education." (Hammond, 1972, 231) 

Greenwood (1977, 457) a t t r i b u t e d  t h e  general  l ack  of evaluat ion  a t  t h e  

I1 o u t s e t  of community educat ion  p rograms t0  be, ... a common f e a t u r e  of 



innovations and perhaps the harbinger of their failures," Without 

evaluation studies community educators have no data to support reasons 

for initial successes or problems. 

Several reasons were given for the general lack of evaluation. Steele 

(1975, 28) wrote about the "mystique of evaluationt1 which has tended to 

intimidate potential evaluators. Stufflebeam (1971) supported and elaborated 

upon this viewpoint when he enumerated symptoms of what he termed the 

11 evaluation illness:I1 

~Goidance Symptom. Evaluation can be a painful process. 

Anxiety Symptom. There are many ambiguities in the evaluation 
process. 

Immobilization Symptom. Schools have failed to respond to 
evaluation. 

Skepticism Symptom. Evaluation cannot be done. 

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

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

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

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 

1. 

2 .  

3 .  
7, 

held by some about the philosophy of community education: . 

An anti-ivory tower syndrome. Measurement is playing into 
the hands of bureaucrats therefore incompatible with 
community education principles. 

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

Dramatics of Statistics. Numbers are impressive and tell 
their own story. 



4. Degree of Difficulty. As results can be "felt" there is no 
need t6 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 believe in a process orient- 
ation, this philosophy must be incorporated into the evaluation 
process. Tgbulations of programs offered and participants en- 
rolled should no longer provide the whole basis for assessing 
the success or failure of community education. The manner in 
which community educators work with and involve people should 
not only be emphasized but also evaluated. Consistent with 



t h i s  philosophy, community educa to r s  must concen t r a t e  on 
t h e  process  used i n  eva lua t ion ,  as w e l l  as t h e  r e s u l t s  of 
such an  endeavour. (San te l l anes ,  1975, 23) 

According t o  (Berr idge,  1977, 131; Burbach and Decker, 1977, pp. 14,  

17, 23, 57, 1969; Minzey and Le T a r t e ,  1972, 261; Seay, 1974, 211) t h e r e  i s  

a grave urgency t o  determine t h e  worth of community educa t ion  which i s  

' continuing t o  ga in  momentum i n  many p a r t s  of t h e  world. 

i. Research 

A s  e a r l y  as 1953 writers were express ing  t h e  need f o r  r e s e a r c h  t o  

determine t h e  n a t u r e  of problems confront ing  community schools  (Seay and 

Wilkinson, 1953, 266). However, t h e r e  w a s  very  l i t t l e  evidence t o  sugges t  

t h a t  research  has  become an  i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of community educa t ion  develop- 

ment. Van Vorhees (1972, 203) made t h i s  p o i n t  when he  c r i t i z e d  t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e r e  was a d e a r t h  of r e s e a r c h  t o  support  o r  deny t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  

of community educat ion.  

Seay (1974, pp. 389-393) and Van Vorhees (1972, pp. 203-205) suggested 

t h a t  c e r t a i n  d e t e r r e n t s  h a l t e d  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t s .  These included a l a c k  of 

time, too  much emphasis on t h e  p r a c t i c a l  s i d e  of community educa t ion ,  a 

l a c k  of understanding of t h e  p roces ses  involved i n  community educa t ion ,  and 

a marked number of i n s t a n c e s  when community educa t ion  p r a c t i c e s  were 

borrowed from F l i n t ,  Michigan, t h e  b i r t h p l a c e  of modern community educa t ion ,  

and t r ansp lan ted  i n  o t h e r  communities. 

Frank (1974, 15) drew a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  a l though two n a t i o n a l  

symposiums had a l r e a d y  been undertaken i n  community educat ion,  very  l i t t l e  

research  had been publ ished about  any one of i t s  components. De Largy 

(1974, 38) r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  1971 symposium conducted by a group of community 

educat ion l e a d e r s  t o  determine what r e s e a r c h  was needed i n  community 



education. Van Vorhees (1972, pp. 203-205) in an article entitled 

"Community Education Needs Research for Survival" summarized findings 

made at that symposium. Identification of specific goals for community 

education research appeared to be the most pressing need. 

According to Decker and Burbach (1974, 47) an evaluation research 

component should be a vital tool used in every community for measuring 

Durtng a workshop entitled "The Teacher and Community and Community 

ducation: Professional Concerns" conducted at the University of Oregon 

1975 teachers discussed concerns which seemed to stem from two key 

1 

the worth of community education programs. 

Research in training community educators was investigated at the 

office of community education at the University of Michigan. Watt and 

Lisicich U975, 14) found that almost nothing has been done 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) 

'8. 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. 



problems: 

1. a l a c k  of understanding of t h e  community concept which 
contr ibuted t o  a l a c k  of o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  t h e  r o l e  of 
teacher i n  a community school, a f e e l i n g  of being 
threatened,  and consequent suspicion of 
new programs and r e s i s t a n c e  t o  change 

2. p r o f e s s i o n a l  jealousy among teachers  r e s u l t i n g  i n  a 
possessive a t t i t u d e  towards classrooms and a re luc tance  
t o  employ volunteers .  (1975, pp. 10-11) 

Teachers a l s o  s t r e s s e d  t h e  need f o r  adequate communication i n  order t o  

avoid the  gap which was developing between t h e  leaders  o r  admin i s t ra to r s  

and t h e  implementors - t h e  teachers.  I n  t h e  opinion of teachers ,  "The 

leaders  a r e  always ahead, no t  allowing f o r  t h e  implementors t o  ca tch  up 

with them." (1975, 9)  Another gap was mentioned, t h a t  between ". . . 
school and t h e  r e a l  world." (1975, 5) Teachers were concerned about the  

current  i r r e l e v a n c i e s  of education and the  e f f e c t s  they were having upon 

s tudents ,  p a r e n t s ,  and c i t i z e n s .  

Scigl iano (1978) repor ted .on a United S t a t e s  National Chare t te  about 

Community-Colleges and Community Schools. Actual b a r r i e r s  t o  implementa- 

t i o n  and development of community education were c i t e d .  These b a r r i e r s  o r  

problems were s i m i l a r  t o  those portrayed a s  p o t e n t i a l  problems i n  l i t e r a -  

tu re .  Five major b a r r i e r s  wi th  severa l  sub-headings were recorded i n  t h e  

repor t :  

1. Lack of Commitment and Support f o r  Community Education, e spec ia l ly  f o r  
Long-Term Programs. 

a .  Lack of common terminology 

. b. T r a d i t i o n a l  lock-step educat ional  theory and l ack  of accept- 
ance of t h e  community education concept. 

c. Lack of understanding of t h e  co-operative concept by ad- 
min i s t ra t ion ,  f a c u l t y  and s t a f f .  
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d. Inability to articulate and document the advantages of 
co-operation. 

2. Vested Interests 

a. General resistance to change from the traditional mechanisms 
to new concepts 

b. Fear of loss of power and fragmentation of authority 

c. Mistrust of staff as to quality of instruction 

d. Feelings of ownership of facilities 

3. Legislative Mandates 

a. Competition for funds 

b. Funding Formulas: Public Schools Vs. Community Colleges . 
c. Accreditation and credentials 

d. Prohibitions and restrictions 

e. Lack of support from higher authorities 

4. The Program Itself . 

a. Program visibility 

b. Accessibility 

c. Cost of services and programs 

d. Misunderstandings of programs 

e. Lack of relevancy of programs to community needs 

f. Lack of relevancy as seen by program participants 

g. Lack of availability of counselling 

h. Bureaucratic red-tape 

j. Inappropriately trained staff and institution 

. k. Institutional discrimination 

5. Others 

a. Lack of effective communication by the media misquotes 



b. Geographical location of offices 

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

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

comments to those concerning barriers 1 and 2, i.e., lack of commitment 

- and support for the community education concept and vested interests. 

Hooper (1975-1976) recorded findings from an evaluation study of 

Metropolitan Public Schools of Nashville Davidson County. Perceived 

weaknesses and therefore inhibitors to the development of a community 

education program were summarized from the points of view of participants 
i 

and administrators. Participants saw the greatest weaknesses to be 

deficiencies in areas of interest, encouragement, finance, supervision, 

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 increased. A lack of support, public 

awareness, leadership from the Central Office down, general program 

stability, and adequate citizen participation in programs were also 

considered to be serious weaknesses. 

A Study of Components of Exemplary Community Education Programs 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 successful programs were those which had citizen involvement, including 

teenagers, from most segments of the community and whose community school 

co-ordinator had 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 early stages of its develop- 

ment, failed to achieve its goals. Greenblatt spent four months in the 

Oak View Community School, a pseudonym for an actual school located in the 

northeast of 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 behaviour of teachers and volunteers in classrooms 

was compatible with the goals of community education. At the conclusion 

of the four months all teachers 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 * 

decision-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 t r a ined  t o  work towards goals  - 

of t h e  community school. 

10. No provis ion was made i n  t h e  teacher  con t rac t  f o r  teachers  
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  community programs. 

11. The school  system f a i l e d  t o  provide i n s t i t u t i o n a l  support  
f o r  t h e  community education program on a continuing b a s i s .  

12. The supervisor  of elementary education i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  had 
no t r a i n i n g  i n  community education. The p r i n c i p a l  of t h e  
community school was accountable t o  t h a t  person. 

13. A l a c k  of formative evaluat ion from t h e  o u t s e t  of t h e  
1 

community school program was a se r ious  omission. 
(Greenblat t ,  1977, pp. 452-457) 

I 

i- 
I 

The fol lowing s t u d i e s  w e r e  undertaken t o  examine t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  
b 
) aspects  of community education and t h e i r  app l i ca t ion  t o  community schools. 

{ 
Ruark (1973) centred a study around l ea rn ing  cl imate.  The main 

purpose of t h e  study was t o  determine t h e  d i f fe rence  ( i f  any) of teachers '  

perceptions of t h e  learning cl imate of community schools a s  opposed t o  tha t  

of non-community schools. The two schools se lec ted  f o r  the  study were 

Spr ingf ie ld ,  Ohio and Hamilton, Ohio. The former was organized with the  

, community education concept; the  l a t t e r  was not .  Variables used were teach- 

e r s '  ages, t r a i n i n g ,  experience i n  teaching, and present  teaching l e v e l s .  

Findings revealed t h a t  t h e r e  were no 'd i f fe rences  i n  perceptions of 

l ea rn ing  c l ima te  by teachers  i n  e i t h e r  system from t h e  po in t s  of view of 

age, t r a i n i n g  o r  experience. There was, however, some d i f fe rence  when 

teaching l e v e l s  were taken i n t o  considerat ion.  

J e f f r e y  (1975) compared teachers '  acceptance of t h e  community 

education philosophy i n  South Michigan. The study focussed upon the  degree 

o which t h e  community education philosophy was accepted by elementary 

un i ty  school  teachers  a s  opposed t o  elementary regular  school teachers.  

Although teachers  who w e r e  exposed t o  community education programs 

i t h i n  t h e i r  own school d i s t r i c t  tended t o  be more support ive of the  concept 



..." it is important to note that both teacher groups consistently 
demonstrated moderate to strong acceptance bf the philosophy. " (~eff rey , 

1975, 86) 

Guns (1979) conducted a study in an area in which.no significant 

community education research had.been done: the integration of community 

resources into the school curricula. The study was undertaken in the 

Greater Vancouver area and sought to determine: 

1. the differences, if any, between 'regular' schools and 
community schools in their degree of integration af 
community resources into the curricula, and 

2. the relations between 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 community re- 

sources were integrated into the curricula. This finding was particularly 

interesting in view of 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. Furthermore, community school co-ordinators 

are appointed to community schools to facilitate the integration of 

community resources into the curricula. 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 

I I rewards" were considered by teachers in community schools to be the most 

effective in imple'menting 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 



rewarded teachers for integrating community resources into the curricula. 

Examples of 'rewards' were benefits to teachers such 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 education was .. 

common to all three studies. Community schools were not significantly 

different in philosophy and practice from non-community schools. Yet 

community schools are supposed to be major vehicles for the implementation 

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 evaluation of five community schools 

in Vancouver. His evaluation report confirmed predictions portrayed in 

the literature that certain unchecked problems undoubtedly inhibit the 

development of community education. 

Under the h&ding of "communications" Aitken summarized problems 

associated with educating people about the community education concept, 

a lack of liaison between principals and community school co-ordinators, 

and a lack of response to questions or suggestions from community residents. 

At one community school 70.6% of the students indicated that they did not 

have opportunities to make suggestions to the principal or community 

school co-ordinator about after-school or evening activities. 

Other problems were associated with the lack of short and long-radge 

planning for community education development and a lack of training 

particularly 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 resources, a lack of liaison between 

school consultative committees and school advisory councils, a lack of 

role clarification for citizens in school affairs, inappropriate staff 

selection at times, and a failure to foster community responsZbility 

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 objectives: 

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 evaluation methods such as observation, 

conversation, and review of records were used to gather data, goals and 

objectives of programs had been "slanted" so that evaluation would be 

easxer to do. Such objectives were usually little more than statements of 
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activities which were expected to be carried out. (Boyd, 1979, 9) 

Reasons for the lack of evaluation were attributed to impediments 

such 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. 

~ncohsistencies 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 institutes of higher education 

was that there was no real criteria for evaluating community education. 

11 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 objectives. 

Between 1977 and 1979 a study was conducted by the United States 

National Community Education Advisory Council. The goals for the study 

were similar to those used in the previous study conducted by Boyd: 

1. To describe the organization and operation 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 

community education leaders and knowledgeable observers. Findings 

suggested that community education programs were making positive 



contributions at every level. However, some major issues or problema, 

perceived to be inhibitors to the development of community education, were 

identified during discussions. These were: 

1. Definitional Problems. As there was no consensus for a 
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 a1 (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 under- 

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. hzve 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 



children. 

Although the researchers discerned widespread, verbal support for 

citizen participation in educational decision-making, there was evidence 

to suggest that citizens had rarely 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 training 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 sgcrifice 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 crtses, inflation, and slow growth 
economy. 
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2. A malfunctioning of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  system r e s u l t i n g  i n  a 
l ack  of t r u s t  by t h e  people f o r  the  system. 

3. An absence of c l e a r  s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  consensus t o  
provide guidance f o r  planning and decision-making. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  i t  was bel ieved t h a t  c i t i z e n s '  p o t e n t i a l  power was being 

l o s t  i n  such i s s u e s  a s  competi t ion among i n t e r e s t  groups f o r  "resources'; 

a l ack  of consensus concerning pol icy  decisions,and t h e  dominance of 

cen t ra l i zed  and bureaucra t i c  management a t  60th government and school- 

system l e v e l s .  A l a c k  of cumulative, r e l i a b l e  eva lua t ion  s t u d i e s  was a l s o  

considered t o  be a major d e t e r r e n t  i n  determining t h e  worth.mf school  

advisory counci ls  and encouraging f u r t h e r  c i t i z e n - p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

Davies e t  a 1  (1979) conducted some case s t u d i e s  which went beyond 

the  gather ing  of s t a t i s t i c s  t o  a f u l l e r  apprecia t ion  of opera t iona l  

p a t t e r n s  of c e r t a i n  school  advisory councils .  References w e r e  made t o  

p o s i t i v e  accomplishments i n  a few councils .  It was noted t h a t  the  key t o  

success o r  f a i l u r e  of counci ls  l a y  predominantly i n  t h e  degree of collabo- 

r a t i o n  which existed-among t h e  counci l  chairperson,  t h e  community school 

co-ordinator,  and t h e  p r i n c i p a l .  I n  most cases ,  p r i n c i p a l s  were considered 

t o  play t h e  key r o l e ,  having t h e i r  own "hidden agendas'' and tending t o  

i n i t i a t e  c i t i z e n  involvement because they wanted an ... "ear ly  warning 

system: f o r  school  r e l a t e d  problems a s  they s t a r t  brewing i n  t h e  commu- 

n i ty ."  (Davies e t  a l ,  1979, 4 3 )  The p r i n c i p a l ' s  key r o l e  was i l l u s t r a t e d  

i n  s t u d i e s  undertaken i n  Southern Carolina. 

School 1 

The p r i n c i p a l  i n  t h i s  school  thoroughly dominated school  a f f a i r s .  

Hence the  counc i l  chairperson and community school co-ordinator were power- 



be classified as a "non-council.'' (Davies et al, 1979, 461 

School 2 

In the case of this school role descriptions and power distribution 

had been clearly defined for the principal, the council chairperson, and 

the community school co-ordinator. Communication systems were open and 

11 ... a co-operative spirit prevailed among team members because the school 

principal, secure in his own role, showed genuine enthusiasm for the 

council.". (Davies et al, 1979, 46) 

School 3 

The principal in this school provided a form of non-directive leader- 

ship. Provision for election to the council by peer groups had been made 

so that parents elected parents, teachers elected teachers, and students 

elected students. A positive school-community relationship was established. 

One of the most positive accomplishments of interaction processes 

among council 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 run 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 

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

I'n the report Citizen Organizations: Citizen Participation in 

Educational Decision-making, Gittell (1979) examined the politics of power 
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and powerlessness as they applied to community organizations. From three 

politically different cities in the United States a sample of sixteen 

community organizations, most of which represented lower-income groups 

was chosen for the study. The most active school-oriented groups in each 

city were selected. 

Findings reinforced conclusions which had been drawn in the previous 

studies conducted for\ the United States Department of Health, Education 

and Welfare (1978, 1979) that citizens, particularly those belonging to 

lower-income groups, have little influence on educational decision-making. 

Moreover, Gittell claimed that ...Ir advocates of citizen participation have 

more reason to despair now than they did ten years ago." (Gittell, 1979, 

260)b The sixties was a time during which lower-income groups aggressively 

challenged the power structures. In lower-income communities there is a 

lack of political-action-directed organizations 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 supported nor encouraged. 

It was believed that United States Eederal, State, and local policies 

which mandated schooL organizations and funded community organizations 

which delivered supplementary 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. 

Although middle-to-upper income organizations had some influence on 

school policy, ..." the potential for effective participation was less real 
than a majority of the organizations perceived it to be,"  itte tell, 1979, 

261) 

~ead'ershi~ was considered to be a major factor af fecting citizen 

participation. Middle-to-upper organizations had a rotating leadership 

pattern which provided greater opportunities for citizens to be, at least 

on some occasions, involved in decision-making. Lower-income organizations 

tended to promote static leadership roles. It was noted that several 

middle-to-upper income organizations had 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 

I for dynamism from within the politics and structure of school systems to 

\ 
11 

- -  make them more decentralized and more accessible to these organizations. 

(Gittell, 1979, 262). For as was postulated: "Control over school 



policy-making is still tightly held and guarded by professional bureaucrats 

at school headquarters." (Gittell, 1979, 265) This statement was borne 

out in three cities selected for the study, 

C. The Development of Community Education in,North Vancouver 

During the period 1971-1979 eight community schools were established 

in the North Vancouver School District. It is maintained by school 

officials that each school was developed in response to the expressed needs 

of each community. A short synopsis of the initiation of each community 

school is presented below. Community school designation dates are in- 

dicated in parentheses. All 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 

transient school population. Several students are from single parent homes 

or homes in which both parents work. Community school status was achieved 

in 1971in an attempt to relieve severe learning problems and to provide 

a means of integration for the white and Native Indian communities served 

by the school. School enrolment in 1979-1980 is 296 stpdents. 

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, and middle-class people. Parents, desirous of 

participating 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- 



1980 is 336 students. 

Boundary Community School (1975) 

Boundary Community School in the Lynn Valley area is characterized by 

a very traditional middle-class community. In 1974 the appointment of a 

new principal interested in involving the total community in the operation 

of the school marked the beginning of a revitalizing era and designation 

of community school status. 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 single parent families or ones in which both 

parents work form the major part of the school attendance area. Apparently 

the long history of community involvement at Maplewood formed a strong 

basis for establishing a community school. 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 family homes. The geographical 

smallness of the area combined with a high degree of parental involvement 

and evening use of school facilities were strong foundations upon which to 

build a community school concept. School enrolment in 1979-1980 is 270 

students . 
Highlands Community School (1976-1977) 

The Highlands community comprised of middle and upper middle-class 

citizens covers a large attendance area. Before community school 

designaaion there was already a well-informed actively involved parent 



organizat ion i n  operat ion.  A thorough study t o  determine t h e  essence of 

community education and i ts  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  the  Highlands a rea  was under- 

taken p r i o r  t o  community3 school  designation.  School enrolment i n  1979- 

1980 i s  295 s tudents .  

Lynnmour Community School (1976) 

Lynnmour Community School is  s i t u a t e d  i n  a densely populated a r e a  

comprising a t r a n s i e n t  mixed community which has been deprived of many 

s o c i a l  and rec rea t ion  se rv ices .  A thorough needs assessment was under- 

taken before Lynnmour Annex was designated a s  Lynnmour Community School. 

Seycove Community School (1979) 

Seycove Community School i n  t h e  Deep Cove area  complements Burrard 

V i e w  Community S c h ~ o l ~ a n d  is  t h e  most recent ly  es tabl ished community school 

i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t .  Grades seven, e ight , -and nine a r e  catered f o r  and t h e  

s tudent  enrolment i n  1979-1980 is  288. Since Seycove Community School 

is not c l a s s i f i e d  4s an elementary community school Seycove d id  not  form 

p a r t  of t h e  sample f o r  t h i s  s tudy.  

School D i s t r i c t  Pol icy  f o r  Community Education and Community Schools i n  
School District No. 44 (North Vancouver) 

The North Vancouver Board of School Trustees endorses t h e  concept of 

community education and suppor ts  and encourages the  development of 

community schools throughout t h e  school d i s t r i c t .  

Objectives f o r  Community Schools i n  North Vancouver 

Community schools i n  North Vancouver adhere t o  t h e  folluwing 

object ives  : 

1. t h e  development of an e f f e c t i v e  organizat ion f o r  community- 
school involvement 



2. the development of a working relationship with private 
and public agencies 

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

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 Pblicy 1200 (see Appendix B). 

Key Personnel Associated with Community Schools ih North Vancouver 

1. Community School Teachers 

Community school teachers constitute the largest single group of 

community educators in community schools. As such they have constant 

interaction among and influence 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 those of traditional 

elementary school principals; others believe that they are expected to 

provide community leadership and to work closely with the community school 

co-ordinator in promoting theobjectives of community education. 

3. Community School Co-ordinators 

Communfry school co-ordinators are the chief facilitators of community 

education in a community school. Although their roles are developed 



according to the uniqueness of each community all community school co- 

ordinators in North Vancouver, according to Cahill (1976, 56) are concerned 

with needs assessments for communities, goal setting, planning, personnel 

supervision, budget and finance, communications, leadership development, 

curriculum development, and evaluation. 

4. District Co-ordinator for Community Schools 

District community\schoo3. co-ordinators' roles vary. Responsibilities. 

include the provision of advice and resources for community education, the 

election and training of potential community school co-ordinators, the 

organization of.workshops and development 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 Board, 

schools and community. .He advises the Board on policy decisions and 

ensures that they are carried out. (Cahill, 1976, 57) 

6. School Trustees 

Seven members from the North Vancouver School District are elected 

for a two-year period. They play a major role in decision-making for all 

schools served by the district. 

7. Agencies 

Many agencies work in close collaboration with the community schools 

in attempting to 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 



sixty-five agencies in detail and is designed to assist teachers, 

counsellors, and administrators to locate and benefit from the services 

available. 

8. Community Schools Councils 

Each community school has developed a community school council 

composed of representatives from the school and the community. In addition 

to the activities of fact-finding about the community, planning, co- 

ordination and communications, activation of community resources, and 

evaluation noted by Cox (1974, 30) eaeh community school council is 

particularly concerned with functions 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 North Vancouver School Board was committed in principle to the 

support of community schools. However, scme principals and community 

school co-ordinators believed that the district administration did not 



perceive community schools as a priority. 

4. Decision-making 

Community involvement in decision-making was considered to be a 

major challenge to the traditional bureaucratic decision-making model. 

5. Concept 

Teachers and community members demonstrated varying degrees of under- 

standing of and support for the community education concept. 

6. Leadership .* 

Leadership philosophy and styles varied among the community schools. 

7. Evaluation 

Evaluation, according to Cahill (1976, 106) ..." was not seriously 
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 

evaluative 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 acquaint those already in 

the field with different aspects 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 . . . I  'a better understanding of each other's work" and 

more visible su(pport and. encouragement for growth of the cornunity education 

concept. 



9. Programming 

During the initial implementation period community school programs 

were seen by many 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. (Cah$ll, 1976, 108) 

It appeared that, where integration existed, individual teachers had , 

been responsible for taking the initiative. Nevertheless, all community 

school teachers were encouraged to take part in the "optional" programs 

and, or use community resources 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 cornunity 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 , 

~~h~~l~.(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 princtpals and co-ordinators in the development of 

community education in the district. 

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

The lack of visible support from school district administrators. 

The lack of district goals and objectives. 

The uncertainty of the Board's financial commitment 
to community schools . 
The fear that the community school will be co-opted 
with adult education. 

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

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

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. 

Lack of understanding and acceptance by colleagues. 

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 classroom. 

11. The implications of shared decision-making. 

i 



12. The lack of adequate feedback from the community. 

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

I 

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 corkunity education concept. 
, 

2. Insufficient orientation to the community school. 

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

4. Overemphasis on the development 6f 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. co here had been no initial staff and community 
involvement in the Board's decision to designate community 
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. Jhe failure of Ridgeway Elementary School to survive as a 
community school for the following possible reasons: 



(a)  Differences of opinion about t h e  community education 
concept - 

(b) t h e  imposit ion of community school s t a t u s  without t h e  
i n i t i a l  s t a f f  and community'involvement i n  decision- 
making. 

8. The l ack  of i n i t i a l  and cont inuing 's taf f  t r a i n i n g  i n  community 
education. 

9. The " t e r r i t o r i a l ' . r i g h t "  demonstrated by some teachers concerning 
t h e i r  r o l e  i n  t h e  school  and, more s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i n  t h e  c lass-  
room. 

10. The " t e r r i t o r i a l "  and "s ta tus  r igh t s"  expressed by some 
agencies when i n v i t e d  t o  con t r ibu te  t o  t h e  development 
of community education as: 

(a)  inc reas ing  work loads  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  

(b) an eros ion of power and au thor i ty  

(c) t i m e  consuming e s p e c i a l l y  i n  terms of decision-making 
by consensus (Cah i l l ,  1976, Chaps. 3-4) 

Further Developments i n  CommunityEducation 

During 197711978 Dick and a s p e c i a l  review committee, a t  t h e  

author iza t ion of t h e  school board, s tud ied  e x i s t i n g  community school 

p o l i c i e s  and p r a c t i c e s  i n  North Vancouver. Returns from quest ionnaires  

d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  t h r e e  groups: (1) p r i n c i p a l s  , community school co- 

ordinators ,  and teachers ,  (2) pa ren t s  and council  members, and (3) "others" 

yielded 56% f o r  t h e  f i r s t  group and 31% f o r  t h e  o the r  two groups combined. 

The number of responses t o  i n d i v i d u a l  items var ied  

were urged t o  respond only t o  ques t ions  wi th  which 

(Community School Review, 1977, 4) 

Several  recommendations w e r e  made as a r e s u l t  

Appendix C ) . One recommendat i o n  pe r ta in ing  to  the  

because respondents 

they were fami l i a r .  

of the  review (see  

need f o r  a  comprehensive 

evaluation of ~ o r t h  Vancouver Community Education and Community Schools 



to be undertaken was particularly relevant to this study. (Community 

School Review, 1977,-3) 

Despite a generally favourable response to,community schools, 

certain problems alluded to by Cahill (19>76), Aitken (1978), and 

Guns (1979) were highlighted. These concerned the underutilization 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 Program 

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 native 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 seemed to be 

g 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 Altehative 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 trustLes 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 possible 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 possibility~f the position being filled 
by non-teaching personnel, or eliminated entirely. 

The options considered by the committeefor 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 approximately 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 from individuals and groups, both in favour or in 

opposition to community schools. 

Issues Raised in the Briefs or Discussion 

, While considerable support exists for the preservation of existing 

policy and purpose there is opposition concerning the following issues: 
i 



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 I11 

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 questsons: 

1. What problems are percefved 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 administrators' and 
community school teachers' perceptions of the problems? 

4. Do perceptions differ according to the following demographic 
characteristics: 

(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 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  c u r r e n t l y  teaching i n  elementary community schools 
i n ' t h a t  school d i s t r i c t .  

Excluded from t h i s  s tudy w e r e  adminis t ra tors  and teachers  a ssoc ia ted  with 

t h e  new secondary community school i n  Deep Cove. The study focussed upon 

problems pecu l i a r  t o  elementary community schools f o r  t h e  following 

reasons: 

1. t h e  resea rcher ' s  f i e l d  of experience and i n t e r e s t  is  
assoc ia ted  with elementary schools 

2. N ~ r t h  Vancouver was one of t h e  f i r s t  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  
B r i t i s h  Columbia t o  i n i t i a t e  community education i n  
elementary community schools. A s  these  schools have been 
i n  opera t ion s i n c e  1971 it was believed t h a t  those concerned 
with t h e i r  opera t ion would be aware of problems i n h i b i t i n g  
t h e  development of community education i n  t h a t  school 
d i s t r i c t .  

3. it was bel ieved t h a t  t eachers  and adminis t ra tors  i n  t h e  new 
secondary community school may not ye t  have encountered 
a f u l l  range of problems associa ted  with t h e  development 
of community education.  

Sample 

The sample consis ted  of s u b j e c t s  drawn from t h e  following groups: 

1. Administrators n = 27 

(a)  Community School P r i n c i p a l s  n = 7  

(b) Community School Co-ordinators n = 7  

(c)  School Board Administrators n = 5  

(d) School Board Trus tees  n = 8  

Normally t h e r e  a r e  seven school  t r u s t e e s  i n  the  North Vancouver School 

D i s t r i c t .  A s  t h e  research w a s  being undertaken during e l e c t i o n  time both 

r e t i r i n g  and new school t r u s t e e s  agreed t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  study. 
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2. Teachers n = 114 

- (a) Community School Classroom Teachers 
(b) Specialist Teachers. These included relief, 

french, music, industrial education, and 
sciknce teachers, counsellors, learning 
assistants, and librarians n = 24 

As all administrators and teachers currently working in elementary 

community schools in North Vancouver were chosen for the study possible 

selection bias was controlled. 

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 of community education, some items 

related more specifically to problems associated with community education 

development than others. Using a free-response approach respondents 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 



questionnaire item focussed upon a particular problem which could be an 

inhihitor to the development of community education. 

The seventy-five item questionnaire was divided into eight categories: 

(a] Community Education Concept 

(b) ~ommunity/School Involvement 

(c) Community School Personnel 

cd) Legislation and Government Support 

Ce) Process in Community Schools 

Cf ) Curriculum 

(g) Planning and Policies 

(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 interview and questionnaire instruments were examined 

for potential sources of response bias by researchers and community 

educators working in the field of community education. Subsequently 

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 
i 



within  t h e  community." The second vers ion was considered t o  be more 

d i r e c t  and less ambiguous. Addi t ional ly ,  t h e  researcher  f i e ld - t es ted  both 

instruments on community education adminis t ra tors  and teachers  who would 

not  form p a r t  of t h e  population i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  t h i s  study. 

Variables 

1. Independent Variables 

lh t h i s  study adminis t ra tors '  versus teachers '  perceptions . 

of problems which a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n h i b i t o r s  t o  t h e  development 

of community education were chosen a s  t h e  independent var iables .  

2. Dependent Variables 

The dependent v a r i a b l e s  w e r e  each of t h e  seventy-five 

ques t ionnaire  i t e m s .  

3. Moderator Variables 

According t o  Tuckman (1978), 

The term moderator v a r i a b l e  descr ibes  a 
s p e c i a l  type of independent v a r i a b l e ,  a 
secondary independent v a r i a b l e  s e l e c t e d  f o r  
s tudy t o  determine i f  i t  a f f e c t s  t h e  re la t ion-  
sh ip  between t h e  primary independent v a r i a b l e  
and t h e  dependent va r iab les .  (Tuckman, 1978, 6 3 )  

For t h e  purposes of t h i s  s tudy t h e  e f f e c t s  of e igh t  moderator va r iab les  

corresponding t o  t h e  e igh t  respondent c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ou t l ined  i n  t h e  focus 

of t h e  study w e r e  analysed. 

Research Approval 

A meeting t o  o u t l i n e  t h e  purposes of t h e  study was arranged with t h e  

Superintendent of Schools i n  North Vancouver p r i o r  t o  conducting the  

interviews.  As a r e s u l t  of t h e  meeting t h e  researcher  was granted 

permission t o  conduct interviews i n  t h e  seven elementary community schools. 
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Collection of Data 

-1. The Interviews 

During the period from February 1979 to June 1979 interviews with 

six community school principals and seven community school co-ordinators 

currently employed in the North Vancouver elementary community schools 

were conducted. 

In addition, Dr. Gary Pennington, Faculty of Education, University 

of British Columbia, and Mr. Jack Stevens, principal of Westview Elementary 

School, were interviewed. Both Pennington and Stevens have been key 

figures in the initiation and development of community education at the 

elementary school and university levels in British Columbia. It was 

believed that Pennington's and Stevens' perceptions would provide valuable 

insights into problems currently inhibiting community 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 

responses suggesting problems which had been encountered in 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 expand'ed to include perceptions of other groups closely associated with 



the development of community education. Thus school board personnel and 

school trustees, because of the responsibilities they have at a school 

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 Schools in North Vancouver to distribute the 

questionnaire 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 school. 

A list of school board personnel and school trustees was obtained from 

the secretary to the 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 School Board 

Offices. Each package contained: 

1. a cover letter explaining the purposes of the study and 
directions for completing the questionnaire 

2. a copy of the questionnaire 

3. a self-addressed envelope for the return of the compiled 
questionnaire. 

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 totalled f if ty-eight per cent or 73 questionnaires . Each 
questionnayre had been colour, number, and letter coded so that the 



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 

CO-ordinators 

School Board 
Administrators 

School Trustees 

Classroom 
Teachers 42 

Specialist 
Teachers 12 

Follow-up Pe.riod 

According to Tuckman (1978) "most researchers are unwilling to accept 

a return of less than 75 to 90 per cent." (Tuckman, 1978, 234) 

In review of the return rate for this study the researcher determined 

to raise the number 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 Schools resulted in the return of additional questionnaires 

during the first two weeks of January, 1980. 

On January 10 and 28 letters 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 



completed and returned their questionnaires. February 6 was selected . 

as tlie final return date. 

Results of the Follow-up Period 

. An additional 22 per cent, or 40 questionnaire returns, were received. 

The target return-rate of 80 per cent or-113 questionnaires was thus 

reached. Final distribution of returns was as follows: 

Table 2 

Questionnaire Return Rate to February 8, 1980 

Community School Community School 
Administrators No. % Teachers No. % 

Principals 7 100 Classroom 
Teachers 

School Board 
Administrators 4 80 

School Trustees 8 100 

Specialist 
Teachers 

Preliminary Data Analysis 

Preliminary data analysis was undertaken so that the researcher could 

determine which of the seventy-five questionnaire items were perceived by 

the 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. 

Dat,a Analysis 

The,primary tools for analysis in this study were crossbreaks and 

chi squares. 



Kerlinger (1965) described t h e  crossbreak a s  "...a nuner ica l  t a b u l a r  

presenta t ion of data  usual ly  i n  frequency o r  percentage form." (Kerl inger,  

1965, 625). Crossbreaks, Kerl inger bel ieves ,  "...by conveniently 

juxtaposing research va r iab les ,  enable the  researcher t o  determine t h e  

nature of t h e  r e l a t i o n s  between variables."  (Kerlinger, 1965, 626). 

Furthermore he contended t h a t  crossbreaks,  although used f o r  t h e  ana lys i s  

of any kind of data ,  a r e  s t rong ly  recommended f o r  use with nominal d a t a  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  of a dichotomous nature .  Chi-square ana lys i s  can a l s o  be 

conveniently applied t o  crossbreak t a b l e s . '  

For these  reasons s e v e r a l  crossbreaks and c h i  squares were ca lcu la ted  

t o  i d e n t i f y  d i f ferences  between adminis t ra tors '  and teachers '  perceptions 

of problems i n h i b i t i n g  t h e  development of community education. I n  

addi t ion ,  crossbreaks and c h i  squares were used t o  determine d i f fe rences  

among the  four  adminis t ra t ive  groups: p r inc ipa l s ,  community school co- 

ordinators ,  school board admin i s t ra to r s ,  and school t r u s t e e s .  The 

demographic va r iab les  were a l s o  examined a s  they r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  dependent 

var iables  used i n  the  study.  

Because of t h e  very l a r g e  number of c e l l s  involved i n  da ta  a n a l y s i s  

t h e  f ive-point  L ike r t  s c a l e  was collapsed t o  a three-point sca le .  Responses 

were weighted numerically from 2 t o  4; agree = 2; 3 = undecided; 4rdisagree.  

Some of the  demographic va r iab les  were a l s o  collapsed s o  t h a t  d a t a  ana lys i s  

might be f a c i l i t a t e d .  

Limitat ions of Data Analysis 

' Two l i m i t a t i o n s  were encountered during data  analyses. These r e l a t e d  

t o  comparisons between: 



1. classroom teachers '  and s p e c i a l i s t  teachers1  perceptions 
of problems, and 

2. adminis t ra tors1  and t eachers '  percept ions  c o n t r o l l i n g  f o r  
demographic va r i ab les .  

Neither  ana lys i s  was poss ib le  f o r  t h e  fol lowing reasons: 

Many of the  r e s u l t i n g  c e l l s  w e r e  e i t h e r :  

a ,  too smal l  i n  number (n) 

b. too smal l  i n  terms of t h e  number of c e l l s .  

This occurred because o f :  

a. the  r a t h e r  l a r g e  number of s p e c i a l i s t  teachers  who d id  not  
respond t o  t h e  ques t ionnai re  

b. the  r a t h e r  l a r g e  number of s i g n i f i c a n t  demographic v a r i a b l e s  

c. the  r a t h e r  smal l  (n) t h a t  occurs when s o  many va r i ab les  
. a r e  cont ro l led .  

For these  reasons comparisons between both teacher  groups were not  under- 

taken and demographic v a r i a b l e s  were examined a s  they r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

dependent va r i ab les  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion.  

According t o  Tuckman (-1978, 231) t h e  .05 l e v e l  of s ign i f i cance  i s  

usual ly  se lec ted  a s  an acceptable  l e v e l  of  p robab i l i ty .  For t h i s  reason 

t h e  .05 l e v e l  was adopted f o r  a l l  of t h e  c h i  square ca lcu la t ions .  

A l l  da ta  were analysed by means of the  Computer Centre f a c i l i t i e s  

a t  Simon Fraser  Universi ty.  The SPSS computer program ( S t a t i s t i c a l  Package 

f o r  t h e  Socia l  Sciences) was used f o r  d a t a  ana lys i s .  

This chapter  has provided a review of the  purpose of t h i s  s tudy,  a 

desc r ip t ion  of t h e  sample upon which t h e  study was focussed, a descriptxon 

of t h e  data-gathering instruments,  methods of c o l l e c t i n g  the  da ta ,  and means 

of da ta  ana lys i s .  
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CHAPTER IV ' 
jr 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

This 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 ard 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 presented in the following 

tables and in Appendices G-J. 



Table 3 

Rank Order by all Respondents for Entire Questionnaire 

Questionnaire Items 

1 1/42 attitude 7 8 21 2 107 

2 1/44 funding - local 
initiatives 76 20 3 102 

3 1/43 funding - research 73 2 2 5 10 7 

4 1/41 legislation 7 1 25 4 108 

centralization 63 

understanding - 
government 6 1 

research 6 1 

evaluation 5 9 

dedication - 
government 58 

senior citizens 56 

long-range planning 53 

10 867 stand - school 
board 53 18 28 

11 1/20 consensus - 
community schools 52 12 35 

11 1/63 initial planning 5 2 26 2 2 

11 1/37 training 

12 1/40 overextension - 
personnel 5 0 23 27 106 

12 ' 1/58 curriculum models 50 2 5 26 106 
i 

13 f47 power 47 2 5 2 9 105 



continuation Table 3 I i 91 

Questionnaire Items 

14 #57 resources 46 2 0 3 4 1105 

15 #29 transience 45 20 35 107 

21 # 1 understanding - 
parents 43 13 4 4 107 

22 #30 lifestyles 42 22 36 105 

22 #34 role - teachers 4 2 12 4 6 108 

23 #50 pressure groups 40 14 46 106 

23 #69 desire for 
community schools 40 

24 # 5 understanding - 
community 3 8 

25 #38 support - central 
off ice 37 

26 #32 confidence - public 36 

27 2 understanding - 
teachers 35 

27 #16 dedication - 
school board 35 

27 #24 community 
participation 35 

27 #65 frames of 
reference 3 5 

28 #31 volunteers 34 

29 #i5 dedication - 
trvs tees 3 3 3 6 31 103 

29, #21 differences - 
community/non 
community schools 33 10 57 108 



Continuation Table 3 92 

Questionnaire Xtems A UN Da 
% % % n 

30 // 6 understanding - 
trustees 
> .  . 

3 2 

30 #19 implementation 3 2 

30 #56 curriculum 
integration 3 2 

30 f70 . universities - 
initiatives 32 

31 # 9 understanding - 
universities 31 

31 #14 dedication - 
community 3 1 

31 #33 role - principals 31 

31 // 7 understanding - 
school board 31 ' 

31 1/18 dedication - 
universities 3 1 

32 #59 core curriculum 3 0 

32 #71 consultative 
services 30 

33 W10 dedication - 
parents 2 9 

33 i/23 parental 
participation 29 

33 1/28 economically 
disadvantaged 2 9 

34 i/62 traditional 
curriculum content 28 

2 

35 bll. dedication -- 
teachers 27 

35 #48 networks - 
resources 27 



Continuation Table 3 

< 

Questionnaire Items - A U'N D~ 
% % % n 

36 #68 declining 
enrolments 2 6 

37 i'73 evaluation models/ 
studies 2 5 

37 822 trust 25 

ethnic minorities 

council - repre- \ 

sentatives 

professional 
language 

understanding - 
principals 

role - volunteers 
community needs 

school-age students 

role - co-ordinators 
communication 

4 1  851 leadership - 
implementation 21 

42 iI61 competition 2 0 

43 #12 dedication - 
principals 19 

44 a46 decision - making 18 

44 ,f60 specialization 18 
2 

45 #39, traditional 
teaching methods 17 

46 i' 4 understanding - 
agency workers 15 



Continuation Table 3 

Questionnaire Items A UN D~ 
% % % n 

47 #64 community 
education models 14 5 3 3 3 9 9 

48 #52 leadership roles 13 10 7 6 106 

49 ill3 dedication - 
agency workers 12 39 4 9 104 . 

50 #53 personal 
advocacy 11 2 8 61 10 3 

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

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 I terns A UN D~ - -. n 
x - x x n 

b 1. -142 attitude 

2. 144 funding- 
local initiatives 

3. 143 funding-research 

4. 141 legislation 

5. 145 centralization 

6. #8 understanding-government 

6. #75 research 

7. #72 evaluation 

8. 117 dedication - government 
9.  #25 senior citizens 

10. 166 long range planning 

10- 867 neutral stand 

41. 120 consensus - community 
schools 

11- #63 initial planning 

11. 137 training 

12. #40 overextension-personnel 

12; #58 curriculum models 

13. 147 power 

14. #57 resources 

15- #29 transience 

16. #l understanding - parents 
17. #30 lifestyles 

18- #69 desire for community 
schools 

a: All percentages in this table and in subsequent tables have been rounded 
off to the nearest whole number. 
a. A =.agree; UN = undecided; Da = disagree 
b. The numbers in this table and in subsequent tables refer to rank order 

for entire questionnaire (see Table 3) 



Table 4 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  twenty-three problems perceived t o  be 

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n h i b i t o r s  t o  t h e  development of community education were 

i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  t o t a l  sample. These problems r e l a t e d  t o  l e g i s l a t i o n  and 

government support  (rank order  1-5), t h e  community education concept (rank 

order 6, 8 ,  11, 16,), evaluat ion and research (rank order  6 ,  7), 

community/school involvement (rank order 4, 1 5 ,  1 7 ) ,  community school 

personnel (rank order  Jl, l2) , process i n  community schools (rank order 13.1, 

curriculum (rank' .order 12\, l4), planning and polf Cies (rank order  10,  10,  

11, 1 8 ) .  Leg i s la t ion  and government support  was i d e n t i f i e d  as being t h e  

most se r ious  problem-area. An a d d i t i o n a l  nineteen items (see  Table 5) were 

included by t h e  researcher  f o r  d e t a i l e d  analys is .  Seventeen of these  items 

re fe r red  t o  t h e  community education concept; t h e  remaining two t o  eva- 

lua t ion  and research.  These items were included f o r  t h e  following reasons: 

a .  a l a r g e  percentage of respondents e i t h e r  agreed t h a t  these  
items cons t i tu ted  major problems f o r  community education 
o r  w e r e  undecided i n  t h e i r  opinions. The researcher  was 
i n t e r e s t e d  t o  determine i f  r e s u l t s  were s i m i l a r  when items 
were analysed according t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  va r iab les  

b. t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  of community education suggested t h a t  t h e  
problems associa ted  wi th  t h e  community education concept 
and t h e  l ack  of evaluat ion and research can be t h e  most 
c r i t i c a l  i n h i b i t o r s  t o  t h e  development of community 
education. 



Table 5 

Problems Selected by the Researcher for Further Detailed Analysis 

Questionnaire Items A UN D 
X X X 

n 

a 
24.#5 understanding - 38 

col~pnunity 

27* #2 understanding - teacher; 35 

27.816 dedication - school board 35 

29.815 dedication - trustees 
29. #21 differences - conrmunityl 

non-community schools 

30. 16 understanding - trustees 
30. 119 implementation - 

community education 

31. #9 understanding - universities 
31. 814 dedication - community 
31. #7 understanding - school 

board 

31. 818 dedication - universities 
#lo dedication - parents 
#ll dedication - teachers 
#73 evaluation models/studies 

83 understanding - principals 
#74 colmmmity needs 

#12 dedication - principals 
14 understanding - agency 
workers 

113 dedication - agency workers 

a. Numbers refer to rank ordering for entire questiohnaire (see Table 3) 
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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 support for research and local initiatives in 

community schools. 

Table 7 

Rank Order of Community School Co-ardinators' Perceptions of Most Critical 
Problems 

Questionnaire Items A UN D 
% % % n 

8 1/17 government --dedication 100 6 

12 #40 overextension - community 
14 - school personnel 86 7 

4 #41 legislation 8 6 14 7 

1 #42 attitude 8 6 14 7 

3 1\43 funding - research 86 14 7 

2 ii44 funding - local initiatives 86 14 7 

1 f63 initial planning 86 14 7 

0 #66 long-range planning 86 14 7 

6 1\75 research 8 6 14 7 

Although community school co-ordinators perceived a range of problems 

o be critical, the majority of problems identified are those relating to 



l e g i s l a t i o n  and government support;  Respondents considered t h e  govern- 

ment's l a c k  of dedica t ion  t o  community education t o  be t h e  most s e r i o u s  

problem. The overextension of dedicated community education personnel  

and problems connected with planning and research  were .a l so  considered t o  

be dominant drawbacks. Generally speaking community school  co-ordinators 

were not  a s  unanimous i n  t h e i r  percept ions  of problems a s  were p r inc ipa l s .  

Table 8 

Rank Order of School ~ r u s t e e s '  Perceptions of Most C r i t i c a l  Problems 
\ 

Questionnaire Items A UN D 
% % % n 

4 1/41 l e g i s l a t i o n  8 6 

1 1/42 a t t i t u d e  86 

3 1/43 funding - research  86 

2 1/44 funding - l o c a l  i n i t i a t i v e s  86 

13  1/47 power 86 

8 817 dedica t ion  - government 86 14 6 

School t r u s t e e s  perceived problems associa ted  wi th  l e g i s l a t i o n  and 

government support  t o  be most noteworthy. The re luc tance  of bureaucracies 

t o  r e l i n q u i s h  t h e i r  power t o  community schools  and t h e  p rov inc ia l  . 

government's l a c k  of dedica t ion  t o  community education were a l s o  

considered t o  b e  c r i t i c a l .  



Table 9 

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

Questionnaire Items 

21 ill understanding - parents 100 

29 1/21 differences - community/ 
non -communi ty s choo 1s 100 

4 1/41 legislation 100 

1 1/42 attitude 

ll f 63 initial planning 

23 1/69 desire - community 
schools 

7 1/72 evaluation 

6 1/75 research 

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 be examined against 

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) 

. the lack of significant differences between community and 
non-community schools (item 21) 
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D. Legislation and Government Support 
\ 

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

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

G. Planning and Policies 

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

I 

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

Table 10. 

Rank Order of Administrators' Perceptions of Most Critical Problems , 

Questionnaire Items 

- 

4 /I41 legislation 92 

1 iI42 attitude 92 

8 #17 dedication - government 9 1 

2 #44 funding - local initiatives 88 
3 #43 funding - research 8 4 

6 #75 research 83 

6 #8 understanding - government 79 
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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 being the source of 

several serious problems. Administrators also perceived the provincial 

government's lack of understanding of the community education concept 

and the lack of adequate research to be further inhibitors to the develop- 

ment of community education. L 

Question 2 

Question 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 
% % % n 

1 1/42 attitude 73 26 1 80 

2 1/44 funding - local 
initiatives 71 

3 i/43 funding - research 6 9 '2 8 4 80 
O A 

4 1/41 legislation 64 32 4 7 6 

5 #45 centralization 59 3 4 7 76 

7 1/72 evaluation 58 18 24 7 9 

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 



and government support. .However, between twenty-six and thirty-four 

per cent of respondents indicated that they were undecided about the 

implications of items 42, 4 3 ,  and 4 5 .  The lack of formative and summative 

evaluation undertaken since the inception of community~schools was 

considered to be a major problem. 

Question 3 

Question 3  asked, "What are the differences between administrators' 

and comm+ty school teachers' perceptions of the problems?" In view of the 

crucial nature .of this question administrators" and teachers' perceptions 

for the twenty-three most significant inhibitors to the development of 

community education plus the nineteen problems selected by the researcher 

for further analysis were investigated. Perceptions were analysed 

according to the categories of the questionnaire: 

A. Community education concept 

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 research 

A. Community Education Concept 
L. 



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 
It ems X X X n x P d f 

1 L1 Parents I 
Teachers 
Administrators 

I #2 Teachers 1 
Teachers 
Administrators 

63 Principals 1 
Teachers 
Administrators 

14 Agency Workers 

Teachers 
Administrators 

Teachers 
Administrators 

1 #6 School Trustees I 
Teachers 
Administrators 

Teachers 
Administrators 

Government 
Teachers 
Administrators 

89 University 
Faculties 
Teachers 



A. Community Education Concept,- 

a. Understanding 

Table 12 indicates that on items 2, 3, 6, 7 and 8 statistically 

significant differences were revealed between teachers ' and administrators' 
perceptions of problems. Administrators perceived teachers to be lacking 

1 

in understanding of the community education concept (item 2). Ad- 

ministrators also indicated that they as a group do not understand the 

concept; teachers disagreed with this point of view (item 3). Teachers 

were ambivalent about their perceptions 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; 

administrators tended to express the 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 agency workers under- 

stand the concept but teachers were divided between "undecided" and "disagree" 

upon this issue (item 4). While the majority of administrators agreed 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. 



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 X X X n x P d f 2 

1810 Parents I 
Teachers 27 
Adenistrators 30 

I #11 Tewhers I 
Teachers 22 
Administrators 38 

) 612 Principals 1 
Teachers 15 
Administrators 29 

( 113 Agency Workers I 
Teachers 12 
Administrators 8 

Members 
Teachers 27 -. 
Administrators 42 

1115 School Trustees 1 
Teachers 35 
Administrators 26 

I #16 School Board I 
1 Administrators I 

Teachers 26 
Administrators 58 

1 #17 Provincial I 
1 Government I 

Teachers 48 
Administrators 41 

818 University 
Faculties n Teachers 24 

Administrators 55 



b, Dedication 

Table 1 3  reveals  t h a t  t eachers '  and adminis t ra tors '  percept ions  were 

general ly more i n  accord than was ind ich ted  i n  the  previous sec t ion .  How- 

ever,  responses t o  items 15, 16,  and 1 7  were found t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

d i f f e r e n t .  Over s ix ty-f ive  pe r  cen t  of adminis t ra tors  disagreed t h a t  

t r u s t e e s  l ack  dedicat ion.  t o  t h e  community education concept; almost 

f i f t y  per  cent  of teachers were "undecided" while t h i r t y  f i v e  pe r  cent  

agreed t h a t  t r u s t e e s  a r e  a t  f a u l t  i n  t h i s  regard (item 15).  Administrators 

indica ted  a l ack  of dedicat ion on t h e  p a r t  of school board adminis t ra tors ;  

the  majori ty of teachers w e r e  undecided about t h i s  i s s u e  (item 16).  A 

very high majorfty (91 per cent )  of adminis t ra tors  perceived t h e  p rov inc ia l  

government t o  l ack  dedicat ion,  bu t  teachers  were divided between "agree" 

and "undecided'' i n  t h e i r  responses. Teachers and adminis t ra tors  genera l ly  

disagreed t h a t  parents ,  t eachers ,  p r i n c i p a l s ,  agency workers, and community . 

members a r e  lacking i n  dedicat ion (items 10 through 14).  However, between 

th i r ty -e igh t  and forty-two per  cent  of adminis t ra tors  perceived teachers 

and community members t o  be b a r r i e r s  i n - t h i s  regard while forty-four pe r  

cent  of teachers  were undecided about t h e  p o s i t i o n  of agency workers (item 

13).  Most teachers were undecided about un ive rs i ty  f a c u l t i e s  but  

adminis t ra tors  tended t o  agree  t h a t  t h i s  group f a i l s  t o  demonstrate . 

dedicat ion t o  t h e  community education concept (item 18) .  



Table 14 

c. Teachers ' and Administrators ' Perceptions of Problems Relating to 
Particular Aspects of 'the 'Commun2ty Education Concept. 

Questionnaire - - A UN . D 
Items % % % n x P d f 

2 

ill9 Implementation 

Teachers 30 30 40 80 
Administrators 35 4 6 1 23 6.71681 L.05 2 

i/20 Consensus 

Teachers 5 1 14 3 6 81 
Administrators 5 4 13 3 3 24 0.9359 2 .05 2 

#21 Differences - 
Community/non 
Oommunity schools 

Teachers 32 7 61 82 
Administrators 3 3 2 1 4 6 24 4.02352 7 .05 2 

c. Particular Aspects of the Community Education Concept 

Table 14 shows that teachers' and administrptors' perceptions were 

similar for items 20 and 21. The lack of cons&us about what constitutes 

a community school was generally perceived to be a problem and, although 

the majority of respondents did not consider the lack of significant 

differences between community and non-cornunity schools to be a problem 

(item 21), over thirty per cent of respondents indicated the opposite point 

of view. Responses for item 19: hasty implementation of the community 

education concept indicated statistically significant differences. Teachers 

tended to be ambivalent in their perceptions; administrators generally 

disagreed that item 19 constitutes a problem. 



B. Community School Involvement 

Table 15 . 

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

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items 2 % % n x 2 

P d f 

/I25 senior 
citizens 

Teachers 5 6 ' 15 2 9 80 
Administrators 58 15 29 24 0.09524 2.05 2 

/I29 transience 

Teachers 48 2 1 31 81 
Administrators 38 17 46 24 1.84205 r.05 2 

f 30 lifestyles 

- Teachers 42 22 3 7 7 9 
Administrators 46 2 1 33 24 11.16723 * .05 2 

B. Community School Involvement 

There was consensus for items 25 and 30. Both teachers and ad- 

ministrators indicated that senior citizens do not have opportunities for 

making significant 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 

transience .of families living in school districts creates problems for 

community educators; the majority of administrators disagreed with this 



point of view (item 29). 

C. Community School Personnel 

Table 16 

Teachers1 and Administrators1 Perceptions of Problems Relating to Community 
School Personnel 

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items % % % n x P df 2 

i/ 37 training 

Teachers 4 9 '20 31 80 
Administrators. 63 8 29 24 2.15011 >.05 2 

il 40 overextension - 
community school 
personnel 

Teachers 48 26 2 6 
Administrators 58 8 3 3 3.43012 2.05 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. 



D. Legislation and Government Support 

Table 17 

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

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items 

#41 legislation 

Teachers 
Administrators 

{I42 attitude 

Teachers 
~dminis t rators 

f 4 3  funding - 
research 

Teachers 
Administrators 

#44 funding - 
local 
initiatives 

Teachers 
Administrators 

#45 centralization 

Teachers 
Adminis t ratocs 



D . Legis lation and ~ov&rnment Support 
Both teachers and administrators indicated that problems relating 

to legislation and government support are the most significant inhibitors 

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

through 45 administrators' responses revealed a greater degree of agreement 

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

cent of teachers were undecided about each of the items in this category. - 
Significant differences between teachers' and administrators' perceptions 

of problems 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 D . - 

-Items % % % n x P df 2 

#47 Power 

Teachers 41 33 2 6 78 
Administrators 60 4 0 25 11.16723 k.C.05 2 

E. Process in Community Schools 

Item 47, the reluctance of the bureaucracies to relinquish their power 

to community schools, was the only item in this section considered by 

teachers and administrators 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 

A UN D Questionnaire 
Items % % % n x 2 P d f 

1'57 community 
resources 

Teachers 44 19 3 7 78 
Administrators 56 20 2 4 25 1.59920 >.05 2 

1/58 community- 
centred curriculum 
models 

Teachers 4 6 2 8 26 79 
Administrators 6 4 12 24 2 5 3.32309 2.05 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 community-centred 

curriculum models (item 58). On each item administrators indicated 

stronger agreement than did teachers. 



G. Planning and Policies 

Tahle 20 

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

Questionnaire A UN D 
It ems % % % 2 n x e d f 

f 6 3  initial 
planning/ j oint 
responsibility 

Teachers 
Administrators 

#66 long-range 
planning 

Teachers 
Administrators 

867 stand - 
district school 
administrators 

Teachers 
Administrators 

1/69 desire - 
community schools 

Teachers 
Administrators 

I 

G. Planning and Policies 
i 

Administrators and teachers revealed similar perceptions about problems 

associated with lack of initial planning and joint responsibility for 

community education (item 6 3 ) ,  the lack of long-range planning (item 6 6 ) ,  and 
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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 community schools (item 69) to be 

a significant inhibitor to community education development. Thirty-five 

per cent of teachers indicated "agree" or "undecided1' for this item. 

H. Evaluation and Res'earch 
--- 

Table 21 

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

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items % % % n x 2 P d f 

#72 evaluation 

Teachers 
Administratbrs 

#73 evaluation 
studies 

Teachers 
Administrators 

# 74 community 
needs 

Teachers 
Administrators 

5 

#75 research 

Teachers 
Administrators 
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H. Evaluation and Research 

The l ack  of formative and summative evaluation t o  determine t h e  worth 

of community schools  ( i tem 72) and t h e  l ack  of adequate research (item 75) 

were considered t o  be t h e  most c r u c i a l  problem areas-by both teachers  and 

adminis t ra tors .  Over t h i r t y  per  cent  more adminis t ra tors  than teachers  

perceived i t e m  75 t o  be a s i g n i f i c a n t  problem. Opinions were divided 

f o r  items 73 and 74 t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  l e a r n  from evaluat ion s t u d i e s  and models 

and t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  meet community needs. The majori ty of teachers  in-  

d ica ted  "disagree". Both groups d id  -not perceive i t e m  74 t o  be a se r ious  

problem. Nevertheless,  t h i ~ , t y - f i v e  per  cent  of adminis t ra tors  were of the  

opinion t h a t  community needs a r e  not  being adequately m e t .  

Question 4 

Question 4 focussed upon the  re la t ionsh ips  between perceptions by the  

t o t a l  sample of t h e  most c r i t i c a l  problems i n h i b i t i n g  t h e  development of 

community education and t h e  following demographic va r iab les :  

a. sex  

b. l e v e l  of formal education a t t a i n e d  

c. amount of formal t r a i n i n g  i n  community education 

d. numbers of community education conferences and workshops 
a t tended 

e. length  of time a c t i v e l y  associa ted  with community schools 

f .  length of time associa ted  with present  school 

g. grade l e v e l s  with which present ly  associated 

h. ind iv idua l  community schools 

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  were determined f o r  each of the  sub- 

groups wi th in  each va r iab le .  



Data analysis revealed that a high degree of consensus existed among 

the demographic variables and perceptions of the most critical problems 

inhibiting the development of community education. In addition to the 

lack of legislation and government support (items 41-45) which was consi- 

dered by the majority of respondents to be the most critical problem area, 

the most frequently mentioned problems were those related to the provincial 

government's lack of understanding of and dedication to the community 

edtication concept (items 8, 17), the lack of evaluation and research .(items 

72, 75),'the lack of training opportunities (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 

differences between community and non-community schools (item 21). In 

some instances respondents indicated concern about problems which are 

peculiar to particular communities. For example, respondents currently 

working in certain community schools perceived as majar 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 lackiof 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 



t h e  fol lowing t a b l e s .  D e t a i l s  of ranking ord ,er by t h e  t 
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o t a l  populat ion 

f o r  each i t e m  a r e  contained i n  Appendix Ci. I n  examining t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rences  i t  is important t o  n o t e  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  sometimes 

l a r g e  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  t h e  numbers of respondents wi th in  sub-groups. 

S t a t i s t i c a l l y  S ign i f i can t  Differences Among Sub-Groups 
Within Variables 
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a. Statistically Significant Differences According to Sex 

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items % % % n x '2 P d f 

Males 
Females 

Males 
Females 

Males 
Females 

.O1 
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 point of view on this issue. 

Item 57 

Although both male and female respondents agreed that community re- 
< 

sources are being underutilized, thirty-two per cent of males were undecided 

and forty-five per cent of females expressed disagreement that this is a 

critical problem for community education. 

Item 74 

Female respondents generally disagreed that community needs are not 

being met by community schools; male respondents indicated ambivalence in 



t h e i r  responses. 

b. S t a t i s t i c a l l y  S ign i f i can t  Differences According t o  the  Level of Formal 
Education 

. . 
Questionnaire A UN D .- 
I t e m s  % % X I! x P d f 

2 

/I8 understanding - 
government 

Formal .a 
Education .63 
Formal 
Education 53 

\ 

/I15 dedicat ion - 
t r u s t e e s  

Formal 
Education a 35 
Formal b Education - 2 0 

1/43 funding - research 

Forrilal a 
Education - 76 
Formal b 
Education 5 8 

a Respondents with teaching c e r t i f i c a t e s  and bachelors '  degrees 
b Respondents with masters '  o r  doc to ra l  degrees 
*p L. 01 

Item 8 
< 

Although t h e  majori ty of respondents agreed t h a t  t h e  l ack  of under- 

s tanding on t h e  p a r t  of t h e  government is  a major problem, almost one t h i r d  

of respondents with teaching c e r t i f i c a t e s  and bachelors '  degrees indicated  

11 un,decidedW and almost t h e  same number of respondents with masters '  o r  
/ 

doctora l  degrees indicated  "disagree" i n  t h e i r  responses. 



Item 15 122 

The majority of respondents in the second category did not perceive 

trustees to be lacking in dedication. Respondents in the first category 

were generally ambivalent about this issue. 

Item 43 

Both groups agreed that the lack of funding is a critical concern. How- 

ever, the first group of respondents indicated greater consensus in their 

responses than did those in the second group. 

Table 24 

c. Statistically Significanr Differences According to Amount of Training 
in Community Education 

Questionnaire A UN D 
' Items % % % X 

2 
P d f 

#7 understanding - 
school board ad- 
ministrators 

1 Training a 2 6 3 0 4 5 78 
2 Training b 2 9 14 57 14 
3 Training c 7 3 18 9 11 11.94006 L .05 4 

#16 dedication - 
school board 
administrators 

1 Training a 30 3 6 35 7 8 
2 Training b 29 2 9 43 14 
3 Training ._ c 7 5 17 8 12 10.36336 L.05 4 

a Respondents with no training in community education 
b Respondents with basic or advanced courses in community education 
c 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 



is a major problem. 

courses were either 

Respondents with no training 

ambivalent or in disagreement 

or basic or 

about these 

123 

advanced 

matters. 



Table 25 124 

d. Statistically Significant Differences According to Numbers of Conferences 
and Workshops Attended 

Questionnaire A UN . D 
It ems 

il7 understanding - 
school board 
administrators 

Conf erencesl a 
Workshops 
Conferences1 
Workshops b 

Conferences1 
Workshops ,c 
Conf erencesl 
Workshops 
~onf erences 1 
Workshops 

ill5 dedication - 
trustees 

Conferences1 
Workshops a 
Conferences1 
Workshops b 
Conferences1 
Workshops c 
Conferences/ 
Workshops d 
Conferences1 
Workshops e 

ill6 dedication - 
school board 
administrators 

Conferences1 
Workshops a 
Conferences1 
Workshops b 
Conferences1 
Workshops c 
Conferences1 
Workshops d 
Conferences1 
Workshops e 



Continuation of Table 25 125 

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items % % ' %  n x 2 

P d f 

1/17 dedication - 
government 

Conferences1 
Workshops a 
Conferences1 
Workshops b 
Conferences1 
Workshops c 
Conferences1 
Workshops d 
Conferences1 
Workshops e 

i/18 ,dedication - 
university 
faculties 

Conferences1 
Workshops a 
Conferences / . 

Workshops b 
Conferences1 
Workshops c 
Conferences/ 
Workshops d 
Conferences1 
Workshops e 

i/73 community I 

needs 

Conferences/ 
Workshops a 
Conferences/ 
Workshops b 
Conferences1 
Workshops c 
Conferences1 
Workshops d 
donf erencesl 
Workshops e 



Continuation of Table 25 

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items X % .% n x 2 

P d f 

1/47 power 

Conferences/ 
Workshops a 47 
Conferences/ 
Workshops b 30 
Conferences/ 
Workshops c 56 
~onf erencesl 
Workshops d 8 3 
Conferences/ 
Workshops e 40 

a No conferences or workshops attended 
b 1 - 3  conferences or workshops attended 
c 4 -6 conferences or workshops attended 
d 7 - 10 conferences or workshops attended 
e More than 10 conferences or workshops attended 

Items 7 & 16 

Respondents who had attended most conferences and workshops agreed 

that school board administrators do not understand or are not dedicated to 

the community education concept. 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. 



I t e m  17 

Most respondents agreed t h a t  t h e  p rov inc ia l  government is  not  dedicated 

t o  t h e  community education concept. Nevertheless,  almost s i x t y  pe r  cent  of 

respondents who had no t  a t tended any conferences o r  workshops w e r e  un- 

decided i n  t h e i r  percept ions  about t h i s  i ssue .  

Item 1 8  

The major i ty  of respondents who had at tended from 4-10 conferences o r  

workshops agreed t h a t  un ive r s i ty  f a c u l t i e s  l ack  dedica t ion  t o  t h e  community 

education concept. Respondents i n  t h e  f i r s t  two ca tegor ies  w e r e  genera l ly  

undecided while those  i n  t h e  f i n a l  category were ambivalent about t h i s  

i s sue .  

Item ' 73 

Respondents i n  t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  ca tegor ies  were genera l ly  undecided 

about t h e  ex ten t  t o  which community schools  a r e  not  meeting community needs. 

The major i ty  of respondents i n  ca tegor ies  4 and 5 agreed t h a t  community needs 

a r e  not  being adequately met. 

I t e m  47 

Most respondents i n  ca tegor ies  1, 3 and 4 agreed t h a t  bureau&acies 

a r e  r e l u c t a n t  t o  r e l inqu i sh  t h e i r  power t o  community schools .  Respondents 

i n  category 2 were genera l ly  ambivalent and those i n  category 5 disagreed 

t h a t  i t e m  47 is  a c r i t i c a l  concern. 
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Table 26 

e. S t a t i s t i c a l l y  S ign i f i can t  Differences According t o  Experience i n  
Community Schools 

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items % % % n 2 x. P df 

#41 l e g i s l a t i o n  

Experience a 
Experience 6 
Experience c 
Experience d 
Experience e 

1/43 funding - 
research 

\ Experience a 
Experience b 
Experience c 
Experience d 
Experience e 

a L e s s  than 1 year  i n  community schools 
b 1-3 years  i n  community schools 
c 4-6 years  i n  community schools 
d 7-9 years  i n  community schools 
e More than 10 years  i n  community schools 
* p L O  1 

I t e m  41 

Respondents who had spent  from one t o  n ine  years  working i n  community 

schools genera l ly  agreed t h a t  t h e  l ack  of l e g i s l a t i o n  i s  a s e r i o u s  problem. 

Respondents who had been l e s s  than one year i n  t h e  system were general ly 

undecided while those who had over t e n  years  of experience were i n  t o t a l  

disagreement t h a t  t h i s  problem i s  a major i n h i b i t o r  t o  the  development of 

community education. 
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Item 43 

Responses generally followed a s imi l a r  pa t te rn  t o  those indicated f o r  

i t e m  41. However, f i f t y - s ix  per  cent  of respondents with l e a s t  experience 

i n  community schools were i n  agreement t ha t  t he  lack of funding f o r  research 

is a major deterrent  f o r  community educators. 

Table 27 

f .  S t a t i s t i c a l l y  Signif icant  Differences According t o  Experience i n  
Present Schools 

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items % % % n x 2 

P d f 

#13 dedication - 
agency workers 

Experience a 2 1 43 3 6 14 
Experience b 6 5 9 34 3 2 
Experience c 9 18 74 34 
Experience d 5 7 43 7 
Experience e 5 0 50 2 20.95035 * L . 0 5  8 

#41 l e g i s l a t i o n  

Experience a 4 7 4 7 7 15 
Experience b 7 0 24 6 33 
Experience c 85 15 34 
Experience d 2 9 71 7 
Experience e 50 50 2 15.94431 e . 0 5  8 

r 

a Less than 1 year i n  present school 
b 1-3 years i n  present school 
c 4-6 years i n  present school 
d 7-10 years  i n  present school 
e More than 10 years i n  present school 
*EL, 0 1 

Item 13  

Respondents with l e s s  than 1 year ,  1-3 years ,  and 7-10 years of 

experience i n  t h e  present community school years were generally undecided 

about the  dedicat ion of t r u s t ee s  t o  the  community education concept. 

I 
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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 responses. 

Item 41 

The majority of respondents who had 1-6 years of experience in the 

present community school agreed that the lack of legislation is a serious 

problem. Respondents with less than 1 year or over 10 years of experience 

expressed agreement or indecision about the magnitude of this problem. 

Over seventy per cent of respondents with 7-10 years of experience were 

undecided about the matter . 
Table 28 

g. Statistically Signiffcant Differences According to Present Grade Levels 

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items % % % n x P d f 

2 

83 understanding - 
principals 

Grades K-3 3 3 16 5 1 5 7 
Grades 4-7 6 2 5 6 9 16 
Combined 
Grades K-7 17 7 7 7 30 9.63972 .05 4 

#45 centralization 

Grades K-3 7 4 12 14 5 8 
Grades 407 46 47 6 17 
Combined 
Grades K-7' 50 43 7 28 13.99868 .05 4 

*E -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. 



Item 45 - 

Although the majority of respondents agreed that centralization of 

education is a cr i t i ca l  concern, over forty per cent of respondents . 

presently teaching s ingle  grades from 4-7 or combined grades were un- 

decided about th is  issue.  
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h. Statistically Significant Differences According to Individual Community 
Schools 

Questionnaire A UN .D 
Items % % r, % n x 2 P df 

il5 understanding - 
community 

School 1 
School 2 
School 3 
School 4 
Schdol 5 
School 6 
School 7 

#lo dedication - 
parents 

School 1 
School 2 
School 3 
School 4 
School 5 
School 6 
School 7 

ill9 implementation 

School 1 
School 2 
School 3 
School 4 
School . 5 
School 6 

\ School 7 

il29 transience 

School 1 
School 2 
School 3 
School 4 
School 5 
School 6 
School 7 



133. 
Continuation Table 29 

Questionnaire A UN D 
Items % % % n '2 

X 
P d f 

ii30 l i f e s t y l e s  

School 1 11 32 58 19 
School 2 3 1 8 62 13 
School 3 3 3 33 33 . 9 
School 4 60 13 2 7 15 
School 5 5 0 25 2 5 16 
School 6 8 5 15  13 
School 7 2 2 11 6 7 9 29.02139 * L.05 12 

f42 a t t i t u d e  

School 1 90 11 19 
School 2 92 8 13  
School 3 88 13  ' 8 
School 4 8 7 13  15 
School 5 6 9 31 16 
School 6 4 6 5 4 13 
School 7 5 5 3 6 9 11 21.45576 4 .05  12 

Item 5.- 

A majority of respondents from schools 2, 4 and 6 agreed t h a t  

community members lack understanding about the  community education 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 t he  c r i t i c a l  nature  of t h i s  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 t o  lack dedication t o  

the  community education concept. Respondents from school 3 were ambivalent 

while those from school 6 agreed t h a t  i tem 10 cons t i tu tes  a c r i t i c a l  



inhibitor to the development of community education. 

Item 19 

Respondents from schools 1, 2, 5 and 6 were generally ambivalent 

about the extent to which the hasty implementation of community education 

is a problem. The majority of respondents from schools 4 and 7 generally 

disagreed that there are problems in this regard. However, respondents 

from school 3 presented the opposite point of view. 

Items 29 .& 30 

A hi'gh percentage of respondents from schools 4, 5 and 6 agreed that 

transience and varying lifestyles are critical problems. Respondents from 

schools 1, 2, and 7 generally disagreed that this is so. A large majority 

of respondents from schools 6 and 7 were undecided about the extent to 

which these problems inhibit the development of community education. 

Item 42 

Respondents generally agreed that the ministry of education's non- 

comrnital attitude towards community schools is a major problem. Many 

respondents from schools 6 and 7 were undecided in this regard. 

, 



Summary 

S t a t i s t i c a l  ana lys i s  of t h e  d a t a  revealed t h a t ,  although t h e r e  a r e  

some s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  between and among groups' perceptions of 

c e r t a i n  problems, t h e r e  is genera l  consensus t h a t  t h e  most c r i t i c a l  

problems i n  order of magnitude, i n h i b i t i n g  t h e  development of community 

education i n  North Vancouver a r e  problems r e l a t e d  to :  

D. Legis la t ion  and Government Support (items 41-45) 

A. Community Education Concept (items 8, 17, 19,  20, 21) 

H. Evaluation and Research .(items 72 and 75) 

B. Community/School Involvement (items 25, 29, 30) 

G. Planning and P o l i c i e s  (items 63, 66, 67) 

C. Community ~ c h o o ' l  Personnel (items 37, 40) 

F. Curriculum (items 57, 58 

E. Process (item 47) 



SUMMARY. DISCUSSION OF FINPZNGS AND IMPLICATIONS. CONCLU$XON 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

North Vancouver, the focus for this study was one' of the first two 

school districts in British Columbia to implement community education in 

community schools. Despite the fact that eight community schools have 

been initiated in the district since 1971, no district-wide evaluation had 

been undertaken to determine the imp.act of community education and 

community schools. This study was undertaken to identify which problems 
\ 

are perceived to Be major inhibitors 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, school board administrators, 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 Nqrth 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 



Columbia. The interviews elicfted key problems which formed the bases 
I 

upon which the seventy-five item questionnaire was constructed. Both 

administrators and teachers completed the questionnaire. Data were 

analysed by means of the SPSS program (Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences). The chief tools of data analysis were crossbreaks with chi 

square used as a test of statistical significance. 

Discussion of Findings and Implications. 
\. 

The'results of the study yielded a high degree of consensus among 

respondents concerning probJems which are perceived to be significant 

inhibitors to the development of community education in ~orth Vancouver. 

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. Communitv Education Conce~t. 

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 development of community 

education. School board administrators expressed concern,not only about 

the 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 generally satisfied with school/community support 
- 

for the concept on a local 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 



school board administrators perceive that the lack of consensus about 

what constitutes a community school and the negative reactions of several 

community groups including admlnlstrators 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 

administrators so that the full implications of the community concept may 

be thoroughly examined. 

B. ~ommunity/School Involvement 

Three of the eleven items were generally perceived by the four 

administrative groups to be key concerns. These items related to senior 

citizens, transience, and lifestyles (items 25, 29, 30). As school-based 

personnel (-prinulpals and .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 personnel (items 37 and 40) were singled out as being 

major concerns by principals, community school co-ordinators, and to a 

limited extent, school board administrators. It seems reasonable to assume 

that there is continuing concern on the part of school-based personnel 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. 



D. Legislation and Government Support, 

Principals, community school co-ordinators, and trustees strongly 

suggested that problems related to legislation, government attitudes, 

funding and, to a limited extent, centralization are the chief inhibitors - 
to the development of community education. School board administrators 

! 

appear to be less concerned about fundlng than are the other three groups. 

E. Process. 

Principals and trustees perceived item 47: the reluctance of bureau- 

cracies to relinquish power to community schools to be'the only critical 

concern within this category. Most community school co-ordinators and 

school board administrators apparently do not perceive power 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 groups that there 

is a lack of awareness and understanding re the potential of community- - 
centred curriculum models (item 58). As the use of community resources is 

one of the chief tenets of thexommunity education philosophy it would appear 

that there is a great need for a thorough 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 



responsiblity for community education (item 63) has been a major inhibitor 

to the development of community education. Closely allied to this problem 

is 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- 

ordinators, trustees and half of the school board administrators, perceived 

the neutral stand taken by district school administrators (item 67) to be 

a limiting factor. Results also indicated that in thqminds of many ad- 

ministrators there might be a critical question concerning the desire for 

community schools by the community in general (item 69). 

H. Evaluation and Research , 

The majority of principals, community school co-ordinators, and school 

board 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 and 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 

schools. Trustees and school board administrators were undecided or in 
- 

disagreement about this problem. 
/ 

In addition to problems elicited by the four administrative groups, 

results indicated that as a total Igroup 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 problems. 

Results indicated that teachers in community schools had similar per- 

ceptions to those of the administrators concerning problems which are 

perceived to be significant inhibitors to the development of community 

education in North Vancouver. However, teachers as a group did not indicate 

strong 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. Although 

the lack of legislation and government.support was considered to be a major 

problem, only between fifty-nine 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 demonstrated far more consensus in their perceptions of 
a 

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 demonstrated 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 perceptions of problems did not appear to be basically 

altered when each of the eight varfables was taken into consideration. How- 

ever, there were some significant differences noted in relation to the 

numbers of conferences and workshops attended and individual community 

schools. 

Implications. 

A. Concept. 

Resalts suggest that, although community schools have been in bperation 

for almost ten years in Nort;h Vancouver, there is still confusion among 

government and community groups about the nature of community education and 

community schools. 

Administrators and teachers who do not understand the concept andrwho 

are responsible for implementing community education 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 education. There is 

an urgent need to deiine community education in relation, not only to 

particular communities, but also in relation to the times in which-we live. 

Newmann and Oliver (1969) in describing modern society speak of the 

accelerated rate of technology which has contributed to fragmentation of 

communities, the desire for change which "...tends to destroy the essential 

stability required to establish a sense of relatedness among people!' , 

ideological and aesthetic.hank.~uptcy,depersonalization of experience, and 

powerlessness. (Newmann and Oliver, 1969, pp. 5-7). Community schools in 



North Vancouver have attempted to alleviate such stresses by strengthening 

school/community relationships and by seeking solutions to community 

problems. However, the obligation remains for community educators to build 

a conceptual framework which will give credence to action and help to 

eliminate the lack of understanding which presently permeates the community 

education concept. 

B. Involvement, 

Xn order for community education to be a catalytic agent it is 

necessary for 9 community groups to make significant contributions to the 

development of community education. In North Vancouver it appears that 

senior citizens are being overlooked in this respect. Showkeir (1974; 47) 

in an article entitled "Tapping 'Older' Energy Resources: One of Many 

Undiscovered - Unused Community Assetst', 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 thoroughly examined in relation, 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 lifestyles with more appropriate learning and 

teaching styles. , 

C. Personnel f 

, Many respondents perceived the failure of community education to reach 
- 

its potential to be due in large measure to the lack of preliminary and 



on-going h-service training, and the overe.xtension of dedicated community 

schoox personnel. Tf admfnistrators and teachers feel that they are un- 

trained or are in fact untrabed to implement community education in 

community schools it is essential to mount appropriate training programs. 

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 perceived by many to be doing nothing or very little 

towards the development of community education could be involved in planning 

and implementing programs which are distinctively Canadian and adaptable 

to local conditions in each community. 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 1ikely:that administrators 

and teachers would have more facility in delegating authority and thus 

reduce the incidence of over-extension among themselves. 

D. Legislation and Government Support. 
/ 

Respondents as a total group perceived the lack of legislation and 

government support to be the most significant inhibitor to the development 

of community education. While it is necessary for community educators to 

gain visible and continued support from the provincial government if 

community education is to flourish, it is also important for community 

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 

I a local level. Definitive legislation and extra funding do not always 



, 

provide panaceas to heal all ills. Finding funds does not 

14  5 
necessarily 

i* mean finding communities. 
i 
? 

I E. Process in Community Schools 

The reluctance of bureaucracies to relinquish power to community 

schools was perceived to be a critical problem. This perception supports ) 
i* 
Fi 

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. Decision-making processes are still 

tightly held by the bureaucrats. It is important for community educators 

in North Vancouver to examihe 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 
i 

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 maintenance 

of the status quo? Once the community proves that it wishes to uphold the . 
community education concept administrators must be prepared to give 

community members an active decision-making role in identifying and meeting 
4 

community needs. 

F. Curriculum. 

Because the integration of community resources into the curriculum is 

one of the objectives of community education it is essential that each , 

community school in collaboration with its respective community develop, a 

curriculum which uses to the full the human, physical, and material 

resources of that community. Illichls idea of..."an educational web which 

heightens the opportunity for each one to transform each moment of his living 



into one of learning, sharing, and caring" (Illich, 1972, 7)  - and Fantini's 

plan 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, 

Fantini's and Weinstein's ideas stems from the reluctance of some : 

community members, teachers and administrators to depart from traditional 

curriculum content and teaching methods. 

Table 30 

Ths, Contact Curriculum 

From To 

a curriculum that is pre-packaged, one that is flexible and geared 
rigidly scheduled, and uniform to the unique needs of indiii- 
throughout a school system 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- one that is immediate 
future oriented oriented 

, 

a what curriculum a why curriculum 

a completely academic curriculum one geared to social partici- 
(knowing) pation (doing) 

an antiseptic curriculum one that attempts to explore 
reality 

emphasis solely on cognitive an equal emphasis on affective, 
extrinisic content inner content 

(Fantini & Weinstein, 1968, pp. 338-366) 
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G. Planning and Policies 

Problems associated with the lack of in f t ta l  and long-range plannihg, 

joint ownership for community education, the neutral stand taken by school 

district administrators, and the lack of genuine desire for community 

schools should be examined carefully in relation both to each community 

school and to the 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 done 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) make some 
suggestions for fundamental reform which, if fully implemented, could lead 

to more relevant community education models in North Vancouver. 

Fantinibelieves that fundamental reform requires three major changes 
- 

within the following key areas: 

1. Governance in which there is shared decision-making among 

professionals, parents, and community members 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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reform. They urge co~uni.ty educators to consider the fundwental 

importance of contexts in planning educational policies and processes. . 
Community educators in North Vancouver 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 instruction. It is suggested that school learning become 

more problem-centred and exciting and that content be continually 

re-organized so that it might be more relevant to individual and 

group needs. 

2. Laboratory-Studio-Work Context. Laboratories are considered to be 

I1 ... 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. 11 

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) . 
3. Community-Seminar Context. The community-seminar context is 

- 
intended to provide a means by which all representatives of the 

community can meet in order to reflectively discuss problems 

and possible solutions pertinent to members of the group. Tor 

example, 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 



community and that community resources, both human and physical, be used 

in each context. In this way educatlon becomes a recj.proca2 process 

among teachers, students, and comunfty members. 

In planning for community education it is important to bear fn mind 

that the process of change takes a long time to fmpleient. It would seem 

that in some schools there has not been adequate provision made for school 
I 

staffs to alter their perspectives and meet new role expectations. In some 

cases planners seem to have expected change to take place instantly and ' 

automatically. Charters (1973) speaks of the "disruptive effectst' of 

planned change which: 

a. diverts teacher attention away from the duties they regard 
as their foremost responsibility 

b. increase demands upon teacherst time. - 
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 regular formative and summative ethnographic evaluation studies 

at both the school and school-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 

in community education in other parts of the province and further afield 

so that perspectives 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 RecomendaC$.ons.~ 

Although the majority of respondents percetved the lack of legislation 

and government support to be the major inhibitor to the development of 

community education in North Vancouver, there are indications that many 

problems have stemmed from the lack of initial and long-range planning for 

community education in the distrdct as a whole. In certain communities 

there has been extensive initial planning but there is little evidence of 

definitive long-range plans. According to some district community 

educators, communities are afraid to plan because the government could 

legislate against community schools at any given time. 
i 

Inadequate planning appears 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 

i 

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 continues to demean 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). 

1t.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 speci,f i c d l y  upon administrators ' and teachers ' 
perceptions of problems inhibftsng the development of community education 

1 

in North Vancouver. As such it has not concentrated upon the many fine 

i accomplishments of the community schools in that school district. 
i 

%( 

Recommendations. 

i. 

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 

? 
k 

are biased perceptions, actual inhibitors, or are symptomatic of deeper 
i' 

i problems hindering the development of community education in North Vancouver. 
b 

Tt is recommended that furth'er study be undertakenVin 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 d-listricth a whole 

B c. basic short and long-range planning which takes into 
j 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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SUPREME COURT JUDGMENT FOR COMMUNITY SCHOOLS I N  NORTH VANCOWER 



No.A791157 
Vancouver Reg i s t ry  

I N  THE SUPREME COURT OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 

RE: BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF SCHOOL 
DISTRICT NO. 44 (NORTH VANCOWER) 

BETWEEN: 

ARLENE BELL 

PETITIONER 

AND : 

THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 44 (NORTH VANCOWER) 

RESPONDENT 

H.D.C. Hunter, Esq. 

Harry Slade, Esq. 

Date of hear ing:  

REASONS FOR JUDGMENT 

OF THE HONOURABLE 

MR. JUSTICE MUNROE 

f o r  t h e  P e t i t i o n e r ;  

f o r  t h e  Respondent; 

September 5, 1979. 

These proceedings a r e  brought  under t h e  J u d i c i a l  Review Proceedings 

Act f o r  t h e  de t e rmina t ion  of  a p o i n t  of l a w .  

The p e t i t i o n e r ,  a r a t e p a y e r  and e l e c t o r  i n  t h e  D i s t r i c t  of North 

Vancouver, s eeks  a d e c l a r a t i o n  of t h e  Court t h a t  t h e  employment of Community 
1 

School Coordinators  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  respondent i s  u l t r a  v i r e s ,  a n  o rde r  
\ 

p r o h i b i t i n g  t h e  respondent  from paying school  board funds t o  Community 

School Coordinators ,  a n  o r d e r  quashing r e s o l u t i o n  C4 adopted by t h e  

respondent on A p r i l  24, 1979, and an  o rde r  p r o h i b i t i n g  t h e  respondent  from 

employing a coo rd ina to r  of Community School Coordinators ,  and f o r  c o s t s .  

The r e s o l u t i o n  i n  ques t ion  r e a d s  as fol lows:  

"That t h e  Board con t inue  p rov i s ion  of fu l l - t ime  Community 
School Coordina tors  as a t  p r e s e n t  f o r  a l l  Board-approved 
Community Schools." 



Community education i s  an educational  process which serves  a l l  age 

groups i n  the  community by developing educational ,  s o c i a l  and r e c r e a t i o n a l  
.. 

programmes and se rv ices  needed or  des i red  by s tuden t s ,  teachers  and 

res idents .  Does t h e  Pub l ic  Schools Act author ize  t h e  respondent t o  provide 

f i n a n c i a l  support f o r  t h e  development of such Community Schools? That is 

the  i s s u e  requir ing determination upon t h i s  app l i ca t ion .  

Sec. 163 (j) of t h e  Publ ic  Schools Act enacts  a s  follows: 

"The Board of a  s c h o k  d i s t r i c t  may author ize  t h e  establishment 
and maintenance of education programmes i n  day o r  n igh t  schools 
f o r  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n  of persons of f i t e e n  years  of age and 
upwards who d e s i r e  t o  ob ta in  i n s t r u c t i o n  i n  ordinary courses 
of study prescr ibed f o r  the  pub l ic  schools,  o r  i n  i n d u s t r i a l  
a r t s ,  o r  home economics, o r  i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l ,  commercial, 
technical ,  vocat ional ,  o r  any o the r  sub jec t  deemed des i rab le  
by t h e  Board and approved by t h e  Ministry of Education..." 
(Emphasis added.) 

It is t h e  submission of t h e  respondent t h a t  t h i s  sub-section author izes  

the  respondent t o  e s t a b l i s h  and provide f i n a n c i a l  support  f o r  t h e  Community 

School programmes i n  quest ion.  The p e t i t i o n e r  submits otherwise. Counsel 

f o r  t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  submits t h a t  t h e  words underl ined above a r e  r e s t r i c t e d  

by t h e  context i n  which they appear t o  t h e  same genus a s  t h e  s p e c i f i c  words 

t h a t  precede them; i n  o the r  words, they a r e  sub jec t  t o  t h e  ejusdem generis  

doctr ine.  I r e j e c t  t h a t  submission because, I hold,  the  doc t r ine  has no 

appl ica t ion where, a s  here ,  t h e r e  is no common category i n t o  which a l l  the  

preceding s p e c i f i c  words f a l l .  The doc t r ine  must g ive  way t o  t h e  general  

purpose and i n t e n t  of t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  enactment under considerat ion.  Light 

may be thrown on t h e  meaning of a  provision by viewing i t  i n  i t s  o r i g i n a l  

context and t r a c i n g  i t  through i t s  changes i n  t e x t  and context .  The 

antecedent s t a t u t e  (1948 Sec. 137) does not conta in  t h e  words above 

underlined. The add i t ion  of those  words i n  the  e x i s t i n g  l e g i s l a t i o n  



indicates the intention of the Legislature to enlarge the powers of school 

boards and should be given such fair, large, and liberal construction 

and interpretation as best answers the attainment of its objects. 

In the result, I hold that, subject to approval by the Ministry of 

Education, the respondent has the power under the Public Schools Act to 

authorize the establishment and maintenance of any Community School: 

education programme which it deems desirable for the instruction of persons 

of fifteen years of age and upwards and to use school board funds for that 

purpose. 

The petition is dismissed wTth costs. 

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 

community education and supports and encourages the development of community 
J 

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 comprehensive 

educational - social - 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 community 
school fnvolvement; 

the development of a working relationship with private 
public agencies; 

the effective utilization of school facilities for all 
groups ; 

the promotion of volunteer leadership in all phases of 
program; 

and 

age 

the. 

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. 
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COMMUNITY SCHOOL REVIEW 
I 

BACKGROUND 

In August o f  1978, the Board o f  School Trustees indicated 
i t s  intention t o  review policy concerning operation o f  
commmity schools. The direction o f  the Board was that 
a conanittee of  trustees, with a member o f  the Administra- 
tion, would highlight the issues and present alternatives 
or recommendations for the Board t o  consider: 

The te- of teference for that review were stated a s  
follows: 

To review policy and approach concerning operatfa of 
cc~rrmunity schools in North ~incouver, with particular 
reference to tAe 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. Xeans of encouraging parent participation in all 
schools; 

4. Review of role of the community school co-ordinator, 
iuzd consideration of the possibility of position being 
filled by non-teaching personnel, or eliminated 
entirely. 

The resulting c o d  tree ,  cons=sting o f  D. Bcrbidge (Chairman), 
V .  Smelovsky, C. ddkins, and R. Wickstxm, have met to  dis- 
cuss the m a t t e r ,  and b v e  produced the present statement for 
discussion. 

CUXRENT SITUATION 

Community Sc,Llools, f i r s t  ini t fatad b y  the Soard i n  1971 
a t  Queen Mary Scnool, cow include 7 elementary schools, plus 
t5e 2rojected secondary scfiool i n  the Seymcsur area. The 
curzmt p l i c y  statement, approved b y  tile Board i n  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. 

Coannunity Education is an educational process which serves 
all age groups in the community. The total resources of 
the community age employed to develop programs and services 
needed or desired by students, teachers and residents. 

The Board supp&s and encourages the development of corn- 
prehensive educational - social - 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 cam- 
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 supFrt for the develop- 
ment of Community Schools. 

In establishing a community school, the usual procedure 
has been tSat a group of  parents and/or community members 
form an active group with s t a f f  a t  the school, assess com- 
m u n i t y  need and in teres t ,  and submit a formal request to  
the Board for designation a s  a community school. If the 
Board approves such a request, the school i s  provided with 
an extra toac5ing s t a f f  member who i s  designatgd a Community 
ScAool Co-ordinator, and a limited number o f  additfonal 
hours (10) o f  clerical time i s  made available to assist i n  



carrying out programs. The additional costs, including 
extra staff ,  maintenance, and supplies are estimated 
a t  approximately $35,100 per  community school i n  1978. 

OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE 

The Review Comtnfttee has considered the terms o f  reference 
of  the present review, with the intent of  proposing 
options or alternatives for the future. Those options 
are outlined below w i t h  respect t o  each of  the four major 

, issues identified. 

ISSUE #1: - Primary Pur-poses - "~onsiderafion and possible 
revision o f  the existing policy statement to  
clari fy  primary purposes of  community schools, 
and future intentions o f  the Board." 

Several. options are available t o  the Board: 

1. Proceed with implementation o f  the present policy; 
i - e . ,  continue t o  accept the broad definition of  
purposes contained i n  the policy, and extend the com- 
muhity school designation t o  other schools a s  such i s  
requested. 

2. Change toward a more narrow definition of  the connuunity 
school concept, For example, the purpose might  be 
limited to: 

Providing maximum opportunit'g for parents surround- 
ing a school t o  become involved, either directly 
or through representatives, i n  school policies 
concerning curriculum, instruction, resource 
allocation, and evaluation of  school program. 
The emphasis wouid be placed on establishing a 
relationship between school and parents; 

Providing opportunity as i n  (a) above, not only 
t o  parents but t o  a l l  community members; 

Provision o f  adult education classes to  the com- 
muni t y ;  

Consider5ng the school s t a f f  and buildink a s  an 
available resource, but expecting responsikilltg 
and in i t ia t i ve  for act iv i ty  t o  rest  with other 
community agencies; 



(el Considering the community school concept to  be 
appropriate on a regianal basis within the School 
District, rather than a t  every school. 

Change the policy t o  one which provides only moral, but 
no financial support, t o  community education. 

Accept the current philosophy, but include i n  the policy 
an indication that expansion w i l l  be undertaken only 
"as funds are availablen. 

Discontinue the Board's conmzitment t o  community schools. 
The resulting financial savings i n  the District would 
approximate $246,000 p e r  year, which represents approx- 
imately six-tenths o f  1% o f  the District's Operating 
Budget i n  1978. 

ISSUE #2: Funding - "Financial conrmitments involved, 
and possible alternative but less  costly 
means of meeting the same objectives." 

An historical perspective i s  important i n  this area, since 
the Board began significant funding o f  cornhi  t y  schools 
on the understanding, or i n  the hope, that the provincial 
government would recognize the need and share the costs. 
Since there i s  a t  present no indication that sucn assist- 
ance w i l l  be made available, several alternatives can be 
considered : 

Consolidate cormmuLi t y  schools, with one co-ordinator 
being shared among two or more schools. Presumably 
t h i s  could reduce the Board's financial commitment by 
approximately 50%. 

A t t e m p t  to sh i f t  the financial commitment to  o h e r  
agencies such as the Recreation Commission, or muni- 
cipal authorities. 

S h i f t  co-ordinating and program responsibilities to  the 
Adult Education D e ~ t m e n t  , with a l l  programming done 
through a s t a f f  co-ordinator employed there, rather than 
i n  eacf, school. Estimatss of  cost changes w i t h  such 
a change are d i f f i c u l t  t o  determine, but presumably 
present costs could be reduced u p  to  80%. 

Reduce the s t a f f  involved, either gradually or suddenly, 
v i tb  a greater dependence on voluntesr co-ordinators a t  
each school. 



5. Limit developmen? o f  community schools to  the present 
complement , 

ISSUE #3: Parent Participation - "Means o f  encouraging 
parent participation i n  a l l  schools. " 

One obvious means open t o  the Board i n  this area would be 
a policy statement encouraging or requiring formation o f  
advisory councils a t  each school, and establishing guide- 
lines for their operations. Other options include pro- 
vision of  mitt& materials and conferences for s t a f f  on 

' means o f  developing a closer liaison between schools and 
their parents. 

ISSUE #4: Role o f  Co-ordinators - "Review of  role o f  the 
Community School Co-ordinator, and consideration 
o f  the possibility o f  the position being f i l led  
by non-teaching personnel, or eliminated entirely." 

Among the alternatives i n  th is  area must be included: 

1. Continue the role as present, related directly t o  the 
existing policy, i. e., the co-ordinator f i l l s  a very 
broad role relative to  conmnzni t y  organization, agency 
relationships, faci l i ty  ut i l izat ion,  leadership pro- 
mo t ion, and curricul urn develo-ment . 

2 ,  Change t o  a more restrict ive role,  emphasizing such 
functions as adult education only, resource develo-pent 
o f  curriculum only, or recreational e f f o r t s  only. I f  
for example, the emphasis i s  placed on recreation or 
community organization, then there may also be an 
accompanying sh i f t  toward employing a non-teacher t o  
fill the role, Such a c.iange does not necessarily 
represent any modification i n  costs, 

3. provide the position a t  each community sc.5001, but 
permit the local community t o  determine the nature o f  
the role, and t3us the type o f  personnel which can 
best fill the role. 

4. Eliminate the gwsition (or reduce the number of  such), 
with the expectation that the role can be handled b y  a 
combination of  e f f ~ r t  from volunteers i n  the col~~rmnity, 
existing scnool staf?,, or the A d u l t  Education Departnent. 



Respectf q l l  y submitted, 

M. Burbidge, ,  Chairman 

V. Smelovsky 

C .  Adkins 

R .  Wickstrom 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 44 (NORTH VANCOUVER) 

of  t h e  

Adminis t ra t ive  Memorandum 

Meeting Date:. Apr i l  10, 1979 L Board 

Topic ( a s  p e r  the Community Schools  Review 
Memorandum) : 

Narrat ion:  

Committee 

Attached i s  t h e  r e p o r t  from t h e  Community 
Schools Review Committee. Presumably 
t h e  Board w i l l  wish t o  d e a l  wi th  
recommendations i n d i v i d u a l l y .  

Depending upon d e c i s i o n s  reached, t h e  
c u r r e n t  p o l i c y  s t a t ement  (#1220) may a l s o  
r e q u i r e  re -cons idera t ion .  It is 
t h e r e f o r e  a t t ached .  

Other Documents 

% Attached 

Not Applicable  
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COMMUNITY SCHOOLS REVIEW 

Background - - --- -- --_ __ - 

I n  January of.1979 t h e  Board.arranged f o r  wide d i s t r i b u t i o n  
throughout t h e  D i s t r i c t  of a s t a t ement  o u t l i n i n g  i s s u e s  and 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  concerning community schools ,  Wri t ten  submissions 
r e l a t i v e  t o  t h a t  s ta tement  were i n v i t e d  as a m w s  of  o b t a i n i n g  
community r e a c t i o n  and i d e a s  f o r  Board d e l i b e r a t i o n ,  

A considerable '  amount of  i n t e r e s t  was evidenced i n  t h e  top ic .  
Approximately 425 submissions were r ece ived ,  about 350 of which 
were s igned cop ies  of a d u p l i c a t e d  s t a t ement  o f  oppos i t ion  t o  
community schools .  Another 75 were b r i e f s  o r  l e t t e r s  of  
va ry ing  l e n g t h  from i n d i v i d u a l s  and-groups,  both i n  f avor  and i n  
oppos i t ion ,  many conta%ning t h o u g h t f u l  a n a l y s e s  and s ta tements .  

A committee c o n s i s t i n g  of  D, Burbidge (chairman),  V. 
Smelovsky, D, Craig,  and R, Wickstrom, wi th  t h e  a s s i s t a n c e ' o f  
R. Dick, h a s  reviewed and d i scussed  thoroughly t h e  c o n t e n t s  of  
t h e s e  submissions,  and now p r e s e n t s  recommendations t o  t h e  
Board concerning t h e  f u t u r e  of community schoo l s  i n  t h e  
D i s t r i c t ,  

Major I s s u e s  

While t r u s t e e s  may wish t o  review t h e  complete t e x t s  o f  
submissions rece ived ,  s e v e r a l  comments can be made concerning 
i s s u e s  r a i s e d  i n  t h e  b r i e f s ,  o r  i n  committee d iscuss ions .  These 
i s s u e s  a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  below, n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  i n  o rde r  of 
importance,  

1,  A s u b s t a n t i a l  body o f  suppor t  e x i s t s  f o r  con t inua t ion  of  
p r e s e n t  p o l i c y  and p r a c t i c e  concerning community schools ,  
Th i s  suppor t ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  ev iden t  among p r e s e n t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
i n  community school  a c t i v i t y ,  seem based on a v a r i e t y  of  
purposes and outcomes, i n c l u d i n g  s p e c i f i c  r e c r e a t i o n a l  and 
educa t iona l  courses ,  i n c r e a s e d  p a r e n t a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  
educat ion,  and t h e  development of community i d e n t i f i c a t i o n .  
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2. c o n s i d e r a b l e  oppos i t ion  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  approach-a l so  e x i s t s .  
A primary b a s i s  of  t h a t  oppos'ition seems t o  r e s i d e  . in  t h e  
i s s u e  o f  whether educa t iona l  t a x  funds should  be used f o r  
such purposes.  Opponents q u e s t i o n  t h e  need f o r  such  
expend i tu res ,  +nd express  alarm at t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  
f u r t h e r  incre ,ases ,  Others ,  whi le  p o s s i b l y  a c c e p t i n g  t h e  
purpose and u s e f u l n e s s  of  community schools ,  a r e . s i m p l y  
d o u b t f u l  whether t h e  b e n e f i t s  warrant  t h e  c o s t ,  o r  whether 
t h e  r e s u l t s  meet t h e  expecta t ions .  

3. Another s i g n i f i c a n t  i s s u e  concerns t h e  e q u i t y  of  p r e s e n t  
p r a c t i c e .  The argument, i n  t h i s  case ,  i s  concerned n o t  with 
t h e  v a l u e  of  community schoo l s ,  bu t  w i t h  t h e  u n f a i r n e s s  of  
some'communities having such s e r v i c e  a t  p u b l i c  expense, 
whi le  o t h e r s  do not .  I f  community schoo l s  a r e  t o  be con- 
s i d e r e d  a Board p r i o r i t y ,  s o  t h a t  argument goes, then  
s u r e l y  p r o v i s i o n  rnust%be made f o r  cont inued expansion. 

4. Over t h e  p a s t  year ,  this Board has expressed i t s  concern 
over  e v i d e n t  inadequacies  i n  t h e  Pub l i c  Schools A c t  
r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  opera t ion  o f  community schools .  The l e g a l  
opin ion  o f  t h e  Board's s o l i c i t o r ,  as we l l  as similar 
reviews elsewhere,  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  t h e  Board's l e g a l  mandate 
may be exceedeti i n  c e r t a i n  circumstances.  I n  essence,  
a schoo l  board i s  e n t i t l e d  t o  c a r r y  o u t  a c t i v i t i e s  which 
a r e  b a s i c a l l y  i n s t r u c t i o n a l ,  o r  a r e  necessary  f o r  t h e  
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  program t o  cont inue.  S ince  t h e r e  appears  
l i t t l e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  immediate l e g i s l a t i v e  change, i t  is  
necessa ry  f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  community schoo l s  and t h e i r  
co -o rd ina to r s  t o  be governed by t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n .  
F'urthermore, p r e s e n t  p r o v i s i o n  of  f r e e  r e n t a l s  t o  t h e  
community i n  a l l  schoo l s  may be i n  cons ide rab le  jeopardy. 
These concerns  may be a l l e v i a t e d  i n  t h e  event  t h a t  
a p p r o p r i a t e  funding can be obta ined  from o t h e r  municipal 
bod ies  t o  cover  t h e  cos t s .  - 



- _. - - -  
Recommendations 

1. Legal P o s i t i o n  

Rec. $4: That $he Board confirm i ts  l n t e n t i o n s ~  t o  have 
community s c h o o l s  governed by c u r r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of 
t h e  Board 's  l e g a l  mandate, and d i r e c t  t h e  Super in tendent  t o  
review a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  wi th  p r i n c i p a l s  and co-o rd ina to r s  
i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t .  

Rec. #2: That, s i n c e  t h e  focus  of community school  
a c t i v i t y  must be conf ined  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  of an i n s t r u c t i o n a l  
n a t u r e ,  t h e  Super in tendent  be reques ted  t o  cons ide r  over  
coming months, a p o s s i b l e  re -organiza t ion  which might 
i n c l u d e  community educakion with t h e  a d u l t  educat ion  
department. 

Rec. #3: That t h e  impact of p o s s i b l e  ou t s ide  funding on 
t h e  Board 's  l e g a l  p o s i t i o n  be i n v e s t i g a t e d .  

2. Community School Co-ordinators 

By f a r  t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  f i n a n c i a l  i s s u e ,  both now and 
i n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  concerns t h e  Board's i n t e n t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  t o  
provid ing  co-o rd ina to r s  a t  community schools.  It seems 
e s s e n t i a l ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h i s  m a t t e r  be s e t t l e d .  

Rec. #4: That t h e  Board make a d e f i n i t e  dec i s ion  among 
one of t h e  fo l lowing a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  p rov i s ion  of 
community school  co-ordina tors :  

a. Continue p r o v i s i o n  of  fu l l - t ime  co-ordina tors  as 
at p r e s e n t  f o r  a l l  Board-approved community schoo l s ;  

b. Reduce p r o v i s i o n  o r  co-ordina tors  t o  ha l f - t ime,  
e f f e c t i v e  Sept/79, f o r  a l l  Board-approved 
community s c h o o l s ;  

c. Discont inue t h e  p o s i t i o n ,  but make a v a i l a b l e  
l i m i t e d  funds  under t h e  Educational Leadership 
a l l o c a t i o n  t o  any school  wishing t o  des igna te  a 
s taff  member as a co-ordinator  of s tudent /parent  
a c t i v i t i e s ,  w i th  an a d d i t i o n a l  s a l a r y  allowance 
o r  r e l e a s e  t ime; 



d. A l t e r  t h e  p o s i t i o n  of t h e  co-ordinator  from a 
schoo l  r o l e  t o  a z o n a l - r o l e ;  - - 

e.  isc continue t h e  * o s i t i o n  e n t i r e l y .  

Fundinq 

Rec. #5: That t h e  Board make p r e s e n t a t i o n s  t o  t h e  C i t y  
and D i s t r i c t  Counci ls  and t h e  Recreat ion Commission f o r  
funding of schoo l  r e n t a l s  and community schools.  

Rec. #6: That t h e  Board cons ider  t h e  re-es tabl i shment  o f  
u s e r  f e e s  t o  cover  those  overhead c o s t s  of r e n t a l s  and/or 
community s c h o o l s  which cannot be covered by g r a n t s  from 
o t h e r  overhead agencies .  

Rec. #7: That a Trus t  account be e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  
accounting o f  Board'revenue and expendi tures  f o r  community 
schools .  

Objec t ives  and Roles. 

Rec. #8: That t h e  Board's p o l i c y  s ta tement  on community 
schoo l s  and t h e  r o l e s  of  co-ordina tors  be  r e -assessed  on 
t h e  b a s i s  o f  Board d e c i s i o n s  on t h e  above recommendations, 
and wi th  due r e g a r d  t o  t h e  l e g a l  mandate of  t h e  Board, and 
f u r t h e r ,  t h a t  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  be given t o  t h e  development of 
an e v a l u a t i o n  p r o c e s s  f a r  community schools .  

Parent  , P a r t i c i p a t i o n  

Rec. 9 That t h e  Supt. be d i r e c t e d  t o  i n i t i a t e  d r a f t i n g  
of a p o l i c y  s t a t ement  provid ing  encouragement and g u i d e l i n e s  
f o r  p a r e n t  adv i so ry  counci l s .  

Respec t fu l ly  submit ted,  

Community S c h o d  
Review Committee 

D. Burbidge , chairman 
Dm Craig 
V. Smelovsky 
R. Wickstrom 
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POLICY Approved: 74 5 27 

Reviewed: 77 10 24 
COMMUNITY EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY SCHOOLS 

The North Vancouver Board of School Trus tees  endorses  t h e  
concept of community educat ion  and suppor t s  and encourages t h e  
development of  community s c h o o l s  throughout t h e  s c h o o l  
d i s t r i c t .  

Community Education is an educa t iona l  p rocess  which s e r v e s  
a l l  age groups i n  t h e  community. The t o t a l  r e s o u r c e s  of 
t h e  community a r e  employed t o  develop programs and s e r v i c e s  
needed o r  d e s i r e d  by s t u d e n t s ,  t eachers ,  and r e s i d e n t s .  

The Board s u p p o r t s  and encourages t h e  development of 
comprehensive educa t iona l  - s o c i a l  - r e c r e a t i o n a l  programs a t  
each community schoo l ,  r e s u l t i n g  from j o i n t  community school  
planning. To t h i s  end t h e  Board e n l i s t s  t h e  a c t i v e  involve-  
ment of municipal  counc i l s .  

S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  Board s u p p o r t s  t h e  fo l lowing b a s i c  
o b j e c t i v e s :  

- t h e  development o f  an e f f e c t i v e  o rgan iza t ion  for 
community schoo l  involvement;  

- t h e  development of  a working r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  p r i v a t e  
and p u b l i c  a g e n c i e s ;  

- t h e  e f f e c t i v e  u t i l i z a t i o n  of school  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  a l l  
age groups; 

- t h e  promotion of  v o l u n t e e r  l e a d e r s h i p  i n  a l l  phases  o f  
t h e  program; 

- t h e  u s e  of  t h e  t o t a l  community, wherever a p p r o p r i a t e ,  
as a r e s o u r c e  f o r  t h e  development of c u r r i c u l a .  

The Board s h a l l  p rov ide  f i n a n c i a l  support  f o r  t h e  development 
of Community Schools. 

( formerly 1330) 
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IN BRITISH COLUMBIA 

1. How do you define community education and community development? 

2. What are the biggest problems in B. C. education and community 
education? 

3. What are some of the important questions that need to be asked about 
education, community education, and community involvement? 

4. What, to you, is the most exciting part of community involvement1 
community education? What do you see as its greatest potential 
value? 

5 .  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? 

6. Have there been major mzstakes made in the development of the 
community education concept in B.C.? If so, what were they? 

7. Recognizing that there are major inhibitors to community involvemnt 
such as professionalism, unionism, elitism, traditional thinking, 
affluence, bureaucracy, 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? 

8. When, how and for what reasons did you get involved in':this field? 

9. What, to you, is the single best example of community education in 
B. C.? What are some other good "programs"? 

10. What important steps can a teacher such as myself take to initiate, 
develop, or at least support the concept of 'community education'? 

11. 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? 

12. Where does community involvement in B. C. stand at the moment? - 
Growing, declining, dormant, future? 

13. 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? 

14.' 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? 



15. How can the general level of awareness and understanding of community 
education be improved? How can people within and without the field 
come to communicate more effectively? 

16. If there is one of advice you had to offer an orverseas 
visitor about the development of community involvement in schools, 
what would it be? 

17. Many people say that they place great value on the 'process' part of 
community edu~ation and community invovlement. What do you under- 
stand this term to mean? 

18. Who are some of the key figures, both positive and negative, on the . 
community education/involvement scene in B.C.? 

19. Has'there been difficulty in this province in reconciling the work 
of the volunteers and the paid employees? If there have been 
difficulties, how have ,they,been overcome? 

20. Will you please outline your work briefly and describe some of the 
ways your agency is attempting to get at these problems and issues? 

21. Other comment&, suggestions, questions related to community 
education and community involvement. 



COVER LETTERS AND QUESTIONNAIRE TO DETERMINE 

PERCEIVED PROBLEMS RELATIVE TO THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION 
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SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BURNABY, KC., CANADA V5A IS6 
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395 

November 28, 1979 

Dear Friend: 

I am a s tudent  c u r r e n t l y  en ro l l ed  i n  a master's degree program i n  the  
Faculty of Education a t  Simon Fraser  Universi ty.  My p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  
l ies i n  the  f i e l d  of Community Education. 

Over t h e  p a s t  few months T have been studying c e r t a i n  aspects  of the  
dommunity education concept i n  Aus t ra l i a  and i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia. A t  t h e  
present  time my study is focussing upon problems perceived t o  be i n h i b i t o r s  
t o  the  development of a colpmunity education concept at the  school  d i s t r i c t  
l e v e l .  

D r .  Rod Wickstrom, Superintendent of Schools, has given me permission 
t o  pursue my s t u d i e s  i n  t h i s  school  d i s t r i c t .  

Attached t o  t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  a ques t ionnai re  which has been designed t o  
ga ther  opinions about problems which may be i n h i b i t o r s  t o  t h e  development 
of community education i n  your p a r t i c u l a r  school  o r  d i s t r i c t .  Maximum 
response t o  t h e  ques t ionnai re  is considered t o  be of utmost importance 
i f  a r e a l i s t i c  p i c t u r e  of t h e  e x i s t i n g  community education scene is t o  be 
obtained. To t h i s  end you a r e  urged t o  co-operate by responding candidly 
t o  each ques t ionnai re  i t e m .  

To f a c i l i t a t e  d a t a  process ing T should be most g r a t e f u l  i f  you would 
complete t h e  ques t ionnai re  by Thursday December 13. A sea led  box has  been 
placed i n  the  school  o f f i c e  f o r  ques t ionnai re  r e tu rns .  Responses w i l l  be 
t r e a t e d  c o n f i d e n t i a l l y  and a t  t h e  conclusion of t h e  da ta  a n a l y s i s  period 
your ques t ionnai re  w i l l  B e  destroyed. 

Thank you very much f o r  your co-operation. 

MN : mh 
Enc . 

Yours ~ i n c e r e l y  , 

Mary N u t t a l l  



SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BURNABY, B.C., CANADA - V ~ A  IS6 
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 envel~pe kn the school 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 1S6 
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. 

Ineorder 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 completed 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. 

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 F32LATIVE 

TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION 

1. PLEASE ENTER A CHECK MARK IN T& APPROPRIATE SPACE 
FOLLOWING EACH ITEM. 

u 

FORMAL EDUCATION 
(record highest 

,' 
level attained) 

Male 1 0  
Female 2 0 

Teaching Certificate 
Bachelor's Degree 
Master's Degree 
Doctoral Degree 

Basic course(s) in 
Community Education 

Advanced course (s) 
in Community 
Education 

TRAINING 
IN COMMUNITY 
EDUCATION 

Undergraduate degree 
in Community 
Education 

COMMUNITY EDUCATION 
C ~ N F E R E N C E ~ / ~ ~ R T ~ ~ H ~ P S  
ATTENDED 

Graduate degree 
in Community 
Education 

Other training 
programs in 
Community Education 

None 
1 - 3  
4 - 6  
7 - 10 
10 + 

ZODING COLUMN 
?lease do not write 
>r place marks in 
:his column. 



PRESENT ROLE T e a c h e r  . - .. 0 
C o m m u n i t y  School C o - o r d i n a t o r  ' 

Pr inc ipa l  0 
school T x u s ~ ~ ~  U 
School D i s t r i c t  A d m i n i s t r a t o r  a' 

SCHOOL 
EXPERIENCE O v e r  

ma , 1:- 3 '4 - 6 7 -.9. 1 0  
1 year years years years years 

a. I n  c o m m u n i t y  
schools 0 0 0  El El 

b. I n  n o n - c o m m u n i t y  , 
schools 0 0 0 a f=l 

c. I n  present 
school El n n n a  

d. I n  present 
grade 0 n n n a  
PRESENT 
TEACHING LEVEL K 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 

1 1 0 0 0 0 
( C h e c k  a l l  grades w h i c h  a p p l y )  

2 .  FOLLOWING ARE STATEMENTS WHICH REPRESENT PROBLEMS 
PERCEIVED TO BE I N H I B I T O R S  TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
COMMUNITY EDUCATION. 

Spec ia l  Teachers ,  p r i n c i p a l s  and community school 
Note co-ordina tors, p l e a s e  the response  - 

which most a c c u r a t e l y  re f lects  your op in ion  
about  each  problem i n  r e l a t i o n  to  - -  your 
communi t y school . 

CODING COLUMN ' 
Please do not w r i t e  
o r  place m a r k s  i n  
t h i s  c o l u m n .  

Spec ia l  School t r u s t e e s  and school d i s t r i c t  
Note a d m i n i s t r a t o r s p l e a s e ~ ~ ~ ~ t h e r e s p o n s e  - 

which most a c c u r a t e l y  r e f l e c t s  your op in ion  
about  each  problem i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  your 
school d i s t r i c t .  
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SA means that you strongly agree with the statement. - 
A means that you agree with the statement. - 

UN means that you are undecided about the statement. - 
D means that you disagree with the statement. - 
SD means that you strongly disagree with the statement. 

Lack of understanding about the community education 
concept demonstrated by the following groups: 

A. 

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 SD 
school board administrators SA A UN D SD 
provincial government personnel SA A UN D SD 
university faculties SA A UN D SD 

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO THE COMMUNITY 
EDUCATION CONCEPT. 

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 SD 
school board administrators SA A UN D SD 
provincial government personnel SA A UN D SD 
university faculties 

Hasty implementation of the 
community educasion concept. 

Lack of consensus about what 
constitutes a community school. 

Lack of significant differences 
between community and 
non-community schools. 



THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO COMMUNITY/SCHOOL 
INVOLVEMENT. I 
Lack of trust, relative to 
community/school affairs 
between and among groups 
within the community. SA A UN D SD 

Lack of parental participation 
in community/school affairs. SA A UN D SD 

Lack of community participation 
in cornmunity/school affairs. SA A UN D SD 

Lack of opportunities for the following 
groups to make significant contributions 
to the development of community education: 

senior citizens 
school-age students 
ethnic minorities 
economically disadvantaged 

groups 

Transience of families living in 
school distrlcts. 

Variance of lifestyles among 
community members. 

Lack of volunteers. 

Lack of confidence by the general 
community in the public school 
system. 

c.1 THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO COMMUNITY SCHOOL 1 
PERSONNEL. I 
Lack of precise role descriptions for the following 
groups : 

principals SA A UN D SD 
teachers SA A UN D SD 
community school co-ordinators SA A UN D SD 
volunteers SA A UN D SD 



preservation of traditional 
teaching methods. 

193 
Lack of preliminary and on-going 
in-service training for community 

Overextension of dedicated 
community school personnel 
(both salaried and volunteers). SA A UN D SD 

school personnel. SA A UN D SD 

Lack of support for community 
school personnel from central 
office administration. SA A UN D SD 

Community school teachers' 

D. THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO LEGISLATION AND I GOVERNMENT SUPPORT. I 

(62  1 

(63) 

\ 

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. 

Lack of opportunities for 
community members to share 
in decision-making. SA A UN D SD 

E. 

Reluctance of bureaucracies to 
relinquish power to community 
schools. SA A UN D SD 

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO PROCESS IN COMMUNITY 
SCHOOLS. 



Lack of networks of community 
resources between schools and 
communities. 

Inappropriate and ineffective 
processes and channels of 
communication within the 
community. 

Community pressure groups' 
inhibiting influence. 

Lack of strong leadership 
in implementing the community 
education concept. 

Lack of opportunities for 
community members to assume 
leadership roles. 

Lack of personal advocacy for 
community education by 
community educators. 

Lack of representativeness 
of community school councils. 

Use of professional language 
(jargon) which confuses community 
members. 

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO CURRICULUM. 

Failure to integrate curriculum 
experiences with community life. SA A UN D SD 

Underutilization of community SA A UN D SD 
resources. 

Lack of awareness and-under- 
standing re the potential of 
community-centred curriculum 
msdels. 

Existence of the British 
ColWia Government's 
Core Curficulum. 

Emphasis placed upon 
specialization within 
curriculum areas. 



Emphasis placed upon competition 
within curriculum offerings. 

Community school teachers' 
preservation of traditional 
curriculum content. SA .A UN D SD 

GJ 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. 

Adoption of community education 
models developed in the United 
States or elsewhere. 

Lack of specific frames of 
reference for community schools. 

Lack of long range planning for 
development of the community 
education concept. 

Neutral stand taken by district 
school administrators towards 
development of community schools. 

Declining school enrolments. 

Lack of genuine desire for 
community schools by the 
community at large. 

Lack of initiatives by 
universities in developing 
community education courses 
and programs, leadership, and 
research support. 

Lack of ongoing consultative 
services for community school 
personnel. 



Lack of formative and summative 
evaluation to determine the worth 

H. 

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 

9 

education. SA A UN D SD 

Failure by community schools to 
meet needs of large sectors of 
the community. SA A UN D SD 

THE FOLLOWING PROBLEMS RELATE TO EVALUATION AND 
RESEARCH. 

19 6 

PLEASE USE OVERSIDE OF PAGE 
IF NECESSARY FOR ADDITIONAL 

COMMENTS. 

(100) 

Lack of adequate research on the 
outcomes of community schools. SA A UN D SD 

I. PLEASE ADD STATEMENTS WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN MADE AND 
WHICH YOU PERCEIVE TO BE INHIBITORS TO THE DEVELOPbENT 
OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION IN YOUR COMMUNITY SCHOOL OR 
SCHOOL DISTRICT. 



APPENDIX G 

RANK ORDER'FOR PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS OF 

MOST CRITICAL PROBLEMS 



Table 31 

Rank Order for Principals' Perceptions of Most Critical Problems 

Questionnaire Items A UN D , 
% % % n 

31 #7 understanding - school 
board administrators 100 

i/8 understanding - 
government 100 

27 #16 ded'ication - school 
board administrators 100 

ill7 dedication - 
government 100 

4 i/41 legislation 100 

1 i/42 attitude 100 

3 #43 funding - research 100 

? 144 funding - local 
initiatives 100 

5 #45 centraliiation 8 6 

10 a66 long-range planning 8 6 

10 #67 stand--district 
school administrators 86 14 

6 #75 research 8 6 

24 #5 understanding-community 71 14 

29 815 dedication - trustees 7 1 

11 #37 training . - - . . . - . 71 14 

12 a40 overextension-personnel 71 14 

13 1/47 power 71 - 

14 #57 resources 71 



Continuation Table 31 199 

Questionnaire Items A UN D 
% % % n 

11 1/63 .initial planning 7 1 14 14 7 

7 1/72 evaluation 71 14 14 7 

37 1/73 evaluation models/ 
studies 7 1 14 14 7 

27 1,2 understanding - 
teachers 57 4 3 7 

31 1/14 dedication - community 56 14 2 9 7 

15 1/29 transience 57 14 2 9 7 

?1#1 understanding - parents 43 5 7 7 

38 113 understanding - 
principals 43 57 7 

30 116 understanding - trustees 43 14 43 7 

31 119 understanding - 
universities, 43 43 14 7 

35 1/11 dedication - teachers 43 

31 #18 dedication - 
universities 43 

30 1/19 implementation 43 

l2 1\58 curriculum models 43 

39 1/74 community needs 43 

43 1/12 dedication - principals 29 

11 1/20 consensus - community 
schools 29 

29 #21 differences - community 
non-community schools 2 9 

9 1/25 senior citizens 2 9 



, 

Continuation Table 31 

Questionnaire Items 

22 #30 lifestyles 2 9 14 ' 57 7 

46 84 understanding - 
agencies 

33 ill0 dedication - 
parents 

23 #69 desire for 
community schools 

49 813 dedication - 
agencies 



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 
% % % n 

8#17 dedication - 
government 100 

12 ii40 overextknsion - 
personnel 8 6 

141 legislation 86 14 

1 1/42 attitude 8 6 14 

3 a43 funding - research 86 14 

2 #44 funding - local 
initiatives 8 6 14 

11 #63 initidl planning 8 6 14 

10 i/66 long-range planning 8 6 14 

6 #75 research 86 14 

6 ii8 understanding - 
government 8 3 17 

29 815 dedication - trustees , 71 29 

11 820 consensus - communtty 
schools 7 1 

9 /I25 senior citizens 7 1 

1& #37 training 71 

5 #45 centralization 71 

12 1/58 curriculum models 71 

10 #67 stand, district 
school administrators 71 

31 89 understanding - 
universities 67 



r 

b .  
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Continuation Table 32 

Questionnaire Items A UN D 

311118 dedication - 
universities 

31 914 dedication - community 
27 #16 dedication - school 
board administrators 

22 i130 lifestyles 

14 i157 resources 

7 1/72 evaluation 

21 i1l understanding 

31 i17 understanding 
board 1 

2782 understanding 

35 #ll dedication - 

- parents 
- school 

- teachers 

teachers 

30 819 implementation - 
community education 

13 f 47 power 

23 #69 desire for community 
schools 

38 #3 understanding - -: 
principals 

39 #74 community needs 

24 i15 understanding - 
community 

30 116 understanding - 
trustees 

33 #I0 dedication - parents 



Continuation Table 32 

Questionnaire Items A . UN D 
% % % n 

43 ill2 dedication - 
principals 2 9 

15 il29 transience 2 9 14 57 7 

37 il73 evaluation models/ 
studies 2 9 

46 il4 understanding - 
agencies 14 

29 a21 differences 
community/non- 
community schools 14 

4g #13 dedication - - - - - - . . -. - . - - - 
agencies ' 



t APPENDIX I 

RANK ORDER FOR SCHOOL TRUSTEES' PERCEPTIONS OF 

MOST CRITICAL PROBLEMS 
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Table 33 

Rank Order for School ~rustees' Perceptions of Most Critical Problems 

Questionnaire Items A UN ' D 
% % % n 

4 #41 legislation 8 6 14 7 

1 1/42 attitude 8 6 14 7 

3 1/43 funding - research 86 

2- #44 funding - local 
initiatives 8 6 

13. 1/47 power 

8. #17 dedication - 
government 

6 88 understanding - 
government 

5 1/45 centralization 

12 1/58 curriculum models . 

9 #25 senior citizens 

10. 1/66 long-range planning , 

10. #67 stand. district 
school administrators 

23 1/69 desire for community 
schools 

6. /I75 research 67 

27 f2 understanding - 
teachers 57 

38 113 understanding - 
principals 57 

31 1/18 dedication - 
universities 

11 #20 consensus - 
community schools 



Continuation Table 33 

Questionnaire Items A UN D 
% % % n 

22 il30 lifestyles 5 0 3 3 17 6 

21 ill understanding - parents 43 57 7 

31 il9 understanding - 
universities 4 3 14 43 7 

33 1/10 dedication - parents 33 17 5 0 6 

31 ill4 dedication - 
community 3 3 17 5 0 6 

27 ill6 dedication - school 
b~ard~administrators 33 3 3 33 6 

11 #37 training 33 17 50 6 

7 i/72 evaluation 3 3 67 6 

24 1/5 understanding - 
community 2 9 14 5 7 7 

31 117 understanding - school 
' 

- 

board 

1/57 resources 

#11 dedication - teachers 
ill2 dedication - - ,. 

principals 

1/13 dedication - agencies 
il21 differences - 
community/non- 
community schools 

1/29 transience 

H40 overextension 
personnel 

#63 initial planning 
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Continuation Table 33 

Questionnaire Ttems A UN D 
% % % n 

46 #4 understanding - 
agencies 14 14 7 1 7 

30 #6 understanding - 
trustees 14 

39. #74 community needs 3 3 67 6 

29 1/15 dedication - 
trustees 

37 #73 evaluation models/ 
studies 

30 //I9 implementation 
community education 



APPENDIX J 

RANK ORDER FOR SCHOOL BOARD ADMINISTRATORS' PERCEPTIONS 

OF MOST CRITICAL PROBLEMS 



Table 34 

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

Questionnaire Items A UN D 
% % % n 

21 91 understanding - parents 100 

29 1/21 differences - 
community/non-community 
schools 100 

'4 1/41 legislation 100 

1 1/42 attitude 100 

11 #63 initial planning 100 

23 #69 desire for community 
schools 100 

7 #72 evaluation 100 

6 i/75 research 100 

27 a2 understanding - 
teachers 

24 85 understanding - 
community 

33 #I0 dedication - parents 7 5 

43 #12 dedication - principals 75 

31 1/14 dedication - 
community 

8 1/17 dedication - 
government 

11 #20 consensus - 
community schools 7 5 

9 U25 senior citizens 7 5 

11 f 37 training 7 5 



Continuat ion Table 34 211 

Questionnaire Items A UN D 
% % % n 

2 1/44 funding - local 
initiatives 7 5 

5 1/45 centralization 75 

1 4  1/57 resources 7 5 

39 1/74 community needs 7 5 

311 1/18 dedication - 
universities 67 

30 1/19 implementation - 
community education 6 7 

38 #3 understanding - 
principals 5 0 

6 08 understanding - 
government . 50 

35 #ll dedication - teachers 50 

15 f 2 9  transience 50 

22 1/30 lifestyles 50 25 

12. 1/40 overextension 
personnel 50 

3 1/43 funding - research 50 

10 1/67 stand, district 
school administrators 50 ' 

3 1  119 understanding - 
universities 2 5 7 5 

49 W13 dedication - agencies 25 5 0 

27 1/16 dedication - school 
board administrators 25 



Continuation Table 34 
212 

Questionnaire Items A UN D 
% % % n 

13 1/47 power 25 7 5 4 

10 #66 long range planning 25 

31 #73 evaluation models/ 
studies 25 

46 Q4 understanding - 
agencies 25 . 

30 i/6 understanding - 
trutees 
\ 

31 87 understanding - 
school board 

6 #8 understanding - 
government 

29 #15 dedication - trustees 


