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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Planners and préctitioners in community education have worked
quite well‘in their own arenas both at the national level and at the
local levels. However, many aspects of community living are affected
by policies and‘proceQures of state and federal organizations and laws
which are un;ttended by community educators at either level. 1In
community educaﬁion, there is a ﬁropensity toward conducting
activities within the locale as if communities are isoclated and
unaffected by outside influences (ﬁear and Cook, 1986).

Wilhoit (1988) indicated tha£ community education agendas must be
expanded to make a difference in the new realities which are currently
emerging: the population is aging, there is a need for more highly
skilled labor, families are under more stress, and there is a growing
population of poorly educated} rootless, and unemployable youth.

There is a need to impro&e communication between local community
educators and other gntities at state and national levels to obtain
the public support becéﬁse of the worth of community education and
because "it works" (Wear and Cook, 1986).

Community education has no systematic theory. Therefore, it is
vulnerable to political, soqial,’educational; and economic trends
(Wear and Cook, 1986). Many of the directors in the field have had

limited training as practitioners. Programmatic variations cause



disparity in assessment. The history of community education concepts
are confusing - whether process or program is more significant -
whether a program is school-based or community based - whether social
issues take precedence over school issﬁes, etc.

Minzey (1979) talked about the concerns surrounding the)concepts
of community education: One major issue that continues to plague
community educators is the definition of thelcongept. The problem
seems to center around the failﬁre of those involved with community
education to conceptualize the magﬁitude of their idea and the extént
of its potential. In general, many community school directors tend to
"identify with bértiohs of the concept itself; to be satisfied with a
part rather than the whole.

Community educatior as a process is the umbrella under which
activities and programs emerge to meet specific community needs. The
process of community education h;ppens when members of a community
learn to work together to identify problems and to seek ou£ solutions
to their problems. This process does not necessarily result in
programs (Minzey, 1974). Estaglishing contact with community groups
to teach the process of identify;ng\and dealing with their own
problems will provide the resources necessary for the survival of
community education. Failure of community education efforts are often
the result of excessive emphasis on programs with little or no
attention to the process of communi&y development (Minzey and LeTérte,
1979).

Community education which 'is élosely éiigned with a public school
system may allow the school system to become an iﬁtegral part of the

community where schools are sensitive to the needs of fheir=



constituency. By créating a bond between school personhel and the
communities served, the school is more nearly able to do its job of
educating as opposed to schooling. The necessary components for
building this relationship are systematic means of involving the
communities served and commitment Fo community response on the part of
school leadership (Dentén, 1975).

An historical‘view/of community e&ucation giyes us a look at
precepts set forth by pioneers who influenced the developments in the
early history of community education:

1632 Jon Amos Comenius, in his Great Didactic
The education I propose includes all that is proper
for a man, and is one which all men who are born
into this world should share . . . Our first wish
is that all men should be educated fully to full
humanity: not only one individual, nor a few, nor
even many, but all men together and single, young and
old, rich and poor, of high and lowly birth, men and
women - in a word, all whose fate it is to be born
human beings; so that at last the whole of the human
race may be educated, men of all ages, all
conditions, both sexes and all nations (Olsen,
1975).

1762 Jean Jacques Rousseau, in his Emile, In the natural
order of things, all men being equal, the vocation
common to all is the state of manhood; and whoever is
well trained for that cannot fulfill badly any vocation
which depends upon it. Whether my pupil be destined for
the army, the church, or the bar, matters little to me.
Before he can think of adopting the vocation of his
parents, nature calls upon him to be a man. How to live
is the business I wish to teach him (Olsen, 1975).

1773 Johan Heinrich Pestalozzi, in his Diary, Lead your child
out into Nature, teach him on the hilltops and in the valleys.
There he will listen better, and the sense of freedom will give
him more strength to overcome difficulties. But in these hours
of freedom let him be taught by Nature rather than by you. Let
him fully realize that she is the real teacher and that you,
with your art, do nothing more than walk quietly at her side.
Should a bird sing or an insect hum on a leaf, at once stop
your walk; bird and insect are teaching him; you may be silent
(Olsen, 1975).



1859 Herbert Spencer, in his essay, "What Knowledge is of
Most Worth," How to live is the essential question for
us. Not how to live in the mere material sense only, but
in the widest sense . . . In what way to treat the body,
in what way to treat the mind; in which way to manage our
affairs; in what way to bring up a family; in what way to
behave as a citizen; in what way to utilize all those
sources of happiness which nature supplies -- how to use
all our faculties to the greatest advantage of ourselves
and others --how to live completely? And this being the
great thing needful for us to learn, is, in consequence,
the great thing which education has to teach. To prepare
us for complete living is the function which education has
to dischargé; and the only rational mode of judging any
education course is to judge in what degree it discharges
such function (Olsen, 1975). '

1899 John Dewey, in his The School and Society, We are apt
to look at the school from an individualistic standpoint,
as something between teacher and pupil, or between teacher
and parent. That which interests us most is naturally the
progress made by the individual child of our acquaintance
. « . What the best and wisest parent wants for his own
child, that must the community want for its children. Any
other ideal for cur schools is narrow and unlovely; acted
upon, it destroys our democracy (Olsen, 1975).

1913 Joseph K. Hart, in his philosophy, The democratic
problem in education is not primarily one of training
children; it is the problem of making a community in which
children cannot help growing up to be democratic
intelligent, disciplined to freedom, reverent of the goods
of life, and eager to share in the tasks of the age. A
school cannot produce this result; nothing but a community
can do so; consequently, we can never be satisfied that we
have met the educational problems of our day when we
have good schools. We must have good communities (Olsen, 1975).

1929 Elsie Clapp, teacher. Profoundly influenced by John
Dewey, she established two of the very first community
‘schools (Kentucky and Virginia). What does a community
school do? First of all, it meets as best it can, and
with everyone's help, the urgent needs of the people, for
it holds that everything that affects the welfare of the
children and their families is of concern. Where does the
school and the life outside begin? There is no distinction
between them. A community school is a used place, a
place used freely and informally for all the needs of
living and learning. - It is, in effect, the place where
learning and living converge (Olsen, 1975).



1943 Ernest O. Melby, University President, Dean of

_ Education, and the first coordinator for the Mott
Foundation's clinical preparation program for Education
Leadership, We must apply the process of truly creative
education to the entire community. And we do this
not only to affect the adults of the community along
lines of creative development, but because we cannot
have a fully creative life for children without a
creative community life (Olsen, 1975).

1945 Edward G. Olsen, in his School and Community, From many
sources one learns that all life is educative, that the
‘democratic school must become definitely concerned with
the improvement of community and social living, that the
major areas and problems of life should give direction to
the curriculum, that functional education requires active
participation in constructive community activities, and .
that in this air age the community must be thought of as
local, regional, national, and worldwide in scope (Olsen,
1975).

These concerned citizens demonstrate what the nature of community
education voluhteefs is like where community education exists all over
the United States. The current thrust in the concept of community
education began with Charies Stewart Mott who, in 1935, was the
President of Boys' Clubs of Aﬁerica and in need of places for the
clubs to meet in Fiint, Michigan.])In a conversation with an educator,
Frank Manley, who sugéested that Mo£t use vacant school buildings
after 4:00 o'clock in the afternoon to house the Boys' Club
activities, the idea for "after hours" educational programé was
' discussed and lateg implemented. As one of the early pfoponents of
community educatioﬁ, Mott made a pefsonal commitment to the concept of
community education and later set up the Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation. It was through the ﬁott Foundation that much of the
funding for community educatién'development came.

During the past twenty years, the philosophy of community

education has produced many efforts for implementation of the concept.



Some of the organizations which have been developed are listed:

National Center for Community Education (Established by
the Mott Foundation in Flint, Michigan.), 1964.

National Community School Education Association in
Flint, Michigan, 1966.

C. S. Mott Foundation's Inter-Institutional Clinical
Preparation Program for Educational Leadership, 1966.

First state financing for community education. Flint,
Michigan, 1969.

First state community education association. Flint, Michigan,
1970.

Community Education Journal founded. Midland, Michigan, 1971.
First Federal legislation to support community education, 1974.

First major International Conference on Community Education held
in Mexico, 1974.

National Advisory Council for Community Education established to
assist the U. S. Office of Education, 1974.

Office for Coﬁmunity Education established in U. S. Office of
Education, 1975.

National Council of State Community Education Associations
formed, 1976. :

National Community School Education Association became the
National Community Education Association and moved to Washington,
D. C., 1978.

Community Schools and Comprehensive Community Education Act
passed by U. S Congress and signed by President Carter, 1978.

Money awarded to states under Educational Consolidation and
Improvement Act which included Community Education, 1981.

First National Community Education Day observed; 27 governors and
‘hundreds of mayors issued proclamations, 1982.

First fully endowed university Chair for Community Education
established at the Florida Atlantic University in Boca Raton,
Florida, 1983. ‘

First National Community Education Association Delegate Assembly,
1983.



First community education teleconference, aired in 25 states and
two Canadian provinces, with an estimated viewing audience of
4,000, 1985.

First joint congressional and presidential proclamation of
National Community Education Day, 1986, (Olsen, 1988).

Great strides have been made since the beginning when school
houses began lighting up in the evenings for community education. The
development of thg philosophy and the organization has continued;
however the current writers ;nd phi;oéophefs are concerned about the

future of community education.
Neéd for the Study

With the éhanges in 9utside influences in education, there are
challenges ahead which call for new initiatives (Warden, 1985).
Currently, the idea for a state plan has emerged as a process to
impact change for educational advancement in the United States. Since
education has historically and constitutionally been a state
responsibility (Decker, 1987), and since there had been no established
means of asséssing the status of community education development in
each state nor a &ay to aocument'the factors which might be common to
success in state initiatives in community education, the Mott
Foundation provided a grant to the University of Virginia for the
COmmuﬁity Education Staéé Planhing‘éroject which was to do the
following:

1. Provide an opportunity for eaéh state to receive a

State Community Education Planning Assistance Award
for the dgvelgpment or up-dating of a five-year
state plan for community education (1988-~93).

2. Convene, in cooperation with the National Center

for Cbmmunity Education, a planning and training
workshop for the State Planning Facilitator from



each state.

3. Determine the status of each state's community
education development.

4. Define, in conjunction with the National Project
Committee, a set of elements common to the
successful state planning and development efforts
to be incorporated in a planning guide for state
community education qevelopment efforts (Decker,
1987, p. 10).

Because of the-diversity in state community education
perspectives, the announcement of this effort went to State
Educational Agencies (SEA), State Community Education Associations
(SCEA), and to Institutions of Higher Education (IHE). Local
education agencieé (LEA), and those representing national and special
projects were included because”of the history of their involvement in
other plans previously developéd (Decker, 1987). Priority number one
became the appoinfmenf'of a State Planning Facilitaté; who might also
become the State Eiécal Agent. The project was to provide the
opportunity for e;ch sta£e to receive a State Community Education
Planning Assistance Award of up to $5,000 per state ts be used in the
development or up-dating of the five-year plan. Training for this
"planner" and "fiscal agent" became’very important.

A wofkshop was held in September 1987 (September 27-30) at the
National Center for Community Education in Flint, Michigan. All costs
for attending the workshop were covered by a project grant from the
Mott Foundation and the National Center for Community Education. Out
of this effort, 46 states and the Diétrict of Columbia had the
training, developed state plans, and accepied a five thousand dollar

state planning assistance awards. The plans were to include specific

elements believed to be important to successful state—levei.community



education development: leadership, networking, legislation and
funding, training and technical assistance, and community education
identity and support. The elements were to be identifiable and
visible at state ané local levels (Decker, 1989).

The efforts to build state level plans accentuated the need at
the local level to understand and té begin to use the elements set
forth by the Community Education Sﬁate Planning Project. However,
there has been little understanding of how that is to happen. Without
a means for appiying the elements to the parochial programs in
existence, there is not much hope that thé state level efforts will
survive.

With the process set for developing the state plans, there was
concern for funding the efforts fgém the state level. Without funding
and recognition from the state ievel, community education suffers;
however, it is witgin the concept of community educati;n where
partnerships and collaborgtion may provide the community suppor£
needed by the public school systems in the United States (Decker,
1989). Though local control has provi&ed the implementation of state
policies in public education, state legislative bodies have the power
to create the structures through thch education is funded and
recognized. It is the responsibility of state legislétors to acquire
funding; yet, witho&t a clear understanding of what is going on at the

local level they are hampered in pursuit of funds.
Statement of the Problem

The problem was that community educators have not accepted a

process to build on the commonalities among programs, nor have they
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accepted a consistent means of assessing the diffgfences between
programs. Neither have they found a way to provide linkages amon§
commmunity education programs to strong entities such as organized
state agencies through which funds might flow for capacity bui;ding.,

"An examination of comm;nity education literature reveals few
attempts at systematic theory?development; Prescriptive axioms
prevail in the Iitepature1 there have been few attempts to link axioms
and aphéfisms wifﬁ an“expiicit pﬁilosophy of education" (Wear and
Cook, 1985, p. 19). "several years after its birth as an educational
movement, community education' is still suppofted not by facts but by
thejlogic of the process" (Van Voorhees, 1972, p. 203). Yet,
according ta Weaver (;987), thé tyégretical base from which the
community educator ope;ates determine;’the k;nds and qﬁality of the
activities pro&ided in curriculum, adult education, networks and
partnerships, and invcitizen(involvement.

It isuonly_a matéer‘of ﬁime uhtil public scrutiny will demand an
assessment and cost benefit aédounting on all advocated alternatives
for meeting comprehensivé eduqa£iohal needs of a community. This
fact, together with the likelihood that community education Qill
increasingly berforced to compete for public mopiés to survive, will
place new demands on community educators which they can meet only with
the(kind of information that is dérived fr;m‘a sound program of
research and evaluat%on ‘Burback and Deqke;, 1977).

The understanding of what comhunity education is and what it does
from state to stéfé w;s of éonéern. Supporgefé ahd opponents of
community education point out that there is great disagreement

regarding the defining and meaning of community gducafion (Minzey,
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1974). Yet, in nearly every state in the nation, neighborhoods and
schools are working together for a better way of life. The diversity
of these programs is the strength of community education. They are
different from community to community (Kildee, 1987); while this makes
them good, it also makes them difficult to assess. Support for such
effort must be obtained; however they must be able to convey what they
do and where they neea support.

As community education programs are different, they are the same:
they have common elements which were identified through the Community
Education Endowment Planning Task Force which was chaired by Weaver in
1985 to establiéh the common elements. As a\result of the study, 46
states and the District of Columbiarhave responded with updated state
plans or with new plans using the elements. Most states did not have
an updated state pl;n nor had they established a process or strategy
‘to generate state-levei support fér community education dévelopment
(Decker, 1989);7

This study waslan effort to develop a planning model whereby the
elements (leadership,’networking,’legislation and funding, training
and technical assistancé, and thekdevelopment of a strong visibility
for identity and support) may be used by community educators for the
consistent development of community education throughout local
communities. Then, as a result of wéll developed local programs,
state plans which migbt be more congruent with local programs, might
emerge.

It is necesséry to retain the autonom& and personality of the
local programs so that local initiatives and changes can still occur

within the educational system which serves the locale. So, part of
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the problem in developing the model lies in the necessity of
preserving the integrity of community action at the local level where
program content is driven by community decision-making. Program
components are not specified in the state plans; elements which

can be construed as umbrella goalg,are’specified. This study
considered the use of the elementé in(acnordance to the program

areas considered to be important to community educators.
Research Questions

In view of the pressure on public schools to respond more and
more to the social needs of the communities they serve, it seems
appropriate to question the reluctance of snme states to fully adapt
to the communiny education concept. History indicates that
communities rise to nrises, schoolg respond to need through pronlem-
focused curricula, and ghe practice of community education provides
communities with info:mation onfcritical issues (Zemlo, Clark, Lauff
and Nelson, 1989) Tnerefore, the étudy led to the following
questions: J

1. 1Is there sufficient information in the current five-year
state plans from which a planning model might be developed?

2. Does practice in program and process in community education
provide possibilities for strengthening the concept of
community education when linked with the elements established
for use in the five-year state plans?

Community education programs exhibit action in working with and

through the people in the local arena. This action cannot happen at

the next level, the state level, withéut an understanding of what is

going on in the local community education programs.
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The state may build capacity through legislative action and
access to funding by mediation for local community education programs,
by providing assistance in training, by providing opportunity for
networking and showcasing programs, and through other activities which
may enhance support and identity. A model state plan which calls for
assessment under the umbrella of the five elements may bring about
standard; and continuity in éoncept, and it may lay the groundwork for
building'a systematic theoretical base which is called for by Wear and

Cook (1986).
Significance of the Study

Articulation and understanding of the concept of community
education varies from the programmatic to the processing of ideas and
information. It is necessary to rethink the éoncept within the
context of changing dempgraphics and the special needs of each
community (Lindnerpv1986).

Not all communities haQe the same problems, but with the use of
the community education methodology in identifying need, community
problems do get addressed at the local level by community
representatives who are involved in the problems. Census data show
that minorities are poorer, less educated, and have higher
unemployment rates than whites. Faﬁily structure is changing.
Communities are dealing with a higher rate of transiency. With more
than half of all families having two wage-earners, projections are
that by 1990, two-thir§s of all families and, by 1995, three-foﬁrths
of all families will have two wage-earners. However, it is important

to note that in 1955, 60 percent of the nation's households had a
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mother, a father, and two or more school-aged children. Now, this is
approximately 11 percent. Family structure has changed to the extent
that married couples with children have become the exception (Wilhoit,
1988).

The community education concept, 'which is inclusive of current
issues, means that curfent issues will be identified as needs and will
be included in problem-solving process by community representatives.
However, 'unless there is a)cleér picture of what_is expected of
community education programs and of what practitioners are about, the
process of addressing current community and educational issues may be
jeopardized. The following statements note further significance:

1. A planning model will assist in articulating the elements of
leadership, networking, legislation and funding, training and
technical assistance, and community identity and support as they
relate to program:aﬁd process of community education.

2. Linkages can be formed among the local, state, and national
organizations. |

3. Reporting information on programs will lay the grdundwprk for
research and the development of a knowledge base for community :
education.

4. COngistency in reporting procedures will give local
practitioners a process for evaluating which can assist in renewal.

5. Reporting from the states to the national level will give
some measure of what is actually goiné on inrthe field; this
information can be used to encourage beginﬁers; to celebrate

successes, to assist in evaluations, to assist in training and
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technical assistance, and to note the development of trends.

6. Praxis (theory unified with action) can occur.

7. Choices which may not have been known to local entities can
be made available to them as a result of state level capacity

building.
Assumptions and Limitations of the Study

The basic assumption of this‘stﬁdy was that a model for planning
which articulated and encouraéed the elements of leadership,
networking, legislaéion and funding;.training and technical
assistance, and community educ;tion idéhti;y and suppo?t would assist
local community education programs. However, it was assumed that the
elements would not be uséd at the local level without a connection to
what was already going on in the local arena: the elements must be
attached to the program an§ process of community education.

Developing the linkages‘to state and national‘organizations may
be a byproduct of the effort £o involve local practitioners in the use
of the elements as they\relaté to tkeir programs and process.

However, it cannot be aséumeq‘that because local programs become
strong states become st;ong and that national connections will also
become strong. Finding a means to develop program consistency may
provide validation of state and local o?gahizations~so that they can
be strengthened and encourage@. Development of reporting processes
which will assist in buiiding ; knowledge base for community education
may occur as a result of this study:‘data collected from locales may
assist in state planning, and data collécted from states may assist in

national planning.
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The limitation of the study is that there was restrictéd—entry to
the social situations in other locales other than in USD 260. To
obtain focused-observations from other community education programs,
the researcher had to rely on the observations done by program
coordinators in other towns in Kansas where commﬁnity education
programs exist. To gain the trust and confidence necessary to
focusing on how things are done in other locales would have required
being a éart of the commq;ity and wofking side by side with the
participants on a daily basis.

Further, a planning model which comes from outside the community
would be an impérsonal tool. It is possible that local, state and
national practitioners would have difficulty with accepting the
process. The iinkxwith the state to local programs in consistent
reporting procedures ;s weak to non-existent at this point. The sense
of community presently consists of parochial settings and does not
include a broadechoncept of cbmmunity which would include other

locales adjacent to and contiguous across miles of a state or the

nation (Schoeny, 1989).
Definition of Térms

The following terms have been define§ based on wide and
varied reédiﬁgs and experiences in the field of community education.
Information was gathéred from several different sources, csnsideréd,
and included based on the meanings needed for this study.
LCOmmunitz: A cémmunity is a group:
- in which membership is valued as an end in itself,

not merely as a means to other ends;
- that concerns itself with many and significant
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aspects of the lives of members;

- that allows competing factions;

- whose members share commitment to common purpose and
to procedures for handling conflict within the
group;

- whose members share responsibility for the actions
of the group;

~ whose members have enduring and extensive personal
contact with each other (Decker, 1972, p. 10).

Community Eduéation: This term denotes an educational system in
which all the people in a geographical setting have the privileges of
common owﬁerghip and participation. It stresses the identification of
community needs, the utilization of ail available resources, and the
sharing of—power in the process of educational decision making. It
recognizes the importance of 1earﬁing as a lifelong endeavor and
encourages ful} access to educational, social, economic, recreational,
and cultural services for all members of the community.

Domain: This,tqrm is an ethnographical term which denotes a
range or realm of personal knowledge and responsibility in which there
is ownership (Stein, 1966).l‘A domain may be a range of program areas
which can be analyzed. Each program area or domain may have the
possibility of many components. Components may be analyzed through
focused observation (Spr;dléy, 1980).

Focused Observation: This termindlogy includes a study of

stages, kinds, reasons, ways, parts, causes, results, actions,
functions, means-ends, and sequences through which to get a better
understanding of tﬁe compqnent or problem area (Spradley, 1980).
Model: This term provides a vision, a design, a representation,
or a plan which demonstrates a standafd‘and the process for attainment
of objectives. It can be used to recognize, to guide, to encourage,

to imitate, and to provide parameters so that criteria might be



18

developed for data collection, measurement, and evaluation.

Planning: This term means brainstorming, devising, arranging,
preparing, plotting, shaping, scheming, considering, designing, laying
down guidelines, developing a (master) plan, thinking of, looking
into, masterminding, and outlining..

Pfogram: Program is a plan or schedule to be followed (Stein,
1966). This term identifies the effort in community education to
provide courses, events, and activities of an educational nature for
all age groups and using school and community facilities. Program is
the most visible means of the community education concept (Horyna,
1979). |

Process: This term addresses how to activate all the educative
forces within the community: it encourages patron involvement at all
levels; it emphasizes cooperative rather competitive efforts; and,it
stimulates the maximum uée of all human, technical, and physical
resources. It points out the.neeq for and value of coordination; and,

it underscores the importance of programming (Horyna, 1979).

3

Summary

The purpose of Chapter I was to develop the need for the study.
It includes the statement of the problem, the research questions, the
significénce of the study, and the definitions of terms. The ultimate

goal was to develop a planning model for capacity building.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

The research literaﬁure available in the area of the concepts of
community education and building a planning model appeared to be
limited to models related to components of local community education
programs. This chapter will provide notes on the literature available
from previous research in model building and planning. Tﬁe
literature search concentrated on understanding the strengths in
community education as they are related to social change, and
motivation; a prescriptive process for the development of councils,
what they do in view of program and process in the locales; future
directions and how state plans were developed, how legislation is
obtained for capacity building; and, useful models for conveying

information.
Understanding Community Education

The concept of community education which has won wide acceptance
is the one in which community gchools are open the entire year,
eighteen hours.a day‘and one in which all ages gather to learn, to
enjoy themselves and to be involved in community problem-solving

efforts. It is one which develops vital relationships,
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interdependence, fundamental linkages with homes, schools, and
community groups. It is one in which tax dollars funds are used more
effectively and duplication of services is limited (Shoop, 1975).

Opening schools to the tax payers is basic to the concept of
community education and is basic to the model for community education
(Shoop, 1975). This model showed benefits to the community, the
following one shows broader benefits to the gchools as well as to
communities.

In. Resources for Schools, the benefits of community education

are noted. Cost effectiveness of programs, maximum utilization of
schools, development of ; sense of community, promotion of community
participation and,involvemént, focus on ‘special and basic needs of the
total community, coofdination of éducational and human services,
identification of, gnd access to, community resources, establishment
of the community as a learning environment, preparation for a changing
society, support for existiné.educational programs and personnel are
benefits (Astrein, Gianfortoni and Mépdell, 1979).

This handbook includes important things to know and to -do in the
development of a communitf education'program. The authors identified
the most.import;nt factors that appear to provide the greatesﬁ
possibility for success. They acknowledge that working with a
community is not easy; however, they validate ‘the heuristic
methodology and the serendipity of community education.

'They quote Seymour Sarason from his recent book Human Services
and Resource Networks, when he asks, "How do we bring people together
so that by exchanging, they are generating new energies,

possibilities, and capabilities?" In answer to this question, the
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suggestion is to confront the fact that resources are and will be
limited, and that the examination of the relationships between
problems and solutions is necessary, and that the free exchange of
resources can be beneficial mutually. This is the foundation of
community education and is a gobd concept for the development of any

educational program (Astrein, Gianfortoni and Mandell, 1979).
Understanding Social Change

Trujillo and Rogers (1980), talk about diffusion and innovation
in "Process: The Community Education Game Director's Manual." The
process of social change consists of three sequential steps:
invention (new ideas are created), diffusion (new ideas are
communicated to members of the social system), and consequences
(changes that occur within the social system as a result of the
adoption or rejection of the innovation).

There are four stages in the innovation process which are
comprised of knowledge, persuasion, decision, and confirmation.
Volunteers working in community education are identified as to whether
or not they adopt innovations and to what degree. There are some
characteristics of the innovations which affect the rate of adoption:
relative advantage, compatibility, complexity, trialability,
observability.

Suggestions were given for accelerating diffusion: develop and
select innovations that have a clear-cut’relative advantage, test the
effectiveness of innovations under operational conditions before
adopting them on a wide scale, and establish an organization to

facilitate change and self-renewal in the social structure. This
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concept may be helpful in the process of determining how to implement
the work of council development which is a basic ingredient to the

work of community education.
Understanding Motivation

Types of strategies for planning éhange incorporate thev
empirical—rational=stfategy: ;he fundamental assumption that men are
rational; that they will folléw their rational self-interests once
they are revealed to them;(and that they will adopt proposed change if
it can be rat;onally justified and that gain will be made if the plan
for change is .implemented. Another set qf strategies are called
normative—re-educa?ive. These strategies build upon assumptions about
human motivation different from those underlying the first. It would
be assumed that old patterns would be changed: attitudes, values,
skills, and significant relationships - not just changes in knowledge,
information, or inteilectual rationales for action and practice. The
last group of strategies would include an application of power in some
form: persopal, political, economic, moral, legal, entrenchment,
coercion, non-violent (civ;lly dis&bedient) (Bennis, Benne, Chin and
Corey, 1976).

The understandiqg that people will adopt proposed‘changes if they
perceive that they are involved and that théy will benefit is basic to
the concept of community education; that concept is also basic to this

project.
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Development of Councils

CEGA 1*(Community Education Goals Ascertainment, A Model for

Community Involvement, is a model for selecting representatives from

communities for advisory councils. It includes management procedures,
the ranking of educational goals, and the determination of school
district needs. It is agother model designed to develop a concept
basic to epmmunity educ;tion process. It is focused on the
development of the council or committeé selection and includes the
rationale of community involvement in goals determination. It
suggests the use of materials and instruction needed to develop
community education goals (DelLargy, .1974).

DeLargy laid out the methodology for selecting volunteers or
representatives, for ranking goals, for establishing quantitative and
qualitative goals, deveioping Program objectives and designs, and
evaluations. This model is widely accepted and used as a means for
development of local community education work, especially as it is
related to the public séhool setting.

It provides resources for a solid base for community interaction
and input. It is consistent with the basic community education
concept for working with and through community people to identify
needs, to research élférnativés, to fédefine community problems, and
to take the necessary action to solve community issueé:. Evaluation
is an important part of this model. BAgain, this concept is applicable
at the local level anywhere there is community education. It is also
consistent with the theorétical and discrete process of community

education.
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Financial Planning

A traditional model for financing community education is measured
against an alternative model for community education finance in a
booklet written by knight (1974). He is concerned that the community
educator become knowledgeable in the area of financing the programs.

Module 1 is an effort which deals with a comparison of the
traditional model and a propbsed theoretical model for financing
community education. It shows how the community education philosophy
can be translated into goals and objectives fbrlidentifying the needs
and resources to meet requirements; ;It‘shows how goals and objectives
are matched with community needs and resources to identify further
resources.

Module 2 is a process of identifying funding sources. Knight
provides information from direct ahd indirect sources, and then, he
provides a matrix from wﬁich sources might be made available.

In Module 3, Knight gives information on budgeting: steps in
budgeting for community educétion, agticipating expenditures, where
the revenues comes frém; budget ﬁarratives, and on ‘space and
utilities. He provides a budgetrééhédule which shows how to monitor
quarterly totals. He gives a hypothetical budget which has\been
divided- into five elements which could be used by large'qomprehensive
urSan community education programs (sample ;): administrative
personnel, support personnel, instruction, business aﬁd industry,
government, tuition and fees, operations, publicity, capital outlay,

community service, evaluation.
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Sample 2, which is designed for a suburban program and funded
entirely by city and school district grants contains personnel, non-
personnel, and revenues. Sample 3, which is a partial budget from a
large rural community education program has one element: expenditures.
Administration costs, recreation, leisure time, adult education, and
community service costs are included. 1In sample 4, he gives a partial
budget from a small rural leisu?e—time prograh entirely supported by
tuition and donations and using g volunteer coordinator:

Knight's booklet is a model for financing and budgeting any size
community education program. The matrix for finding funding sources
is a tool which can be used in the search for alternative funding
sources which is one of the elements called for in the new five-year
plans. Laying éhe groundwork for the pursuit of legislation may

require better local ménagement of acquiring and accounting for funds.
. Planning Principles

Burbach and Decké? (1977; 6utline several principles for
educational planning which have emerged from the literature. Planning
involves deliberate designed action to attain specific goals and
objectives; it involves a systems approach; it requires wide
participation; it has a spirit of openness where there is
collaboration and cooperation; it includes uncert%inty éndﬁambiguity;
it involves functioning with new perspective; it must be humanistic
rather than mechanistic.' All of its affects and relationships are
related to the personal or human elements in organizations.

Decker (1989) reférs to the agreement upon a set of principles

which emerged from the most recent effort to develop five-year state
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plans. Horyna of the Utah State Office of Educaiion chaired the
subcommittee of the National Coalition of Community Education Leaders
when these’principles were developed. The committee agreed that
community education is based on the following principles:

Self Determination: Local people are in the best position
to determine their community needs and wants. Parents, as
children's first and most important teachers, have a right
and a responsibility to be involved in their children's’
education. ’

Self Help: People are best served when their

capacity to help themselves is encouraged and enhanced.
When people assume ever-increasing responsibility for
their own well-being, they build local leadership. and
independence, rather than dependence.

Leadership Development: The identification, development,
and use of the leadership capacities of local citizens is
a prerequisite to ongoing self-help and bommunity improvement
efforts. 1 ‘

Localization: Those services, programs, events, and

other community involvement opportunities that are brought
closest to where people live have the greatest potential for
a high level of public participation. Whenever possible,
these activities should be decentralized to locations of
easy public access.

Integrated Delivery of Services: Organizations and
agencies that operate for the public good can use their
limited resources, meet their own goals, and better
serve the public by establishing close working
relationships with other organizations and agencies
with related purposes.

Maximum Use of Resources: The physical, financial, and
human resources of every community should be ,
interconnected and used to their fullest if the diverse
needs and interests of communities are to be met. -

Inclusiveness: The segregation or isolation of people-
by age, income, sex, race, ethnicity, religion, or
other factors inhibits the full development of the
community. To the greatest possible extent, community
programs, activities, and services should involve a
broad cross section of community residents.
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Responsiveness: All public institutions have been

created to serve people and have a responsibility to

develop programs and services that respond to the

continually changing needs and interests of their

constituents. .

Lifelong Learning: Because people continue to learn

from birth until death in order to cope with new and

changing conditions, formal and informal learning

opportunities should be provided throughout their lives

in a wide variety of community settings (Decker, 1989,

pp 15-17). ‘

These principles are an update of the principles which were
established by Burbach and Decker in 1977. They are useful for local

volunteers and practitioners as programs are analysed and developed.
Planning Programmatically

Minzey (1979), concerned tha£ community education might seem to
be idealized and held suspect, focused on what he perceived to be the
basic and undergirding éopponents<of community education:

I. K-12
II. U;e of Facilities
III. Activities for School Age Children and Youth
IV. Activities for Adults
V. Delivery and Coordination of Community Services
VI. Community Involvement (Minzey, 1954, p. 10).
Miniey expanded the concept of each of the components‘by noting that
each componéni mus£ be made up of several elements. "The ultimate
goal is to achieve the tota{ concept by maximum development of all of
the components" (Minzey, 1974, p. 10).
Planning for community education development is a process that

requires a collective effort by numerous groups and individuals, each
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having a potential stake in the implementation of a successful
program (Burbach and Decker, 1977). Community education thrusts
include increased use of facilities, programs and services for all age
groups, coordinated planning with other agencies, community
involvemenﬁ, integrating community education with the K-12 program,
and increased school—community relations. Burbach and Decker (1977)
talked about these six combonents using dif?erent language than in the
development of the six components which are the major umbrellas under
which most community éduc;tion programs fall as in the Minzey
perception. In his most recent publication Community Education:
Building Learning Communities (1990), Decker gave us six other
components that may articulate the language changes necessary for
current interpretation of viable coméonents for consideration in model
building. The compénents he called for follow:

- Diverse Educatiéqal Services

- Broad use of Community Resources

- Citizen Involvemeﬁt

- Community Improvement o0

- Social/Human SerQicés

- Interagency COOperation/PuBlic-Private Partnershiés

The components mentioned are components which are basic to the
u;e of schools as community centers. Decker mentioned tgat in the
growing spending dur;ng the 1960s 'and 1970s that some of the
responsibility for meetiné educ;tional needs was shifted to federal
and state governments. This creatgd an unfortunate byproduct in
decreased local effort to solve community problems. School problems

have become more complex with mandated programs: the demands for early
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childhood programs, extended-day services for school-age children,
teen pregnancy, and with large numbers of immigrants with limited or
no English, languaée skills development. Community problems deal with
long-term unemployment, decreased earning power, school failure,'
illiteracy, crime, homelessness, environmental pollution,

substance abuse, vandalism, and other social issues such as

AIDS.
Models for Evaluations

Three different models for evaluations were studied in an effort
to understand the nature of evaluation models and how they are
articulatea as models. The first model is Provus' Discrepancy
Evaluation Modél: Mullarney (1974), talked about a practice which is
virtually ignored in community education: evaluation. It is needed to
assess effectivene;s and progress of community education councils. The

‘discussion centered around "Provusi Discrepéncy Evaluation Model"
which includes judgménts made by authorities, program staff, those
affected by the programs, comparisons of program outcomes
(actual/expected), ﬁnd comparison of an executed program with its
design. It incorporates continual analysis of the discrepancies
between the standard of the desired performance and the actual
performance.

The discrepancy model has five stages of evaluation including
design, installation, process,‘proddct,yand cost. Changes-can be made
at any point in the development of the program. ‘This process is
formative in concept but it includes standards by which programs are

designed. Design is accomplished with and through volunteer and
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program staff analysis and synthesis of information and is a key to
the creation of a sound theoretical model (Mullarney,‘l974).

The second community education evaluation model studied is a
comprehensive and éystematic approach to establishing éiternatives for
program a;alysis{ behavioral Er;téfion(for making judgments about
programs;Aand\a model for designiné the evaluatioﬁs. fhe concept of
program is called the "universe of populati9n" which includes clients,
staff, administratibn. The cqncept of envirdnmenf includes intents,
methods, and resources. ‘The concept bf_behaviort;nciudes behavior,
performance ;nd'opiﬁion. Using thése éhree éoncepts, ;ewin has”
developed nine‘subgniverses which gmerée as a result of the
interaction of ‘the elements. Questions concerning behavior witﬁin the
subuniverses contain criterion by which tge evaluations are
accumulated (Lewiﬂ, 1951).

The last eva}uation:mpdel considered in th;s st;dy was designed
to provide comparison analysis as well as evaluaéion: Guide for'
Measuring COmmﬁnity School De%elopment. The Cémmunity School
Developme;t Index (CspI, Hops£ock, Fleischman, l984i is composed of a
questionnaire and a scoring table‘which records CSDI norms. The eight
areas normed for use in the index is included. It has been used to
assess the development levels of community education programs in
relation to others throughout the country.

It records national and subg#oup,norms on the CSDI. It takes
about twenty minutes to complete the form. Comparison of community
education developﬁent levels,in eighf commusity education areas can be
made with national norms. Such comparisons may suggest areas of

program strength as well as areas where future focus may be applied in
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an effort to reinforce or to develop programs.

The eight community education areas which were normed are as
follows: extent of programming; number of hours facilities are used;
number of professional hogrs devoted to coordination; presence and
activities of a Community Education’Cogncil; number of program
volunteers; extent of interagency coordination; extent of needs
assessments, resource assessments, and evaluation activities; and,
extent of board of education support.

The CSQI calls for detailed ipforﬁatidn from a broad conceptual
view of the local program. It may not provide the more focused

assessment at the objectives level for capacity building.
Model for Future Directions

In an attempt to ;ook for future directions in community
education, The Research Triangle‘Institute put out a summary report on
"National Assessment of Community Education." It was concerned with
the variety of services qffered, ‘the functioning of the centers, the
nature of programs, the extent of the degree programs.and the training
chain, and other program ele&énté. It was done in 1977 and was used to
gather data which could be used in making programmatic decisions
concerning the continued involvement of the Mott Foundation in
providing community education suppért and direction.

With a broad spectrum of purposes outlined, the study included a
large number of populations to obtain a comprehensive set of specific
outcomes or products. This paper outlines the précedures used, the
instruments used, the response returns, the analytic process used, and

the findings. Fifteen complex and lengthy products were derived.
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Products which emerged were a Directory of Centers, Description of
Center Programs, Center and NCCE Degree Programs, Former NCCE Faculty
Status and Reactions, LEA Directory, Descriptions of Mott LEA
Programs, National Estimate of CE Frequency and Program Comparison,
Evaluation of Degree Training Program, Evaluation of Center Services,
Evaluation of Short-term.Trainiﬁg, Resume File for Degree Students,
Future Direction, ;nd~SupplemgﬁﬁalvMarketing‘Information. 'These data
were collected for the purpose of making programmatic decisions; yet,
it stands as a resource for historical purposes and for planning for
the future.

Concerned with further.deveiopment in the states, in 1985, the
Mott Foundatién appointed the Community Education Endowment Planning
Task Force, with Weaver as Chairman, to identify the functions
critical for projec;ing the field of community education into the
future. After two years of study, the task force provided elements
essential to the planning necessary for the development of the state
plans.

The National Community Education Association has promoted the
development of state plans'in}the past along with the funding of
community education in egch state through university systéms by the
Mott Foundation. 1In 1985, 26 sta;es had state plans, 29’states had
state school boa#d‘resolutions supporéing community education, 23
states had legislation supporting‘it, 49 states had at least one
designated community edubatiéﬁ person in the state department of
education, 20 prééided some type of state fhn&ing for community
education, 23 states had state community education advisory éouncils,

and there was a 50 state network of community education development
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centers. Now in 1990, 46 states and the District of Columbia have

five-year state plans.
Legislative Strategy

In Community Education: A Guide for State Initiatives which was
made possible by a grant from the Mott Foundation to the Council of
Chief State School Officers, a provision is made for strategy which
has worked in states such as Minnesota in the movement to get state
legislation for funding community education. This booklet gives the
rationale for the development of community education, what constitutes
good community.education legislation, important preconditions, the
formulation of a state plan with steps which must be included, and
characteristics and elements of effective legislation. While it is a
tool for use at the state level, it is also a tool for -local
practitioners to have for use at the local level. It is apparent from
the research done by the national effort to develop five year plans
that the need for legislation and funding is everyone's job. Unless
the grassroots people are involved with state effort, the necessary
networking is not completed.

The state plan should also demonstrate how states

can use their resources to strengthen community

education's scope and effectiveness. It should

endorse coalition-building techniques that include

a wide range of participants in the community

education planning process. In addition

it should encourage and coordinate networking

at the national, 'state, and local levels. It

should examine related state education agency (SEA)

model programs to establish funding precedents

for community education. Finally, it should analyze

and compare the strategies of states that have
successfully passed community education legislation.
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In the 19908, there must be a goal for our

educational system: every public school a com-

munity school, and every citizen a student. At

whatever age or level of development and regardless of

educational or cultural background, anyone who seeks

education as a means to personal improvement and

community empowerment must find the doors open.

Education's race against catastrophe can be won: the

shared enterprise of education invests all citizens

with a responsibility for, and commitment to, the

well-being of all members of the community, their

education, their working lives and their future.

Community education has been around, succeeding

quietly, for a very long time. Now it must grow to

realize its full potential (Schoeny, 1989, pp. 10-11).

The proces toward the pursuit of legislative action to obtain
funds for capacity building is necessary to the life of community
education in the future. This model provides a usable process which

was considered in this project.
Model for State Planning

"The Community Education)sta£e Planning Guide" (Dedong, 1987),
has beep used for gaining input; developing strategieé, gaining
ownership and political support. ‘It has ten steps which show the
development of the prqceés to write a\state plan Qsing input taken
from state level and grass roots level people using needs assessment
tools for identification of programs and services and resources.

Because states differ considerably in their political climates,
bureaucratic effec£iveness, and current programs relaﬁed to community
education, each state's planning committee~would decide the best
process for developing their state plan. D;Jong developed this
'comprehensive plan 'in six phages which provide for initiation of the
planning process, information collection, conference planning,

preparation for the conferences, conferencing, and the follow up
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activities. It is detailed to the point of ascribing blocks of
allotted time in minutes to the extremely controlled meetings.
Training facilitators is one of the components of the plan. DeJong's
plan for getting the work done could be helpful for procedural control
of meetings concerned with deve;qping objectivés in any model
developmeﬁt. This strategic plaﬁ was a tool which was developed for
use by anfone who will work toward a public funding base for
community education. It may be a useful process in thg dissemination
of new procedural information to community education practitioners in
training and technical assistance.

Community education is constantly involved in planning change.
"One thing that is new is the pr§§élence of newness, the changing
scale and scope of change itself,‘so that the world alters as we walk
in it. . ." (Bennié, Benhé, Chin ‘and Corey, 1976, p. 16). Working
with people is an integral part of what community education is all

about. Strategic planning is nedessary.
Model in Library Usage

In the search for ideal models for use in this project, the
following model gave a simpleAand usable approach that may offer some
acceptable ideas of what is needed in the development of a planning
model for‘community_eduqation; It was developed for any size library
program with the intent of service as the basic ingredient which would
drive its use. The American Librarf Association Reference and Adult
Services Division Interlibrary Loan Committee has developed
"International Lending Principles and Guideliﬁeg"'(1978), and the

"Interlibrary Loan Codes" (1980), which contains Model and National
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Interlibrary Loan Codes, Model Interlibrary Loan Codes for Regional,
State, Local, or Other Special Groups of Libraries, National
Interlibrary Loan Code, 1980, and International Lending: Principles
and Guidelines for Procedure 1978 and 1980.

The library model was intended to provide guidelines for any
group of lib;aries interested in de;eloping an interlibrary loan code
to meet special needs. The Model Code, while complementing‘;he
"National Interlibrary Loan Code, l980,"ailows libraries more
flexibility and creativity in sé£isfying interlibrary loan needs
in a specific situation. The Modél Code provides a ffamework for
cooperation and has few restrict;ods which createé a better field for
networking and an excellent resoﬁfce for the exchange of m;terials for
the development of a high level 6f service to a growing'clientele of
users.

The library @odel‘s;retchesiparochial systems beyond their limits
to include local,kqﬁaté% and regional jurisdictions. Afte; those
resources are exhausted; ;ther co&es are implemengea to further
~stretch the resource ;qcess.f The(model contains comprehensive
guidelines for provid@ng generous services to others with due
consideration to the ihterests\df its priﬁary clieﬁ;ele.

The significance of this model lies in its versatility and
adaptability as well as in its simplicity. There islgo‘doﬁbﬁlés to
how it works nor to its intent. This model provides a simple and
direct rationale for usé‘in the devgloément of a blanning model for

capacity building.
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Summary

The literature reviewed in this chapter was a search for
resources which might be helpful in developing a planning model.
There were program or action related models and plans which were
helpful to the extent that they gave understanding of where the focus
of writers in the field has been, and assistance with the
understandiné of how the programs in community education have evolved

and are still evolving.



CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter was to present}the methods and
procedures which were used in this study. The chapter will include
the study of ;he population and the.procedures used in gathering
information concerning the use of glemeﬁtg prescribed by the Community
Education State'Planning Project:Committee. vThe study of the
population includes a description of the process used in understanding
whether six componen;s (Minzey, 1974) were in the terminology of the
plans and whether they\were connépted to the elements. The use of

feedback loops as a means of building consensus are described.
Population

The population considered in this study were the 47 state plans
(46 states and the bistrict of Columbia) which were the result of a
call to develop realistic fivé-yeaf state plans for further growth and
development by the Commdnity Education State Planning‘Project
Committee chaired by Decker. The states responded with either up-
dated plans or new ones. An analysis of tﬁe plans revealed the extent
to which the states implemented the éiements (leadership, networking,

legislation and funding, training and technical assistance, and
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community identity and support) which was a requirement set out by the
Community Education State Planning Project Committee. fhis analysis
was done by that national committee (See Table I). The chart reflects
the averaged rating of a four-member committee. Each committee member
read all the state plans and independently rated the presences

of the five indicators in each plan, uéing a 3-point scale. The
proceduré used by this researchef was fo také the outcomes from the
analysis‘above for éach of the states and averaged the numbers
ascribed to each ofythe element categories to find a‘&ean score for
each state. This served to devise a cohceptual view of the results.
The need was to understand whether Fhe elements 'were widely used in
the development of the plans. At that point there was no need to know
the identity of the states which did of did not fully comply.

Table II, indicaéééithe mean scores of each of the states. There
were 46 out of the 50 states that responded to the call for the
development of five-year state plans (the District of Columbia
responded, also). As noted above, this researcher averaged the
gscores assigned to the elemenfs by the four member committee (see
Table I) to constructla1simple ovgrall ranking for the usage of all
five of the elements (see Table II). The average ascribed to the each
of the states was considered to be a raw mean score on Table II.

Table II proyidesia view of the findings by this‘researcher. " The
maximum score which cogld be ascribed was three points for any of the
five elements according to the study done by Decker and his committee
and as noted in Table I. Achieving a maximum score of three (3) for
each of the five a;eas would result in a maximum cumulative score of

15 or an average score of three (3). 8Six out of the 50 states, or
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TABLE I

STATE BY STATE INDICATOR CHART

(2) (3) (4) (5)

(1)

State

2.75
2.75
2.75
*kkk

.
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2.75
2.75

ALABAMA
ALASKA

2.25
*k Kk k

2.5

* Kk k*k

ARIZONA
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% k% Kk

ARKANSAS
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2.75
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2.25

1.75
2.25
kKK

2.25 .

1.75

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO
CONNECTICUT

DELAWARE

. kkkk * k% *k

Kk kK
2.25

DIST OF COLUMBIA 2.5

FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWAII
IDAHO

. 2.25

2.75

2.75

3.0

. 2.75 2.25

2.75
2.75

ILLINOIS . .

INDIANA
IOWA

.

1.75 .

2.25

KANSAS

KENTUCKY

LOUISIANA
MAINE

2.75
2.75

MARYLAND

.

1.0
3.0

MASSACHUSETTS

MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA

3.0

3.0

MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA

2.75

2.75
2.25

.

12 .
1.75

2.5

.

1.75
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2.5
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2

2.75

2.25

1.5
3.0

NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA

OHIO

2.75 2.75 2.25
2.75 2.75

2.75
2.75

OKLAHOMA
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2.75
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3.0

2.5
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3.0
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1.125
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State (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
TEXAS 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
UTAH 2.75 2.25 2.75 2.0 2.75
VERMONT 2.25 2.5 1.75 2.0 2.0
VIRGINIA 2.75 2.75 2.0 3.0 3.0
WASHINGTON 2.5 3.0 3.0 2.0 2.25
WEST VIRGINIA 2.75 2.75 2.75 2.25 3.0
WISCONSIN 2.5 3.0 1.75 2.25 3.0
WYOMING 2.5 2.25 1.75 2.25 3.0

KEY: 3 = Indicator (element) is mentioned in the

state pian with substance and direction for
implementation activities.
2 = Indicator is mentioned in the state plan.
1 = Indicator is not mentioned in the
state plan.
in the state plan could mean (a) that indicator is
already present -in the state and does not need to be
developed; or (b) that indicator is not a priority.)

(Decker,

1989)

(Note: Absence of indicator



STATE MEAN SCORES OF THE FIVE ELEMENTS

State Mean State Mean
Hawaii 3.00 Arizona 2.50
Kentucky 3.00 Maine 2.50

* Michigan 3.00 Pennsylvania 2.50
Minnesota 3.00 Utah 2.50
North Dakota 3.00 Wisconsin 2.50
Texas 3.00 Massachusetts 2.45
Florida 2.95 New York 2.45
Mississippi 2.95 Wyoming 2.40
South Carolina 2.95 New Hampshire 2.35
Alaska 2.90 New Mexico 2.35
Georgia 2.90 Idaho 2.30
Louisiana’ 2.90 Montana . 2.25
Alabama 2.85 Vermont 2.10
Illinois 2.85 Kansas 2.00
Indiana, 2.85 Iowa 1.90
Missouri 2.85 Nebraska 1.85
Oregon 2.85 Tennessee 1.85
Oklahoma . 2.75 California 1.75
South Dakota 2.75 Nevada 1.50
Virginia 2.70 North Carolina 1.50
West Virginia 2.70 Arkansas 0.00
Coloradoc 2.65 Delaware 0.00
Ohio 2.65 New Jersey 0.00
Washington, DC 2.60 Rhode Island 0.00
Maryland 2.55

- Washington 2.55

42
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12 percent, were given the full value for use of the elements and
received a raw mean score of three: Hawaii, Kentucky, Michigan,
Minnesota, North Dakota, and Texas were in full compliance.
States not submitting state plans were Arkansas, Connecticut, New
Jersey, and Rhode Island; these states are repo?ted in Table II.
as having 0.0 mean scores..

The study of the plans included a search for the terminology used
by Minzey (1974) which yould indica£e the use of the six program
components by the state planners. The program domains (under which
program coméonents fall); are K-12, Use of Facilities, Activities for
School Age Children and Youth, Activities for Adults, Delivery and
Coordination oflCOmmunity Services, and Community Involvement. If the
language in the plans was c§nsistent with the language in the
components, the prééence of the language was noted in that component

category with a mark of one (1). Please note the examples:

State K-12 Facil.. Enrich- Adult Com. Com.

’ Use ment Invol. Devel. '
Alabama 1 1 1 1 1 1
Alaska 1 1 1 1 1 1
Arizona 1 1 1 1 1 1
California 1 1 1 1 1 1
Colorado 1 1 1 1 1 1

If the language noting a particular component was absent from the
plgn, no‘marks were given for tﬁat cohponent; Noting the abéence of
the terminology does not indicate a criticism of the plan. The
absence of the terminoloéy mé§ indicate that the articulation of
programs may be done by another agency or council such as an advisory
board which was not involved with the state agency reéponsible for

developing the plan as the plan was being developed.

L
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For the purpose of this study, information which came from the
study of the plans was very important. A thorough reading of all of
the plans was accomplished. However, practice in community education
was not easily discernable with just the reading of the plans. There
was a need to know whether the program domains or components of
programs were tied to the elements. Bgeause the information was not
specific&lly articulated did not mean the state plans did not include
the combiﬁation of the elements and program domains. It became
necessary to talk with experts at the local, staﬁe, and national

levels.
Feedback Loops

Feedback lsops were used to obtain information from people who
are considered to bé community education experts at local, at state,
or at national levels. Interviews and conversations were conducted as
the planning model was being. constructed. The first contact with
Decker, Thompson, Weaver; and Wilhoit was done via the CENET (a
community education computer linkage from the University of Virginia
with other centers for communi;y eddcation) at Oklahoma. State
University and by telephone in July 1989. This contact consisted of
alerting these four panelists to the fact that the research was to be
conductgd on the state plans. It was at that éime that Thompson made
all the literatﬁre on the committee meetings (which he had attended as
an NCEA Board member) available for £his project. It was at this
time, also, that Decker sent a complete package of all the state

plans in his possession for use in this project.
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The next two months were used for reading the plans and
researching the literature to find possibilities of recording
community education program information in a productive system
which might be accepted by practitioners. Discussions with the
Kansas Community Education Association Board of Directors and
volunteers in the USD 260 centered around their understanding of
the Kansas State Plan (five-year) and their understanding of the
meaning of the elements which were basic to the plans.

The work with ihe local volunteers in the three advisory
councils in the Derby USD 260 consisted of interaction with the
volunteers in the regular program and process work in which they
are normally engaged. As program decisions and objectives were
developed the volunteers were trained on the use of the new action
plans prescribed by the Board of Education in USD 260. (These
action plans were not a part of this study, but they were
peripheral and pointed up the fact that constructive planning can
be done by community education councils using a structured format
into which their ideas and concerns can flow.) The volunteers made
suggestions which were recorded for later consideration. 1In late
October the matrix of the five elements and the possibility of
using the six program domains emerged as a tentative model for
planning.

In November, 1989, the National Community Education Association
met in Seattle, Washington. It was there that the face-to-face
interviews and one-on-one discussions were conducted with the national
level experts. Meetings were set for approximately 30 minutes with

each of them individually. Each were shown the tentative model
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and were engaged in a discussion about the possibility of a planning
model. Each were asked the same questions:

1. Would a model state plan assist in the development of
a consistent approach to planning in community education across the
nation?

2. Are you familiar with the state plans?

3. Are you familiar with the elements of leadership, networking,
legislation and funding, training 'and technical assistance, and
community identity and support which were required
in these plans? )

4. Are the domains selected, (Minzey, 1974) the domains which are
most used in community educatién? Are there others?

5. Are the domains (components) constricting? Can the be
combined? Can they be broadened? (This question continued to be
a topic of conversation throughout the study.)

6. Do you think that tbere would be need to expand the
program areas to include other program development?

7. Do you think that the six areas are too broad?

8. Do you think that the state plans exhibit a diverse
approach to planning?

9. Do you feel that community education programs operate
as if they are isolated and unaffected by outsi@e influences?

10. 1Is there sufficient commonality in the exis;ing plgns from
which a model might be developed?

1l1. Would.you consider it important, in K view of reporting
programs to a state, regional, or national inqui;y, to develop

consistent objectives under each of the thirty segments of the
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resulting taxonomy on the matrix, eventually?

It was after the Seattle meeting that thé‘second stage\of the
matrix with program components and elements developed. There seemed
to be consensus at the national level that the six components could be
meshed with the elements which were required in the five-year state
plans. -

Diséussions cont;nued at the local and state level in Kansas as
to how ége meshing of the elements and the'program components might be
helpful ih program planning, assessments, énalysis of program,
development, evalqations, etc. These discussions were held iﬁ group
meetings wheg the Kansas Community Educatién'Assoqiation Board of
Directors met monthly and in telephoﬁe conversation with the board
members individﬁally. Conversatioﬂs ;ne-on—one with program
volunteers were part of the process of evolving tﬁe model for
planning.

Attempts to épply the matrix to programs already in existence
began. This was ag atgempt to le&rn whether it was realistic to apply
all five of the eleﬁents to all programs either in the process of
development:of program or tovprograms which were ongoiné.

The next cont;ct with the panei of natignal experts was by
telephone in mid-February, 1990. They were askeq if they would look
at a rough draft of the matrix. They wéfe each recepti;é.: iThe
matrix of the five elements and the six coméonepts (Minzey, 1974) waé
mailed out to ten expert; for their review. They had already been
briefed at the national meeting in Seattle that‘there would probably
be a matrix. There was discussion at the Seattle meeting about which

components to use on the matrix. After considerable program study and



48

reading, it was decided by the researcher to use the Minzey
components. (The mailing consisted of‘the matrix, and a sheet for.each
of the elements and compoﬁents as they meshed on the matrix. There
were thirty of those sheets. See Appen@ix D.)

There was not a formal set of questions which went with the
matrix. In a telepboné convefsaﬁion, the experts were asked to
consider the posgibilitieé o; such a matrix in view of setting up a
"model state plan." They were asked to respond v;a a telephone
conversation and\if they wished, incwriting, direcfly onto the matrix.

The national experts were contacted for the’fifst interview at
the national convention, by teléphong to learn if'they would be
willing to accept the matrix, byymail‘for Aélivefy of the entire
package which contained the maépix and by telephone for discussions
concerning differences in an effort‘to derive conSeﬁsus, and by
telephone for the finai conversgtion. All of them responded. One of
them took part in only one telephone conversatién‘to discuss the
ramifications of tﬁé model.’,His input was helpful in that he was
encouraging about the possibilitiés for use of the model. He was
unable to give more time.‘ déin;ons of the experts concerning the
content of thé matrix}aqd‘th;‘contexts in which it would be used were
important to the study. It was also important to get their
predictions aﬁd recommendations. The natioﬁal experts were as
follows:

Dr. Theodore Kowalski, Ball State, Teachers
~College, Muncie, Indiana.

Dr. Don Weaver,. Professor Emeritus, Western Michigan
University. Delton, Michigan.
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Dr. Larry Decker, Associate Dean for Administration in
the Curry School of Education and Director of the
Mid-Atlantic Center for Community Education at the

. University of Virginia. Charlottesville, Virginia.
(He directed the State Planning Project for five
year state plans 1988-1993).

Dr. Dale Cook, Director of the Center for Community
Education and Associate Professor in Educational
Administration at Kent State University, Kent, Ohio.
Mr. Gene Wilhoit, Executive Director of the National
Association of State Board of Education (NASBE),
Alexandria, Virginia

Dr. V. M. (Eillj Kerensky[’Professor of Educational
Administration, College of Education, Florida
Atlantic University, Boca Raton, Florida

Dr. Larry Horyna, Utah State Office of Education, Park
City, Utah. -

Dr. Bob Shoop, Professor of Educational Administration,
Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas.

Dr. Paul DelLargy, Director of the Center for Community
Education, University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia.

Dr. Dennis Thdmpsoﬁ;lSuperiqtendent of Satanta Schools,

Satanta, Kansas. National - Community Education

Association Board of Directors. Kansas Community

Education Association Board of Directors and Liaison

to the NCEA. ‘

The matrix along with focused observation sheets were mailed out.
Also included in the package was a letter, notes on the model for
plgnning (matrix), and ayreturn, étamped,/serf-addressed envelope - so
that they could make notes and return the information. Three of the
ten experts returned the information. 'All ten of theﬁ\engaged in
conversations on the telephone before and after they received the -
packets. Notes were taken from each conversation by the researcher.

Further discussions with the KCEA Board of Directors and other

program coordinators were conducted asking the same questions

addressed to the national experts. BAs a result of the conversations,
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’they’agreed to engage in focused observations on their programs as

follows:

1. Bill Bﬁtler, (KCEA), Manhattan, Kansas: Focused
observation on "K-12" (Minzey, 1974).

2. Mary Lou Rose, Derby, Kansas: Focused observation
on "Use of Facilities" (Minzey, 1974). (Rose
is not a member of the KCEA Board. She is Community
Education Secretary in USD 260 and works with facilities
daily.) '

3. Margaret Blaske, (KCEA), Waterville, Kansas: Focused
observation on" Enrichment Programs" (Minzey, 1974).

4. Mary Ann Christensen, (KbEA), El Dorado, Kansas: Focused
observation on "Adult Programs" (Minzey, 1974).

5. Carol Grimes, (KCEA), Emporia,»Kanéas: Fbcused observation
" on "Community Involvement" (Minzey, 1974).

6. Dennis Thompson, (KCEA), Satanta, Kansas: Focused-
observation on "Community development" (Minzey, 1974).

The‘observationg mentioned abéve Qére done based on the
infﬁrmation which caméxout of thé interviews‘at the Seattle meeting
when the national exéerts‘were,saYing that the program components
developed by MinzeQ(in 1974 'would be adequate for the matrix. It
was after the telephonelqonﬁefsations with the national exberts that
consensus was‘dgvéioped to accept a broader version of the program
areas of gommuniéy education. The focused observations used the
Minzey components. ‘The ﬁewer vérsion was not used in focused
QbServa;ion except in the Derby USD 260. vThat:one is ;épofted\in this
sﬁﬁdy and was done Qiéhia pilot program which ié ;iready functioning.

Five state levei beople in Kénsas were given the matrix
and five focused observation sheets wﬁich would be enougﬁ to examine
one program component from oné progiam domain. One USD 260 focused

observation was to be done as a part of this phase of the study: on
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facilities; Rose did that one. They were asked to formulate
objectivés which were indigenous and consistent with their own
practice within their own locales as directed by the community
volunteers in their schools and communities.

The assistance provided by the practitioners provided the in-
depth look at one program component in‘which they were working. 1In
doing this they became aséociated with the concept of how the model
would work within the local program. They gave feedback on their
understanding of how the planning model might work.

Telephone conve?saéions were held whenevér there was an issue
which needed clarification. Example: Decker saw the Minzey
components at.theLSeattle meeting and had no concern about the use
of them at that time. However, whenbhe received the packet of
information in february, he called and noted the concern for\a broader
understanding in program areas such as in the K-12 area. This
information was shared (by telephone) with the other national
panelists. It was also sﬁared with local and state experts.v

Other telephone conversapionS)with the experts allowedy
another set of questions to be discuésed:

1. Do you think the maérix (which consisted of program
elements across the horizontal plane and the program components
along the vertical plane) would be a usable process fo;icouncil

work?

) .

2. Do you think the matrix may be usable at other levels than
local such as state, regional, national?
3. Are the principles of community education as articulated

by Decker necessary to the development of this model?
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4. Is the matrix worthy of being a model for planning?

5. How would you feel that such a modelymight be helpful?

These éuestions were dealt with in conversation. However,
there were written comments which were returned from three of the
respondents.

Oné of the feedback loops was not completed. BAn effort
was made to collect focused observations from the Lawton, Oklahoma,
Community Education~Programs. There was no focused observation
feedback on that program. The information was delivered to the
wrong location and was out of place for one week. Information
collected on the Lawton, Oklaﬂoma, program has come through Seattle
interviews and program artifact$ which were sent in response to
queries about the extent of programming and process in that arena.

cher information came as a result of working with volunteers in
other locations who aléo‘work with the Derby programs. The Rosehiil,
Kansas, Latchkey Prqgram Coordinator, Debbie Thomas, is also a Derby
Community Educatioh volunteervwho served as a consultant in setting up
the Derby Latchkey P;ogra@. Thomas provided personal observations and
consideration of the planning model. Other such interviews were
conducted with volunteers and staff members in the Derby USD 260.

The assistance provided by the practitioners provided the in-
depth look at one brogram component in which they were working. 1In
doing this they became associated with the concept of how the model
would work within the léc;l prog;aﬁ) These same pbjectives might, or
might not be, consistént with other programs throughout the state.

Ending conversations with participants fo;used on general open-

ended questions. Questions asked in interview situations in Seattle,
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as well as in other settings, were asked informally with consideration
for language which might be prescriptive, constfaiping, less
constraining, liberating, and for information on types of- programs
which may fall outside the six components. Notes wgre'made as the
conversations were conducted. They were studied to find different

and/or common language.
Summary

This chapter (Chapéer III) indicatgg the methods used to gather
information which provided the process for gnderstaﬁd;ng what would be
essential to a planning model. What actually goes on within the
context of a ﬁiable community education program, came‘from views of
experts in the fiéld from three leye;s: iocal, state and national.

Analyses of the théistudy follow.



CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
Introduction

The Analysis of the data collected is prgsenﬁed and discussed
in Chapter IV. The questions in Chépter I are the basis for the
direction of the research:

1. 1Is there sufficient information in the existing five-year
state plans from which a planning model might be developed?

2. Does prac£;ce ip program and process of community education
provide possibilities for strengthening the concept of community
education when linked with the elements established for use in the

five-year plans?

The First Research Question: A Study

of the Population: State Plans

The study of the five-year state plans made it apparent that
there was not a thorough use of the ‘elements which were prescribe
for use in thé plans. However, it was 9lear from the concepéual
view, which Table II. provides, that there was a willingness to
include the language of £he elements.‘

Four states out of 51 (éounting the District of Columbia) did

not respond at all to the call for five-year state plans. Only six

54
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were in full compliance with the use of the elements. Of the
remaining 41 states repérting, the information concerning the use
of the elements was sketchy. However, the elements were new to

community education state plans.
Elements Usea in the State Plans

ch;ired by Weaver, the Community Educatiﬁn Endowment Planning
Task Force determined that there appearea to be common elements in
the development of,cbmmunity education regardless of region,
geographic location or community. These elements were used in the
state plans. Based upon community education research, elements which
were consistent for the recognition and development of community
education were ascertained by this Task Force. Information was also
accumulated which indicated that there was mixed reaction to mandated
policy by state agencies (paraphrasing of the elements which follows
was taken from Decker, 1989).

The Task Forcé aefined five elements thch follow: The‘element of
leadership provides for leadership at local and state levels in which
recognized positions at thg state. education agency, state associations,
colleges and local school districts for public endorsement, awards, and
policy—making can be acknowledged.

‘The networking element provides for the\developmgnt of agendas
which are art;culated via an intentional’collaboration\of state and
local community education leaders fof the purpose of developing and
advancing meetings, projects, events, and ongoing communication which

might lead to regional and/or interstate planning and programming.
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The legislation and funding element provides for support of
community education to acquire funding to help local districts to
provide comprehensive community education programs and services,
to employ community education personnel, for training and technical
assistance for prograﬁs, for the support of a state advisory council,
to address significant community problems ané advocacy issues.

Trainihg and technical éésistance, the fourth element, provides
for the improvement of skills through courses, ong;ing consultation
for evaluations and’monitoring, pre-sérvice and in-service .activity,
planned opportﬁnities for groups in state lgvel or national level
conferences.

The elemént of community identi;yland support was used to
strongly increase ghe visibility of community education for support
and to promote not only the existiﬁg programs but to highlight new
programs, to create’familiar;ty wi£h an understanding of community
education by policy makers, educators, the private sector, and the
general public. This elémént ¢alls for public relations strategy,
task forces of special committees, 'and the inclusion of community
education priorities and copcérns of other education agencies.

There waslno hesitation on the part of any of the interviewees
that these elements must be used in the matrix for the development of
the model statelplan. They were implgmehted. ,

Since there were a variety approaches to planning exhibited
in the plans, and since there"was no presc;iptive method or
procedure for action to be taken in the ;mplementation of the

plans, it was difficult to know whether the intent was to connect

elements to programs by the writers of the plans, deliberately.
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None of the plans specifically attached the concepts of elements
to the concepts of program domain. All of the plans but one
articulated the program domains using the terminology set out by
Minzey (1974). The Ohio plan did not mention the program domains.
Six of the plans fully articulated the use of the elements: Hawaii,

Kentucky, Michigan, Minnesota, North Dakota, and Texas.
Program Domains Used in the State Plans

The program domains (called "components" by Minzey, 1974)
seemed to be thoroughly understood and were used in the five-year
state plans. Some of the plans broadened the terminology in the
text of the plan but seldom changed the wording to the extent that
the "components" were not recognizable.

It became necessary to talk with people at each level of
community education work: local, state, and national. The intent
was to find out whether they thought the elements used in the five-
year plans could be used in a planning model which also encompasses

any program domain or component.
A Discussion of the Terminology

Community Education is an idea which has evolved over the years
and has now become a philosophy of education (Minzey, 1979). It is no
longer synonymous with extra activities for children, adult education,
or recreational programs. It has developmental components which can be
observed to be intrinsic to the development of community education.

The six components in community education which also comprise the

domains are as follows:

)

A

(
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Component I: K-12
Component II: Use of Facilities

Component III: Activities for School Age
‘ Children and Youth

Component IV: Activities for Adults

Compbnenf \'A] Delivery and Coordination
of Community Services

Component VI:. Community Involvemént

These six components were'digcussed with thé national, state,
and local expgrts identified for this study‘in Chapt;r III.

Kerensky c?msidered that the last three i:ompdnents ("Activities for
Adults," "Delivery and Coordingtion of Community Services," and
"Community Involvement") might be covered by the use of "Heuristic
Method" and "Sereqdipity." '

In discussions about the possibility of changing the components to
that extent,'there'yas general consensus that if the components were to
be changed, that they éiﬁply needed to be broadened to become more
inclusive of what is acfual;y éccurfing. So that éractitioners have no
difficulty with power figurgs doncerning whether they become involved
in current issues, it iésiﬁpértant éhat program domains be made less
restrictive. | |

The process of community education incorporates the heuristic
method (exploratién qf~prob1ems which lead té éroﬁlem séiving
techniques and self education) and -serendipity (the faculty of
finding valuable or agfeeable things not sought for) characteristics in

its methodology.
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Practitioners held that with the use of the six components that.
the heuristic method and serendipity characteristics would not be
appropriately added as components since thgy are already intrinsic to
the process of community education. These characteristics may be a part
of the process for problem solving which also includes brainstorming,
search for alternatives, researching the alternatives, redefining
the problem, and program development and basic principles.

The components as laid out by Minzey (1974) and accepted as
domains are considered to be delineated as to either program or process
components (the first four being program components aﬁd the last two
being process components). Program volunteers make the detefminatioﬁ
to work a process or to develop a prbgram within the domainkarenas as
they feel the need;

One example of pfocess in the young child (K-12) area (considered
by Minzey (1974) to be a program not a process component) is the
latchkey idea. Whether or not it can be done, once it has been
identified as a felt need in the community, must be assessed for
alternatives, researched; and redefined. It is finally worked through
the policy makers of the school Qigtrict and approved or disappréved.
The search for/viable models gy wﬂich the program can be developed is
part of the process. It is a process that includes active:community
participation as weii as the Qork of commdnity education stéff members.

Community education volunteers in the USD 260 in Derby, Kansas
were involved in the prgcess of‘de;éléping the latchkey program;
however, it took fifteen months from the-brainstorming session to bring
it to reality. So, while Minze&’s (1974) concept that the K-12

component (domain) is considered to be program, it may also be process
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depending upon the initiative enacted by volunteers whq have identified
a "felt" need in the community.

It must be acknowledged that community education develops in
stages as noted by Minzey and LeTarte (1979). The program aspect is
normally the first to develop while the process aspect is normally the
last to deveiop; however, it is important to attempt to achieve the
maximum development of all‘the domains. Minzey (1974) considered the
six components to be nécessary'tp all community éducation programs.

Results of conversation with national experts concerning the
use of the program components in the planning model are as follows:

In considering the first eomponént "3-12" (Minzey, 1974),
several observers noted that tﬁe socialyneeds extant call for the
new co@munity concépt which includes birth to old-age. Childcare
before kindergarten ége is of concern to a community. All of tbe
nétional experts considered this terminology to be out-dated now
that young childhood éducation is\being mandated in states across
the nation. The K-iﬁ program is only a small\part of educational
and academic emphasis in community e&ucation. Many communify
education programs prov;de satellite college programs for anyone
needing retraining or for those peoﬁle in pursuit of a degree
where there is no cqllege nearby. The aging population is creating
a bigger need for‘prog?;ms designed by and fpr senioricitizens.

It4was agreed that educational programs have become necessary from
birth through old-age.

In considering the second component, "Use of Facilities" (Minzey,
1974), remarks included the following: Is this festrictive? One

school district may be using facilities at a minimum while another
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school district may be using them to the maximum. Not only does
community education provide facility usage, but the department of
community education in the school district may become an integral part
of the process for the procurement of more space. The experts agree
that the use of facilities is still a primary rationale for the
development of community education programs; they also agree that the
concept- of availabie resources for ﬁse by the community can be

found elsewhere iﬁ the qommuqity. They were in agreement that this
component needed to be more inclusive.

"Activities for School Age Children and Youth" (which is also
referred to by Minzey (1974) as "Additional,K Programs or School Age
Children and Youth" is the third component. Is this language too
specific? Does "activitiesf inclqde processes of learning in £he
formal public school classrooms? Can academic enhanceﬁent be brought
to the traditional classroom other thag after the regular academic day?
What about the ability of the individual student or a group of students
to participate in the type of*br;instorming process that determines and
identifies needs as they see them? Can students at any age be
participants in assist%ng,witﬁ structuring their own academic programé?
The Decker model includes this concept as part of the goal which he
calls "Divers§ Educational Servicesi" It includes "Activities for
Adults" and "K-12"'as well as the one meﬁtiqned above. Né one
questioned the wisdom of combining the three components.

"Activities for Adults" (also refefred to as Programs for
Adults, Minzey, 1974), has included diploma programs, enrichment
programs, and college level’programs. Is this language adequate

to use? It is restrictive to the extent that programs may be developed
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"fog" someone who has not necessarily participated in the process for
program development or course development. While practitioners agree
that a good bit of proéram development goes on without working with the
people who use the programs, £hey also agree that programs or courses
. are used based on need. Programs continue if they are needed. The
development of programs in the initial stages of community education
may be done without the process of patron involvement (Miniey, 1974).
That comes later when there is an effort to return to "participatory
democracy" (Minzey, 1974).

"Delivery and Coordination of Community Services" (Minzey, 1974),
was discussed. The perception of practitioners is that there is a need
to develop the fifth component in the-initial stages of community
education implementation. Use of .services which are t;uly community
services are necessary ingrediegts in the conduct of business whether
at the beginning of a program, in itg maturing years, or in its more
stable times within its instituéional context. The concern was that
some services are not well communicated to people.

"Community Involvement" (Minzey, 1974), the sixth coméonent,
involves two-way conversation where needs are determined. Again,
while this component is cénsidered Ey Minzey (1974) to be a process
component, it is necessary to develop the concept of community
involvement from the beginning of program development. As program
maturity emergés, and as council representation is enlarged, this
component is usually done on‘a,l;;gef baéis than the neighborhood
community, and the people involved are often representative of the
status and power based people in the community. In general, such

groups are neither representative nor attuned to the problems of
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a particular neighborhood (Minzey, 1974). The views they hold at this
stage may be more global in context so that more conceptual needs may
be defined. It is through this process that the volunteers can be
brought close to the dynamic center of the school district so that they
know the issues and are involved in decisions which have far reaching
ramifications. DeLargy (1974) spoke of a case in which the
superiéténdent of tﬁe ;chool district became threatened, unnecessarily,
as a result of so much patron involvemeng and power. The si£ua£ion

resulted in the demise of the community education program.
The Components Were Changed

The decision to change the matrix to include the Decker program
goals in place of the six componeﬂts initially selected for this study
and developed by Minzey (1974) was made. The national experts
concurred that the language haq to be up-dated; however, the concept of
using program components in the development of the model iﬁ this study
had not changed. &hroﬁéh the’discﬁssions of "what comprises the best
terminology for such a model" with the national experts the components
were broadened and mod;fied‘to some extent as discussed above. A side-
by-side comparison of the Minzey program components on the left and the

Decker program goals on the right is noted below:

I.- K-12 , -Diverse Eaucational
' Services
II. Use of Facilities . ~Broad Use of Community
Resources
III. Activities for School -Citizen Involvement

Age Children and Youth

IV. Activities for Adults —Community Improvement
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V. Delivery and Coordination = -Social/Human Services
of Community Services

VI. Community Involvement -Interagency Coopera-
tion/Public-Private
Partnerships

While the domains (components and goals) are not parallel, the
Decker(goals éo include all of the original Minzey components. The
experts. agreed that, though there are still six components, in the
model, tbe parameters of\the components have changed and hgve become
more globalw-— more inclgsive. The cohsensué was that the newer
articulation of what we do in community education speaks to what is
actually going on with the newer social issues and the changes in the
impact of thbse issues on schools and communities. |

Kowalski (1987), at Ball State (Tgachers College) expressed his
concern about the‘future of community education and noted that |
community educators must recogqize the changing environments and the
necessity of responding’to those changes. Weaver (1987), Professor
Emeritus at Western Michigan University, concurred that the terminology
concerning the six program domains which Decker uses, in what he calls
goals, would indicatg the awareness of the current changes. The
language in the Decker (1990) goals was considered to be less
restricting and more liberatiné by the experts.

The interpretation of the word "component," as common usage in
community education indicates, is a program area; A program area would
be a unit within the department of community education in a school
district. The program area, (in this case, one of six), would have

several other large or small programs within it.
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Using the first program area (goal, component) by Decker, it is
possible to see an example:

DIVERSE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES: (Domain)

1. Youth: Latchkey; Enrichment Courses; Enrichment

Events; Children's Theatre; Teen Board; etc. (Components).
2. Adult:~ Night High School; Adult Diploma Program;
Adult Basic Education; Enrichment Courses; Events;
Forums; Senior Citizens Programs, etc. (Components).
3. College Satellite Program: Associates Degree Program; College
Night; Térm Offerinés for Credit; (Compo;enté).

The terminology used by this investigator for the program area is
the word "doméin." The definition follows:

DOMAIN: This term ié a term which denotes a range or a realm of
personal knowledge and responsibility in which there is ownership.
(Stein, 1966) A aomain may be a range of program areas which can be
analyzed. Each program area or domain may have the possibility of many .,
components. Compoﬁents may be analyzed through focused observation
(Spradley, 1980).

Therefore, for the sake of thg matrix which was developed as a
result of this study, the terminoiogy was as follows: the program area
(component, Minzey, 1974) and (goal, Decker, 1990) was referred to as
the domain.: Any otﬁer program which fails undef'the domain was
referred to as a component. The cells which were produced as a result
of the interaction 6f thé\domains and the elements will have component
objectives by which action plans can be developed. The objectives will
be recorded within the classifications on the matrix thereby making up

a taxonomy.
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It was decided that the program domains as articulated by Decker
would be used in the planning model. The answer to the first research
question, "Is there sufficient information in the current five-year
plans from which a planning model might be developed?" was affirmative.
The planning model would contain the five elements and would use the

six program domains established as a result of this study.’
The Second Research Question

"Does practice in program and process in community education
provide possibilities for strengthening the concept of community
education wheﬁ'linked with the elements established for use in the
five-year plans?" The consensus wa; that this question could be

answered in the affirmative. Discussions follow.
Principles of Community Education

Decker (1990) was concerned about the terminology in the Minzey
(1974) components, and he was concerned, also, that the principles upon
which community education is based be included in the development of
the model. He said that these principles are essential to the practice
of community education and should be included in the model in some way.

The principles{(as mentioned earlier) included the follQWinQ:
self-determihatién,'self-help, leadership development, localization,
integrated delivery of serv;ces, maximum use of resources,
inclusiveness, responsiveness; ana lifelong learning. These principles
may be a part of the same process which includes the heuristic method

and serendipity characteristics -- all of which are important.



67

The experts responded wiﬁh assent that the principles are
important; however, the model is one through which objectives may be
identified and developed. The principles are applied as a result of
belief systems which community education volunteers share. All the
experts believed the principles to be important. Only one of them was
able to see how they might be applied so that they could be built

into the model.

The Language of Process in

Community Education

Noting the sSimilarities of "how things work" in community
education as compared to "how things work" in the ethnographic process,
it became apparent that the procedures in assessment of problems are
the same process. Problem solving is the beginning task of the
community education council.

Community Education volunteers who develop process and programs
for the support of their communities provide the community involvement
to:

- identify needs ) (define the problem)

- search for the

causes of expressed
need - (brainstorming or identifying
’ possible causes)
- look for alternatives
which might facilitate
answers to the

problems ‘ . (consideration of possible

~ decide on the best solutions)'’
procedures (select the best solution)
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- enact the committee
work to research the
action needed to solve
the problem (carry out the plan)

- evaluate (evaluate) (Spradley, 1980)

The Developmental Researqh Sequence (DRS) Method has been iterated
on the right side of the page (above). The methodology for discerning
the rea; needs and concerns of the community in the community education
process is listed gn the left side of the page. The social situation
is closely oséerved by those people who work in community education.
The ethnographer, who uses the DRS méthod is also an observer of the
social situation. The methodology and the language used by the two are
similar in the problem solving portion of the process.

Traditionally, in the community education environment, this
practice is referred to as the "brainstormihg" process in which
councils (or any oéher group(s), engage to identify the "felt" needs of
those groups of people ;hey represent.

In CEGA 1%, DeLaféy (1974), wrote ébout how the society becomes
more bureaucratic as it becomeé more complex. He indicated that it is
the failure to meet the need for identifying and agreeing upon goals as
a direction for social action which has led to break down and
disintegration in local communities. He emphasized the procedures of
"brainstorming" in this book on goai ascertainment. It allows
volunteers to have ownership as a group for those things they perceive
ﬁo be community needs.‘ This piactice strengthens the concept of
community education.

In conversations with DeLargy for this study, he continued to

promote the necessity for involving people in this manner. He believes
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that it is with this process that the best work in community education
gets done as long as the councils continue to remember what brought
them to the tasks at hand as they develop objectives which become their
action plans.

He is concerned that people or players who are not working through
the "b;ainstorﬁing" (such as in a legitimized council) process may
begin to feel too powerful. He beliéves that the power belongs to the
process not to individuals. This is where the meaning of the language
of process begins. (It is one of the most important tools which must
accompany the«model pr0posedrby this study.

Community education is no longer an add-on program to the regular
K-12 academic strgcture of a schogl‘district. Not only does it
encompass that arena, but it now encompasses the needs of a learning
community wherever those needs are. It includes the full use of school
facilities after school hours, on weekends, holidays, and twelve moqths
of the year. Well thought-out activities of the community are conducted
in the buildings which are owned by the tax payers who live in the
communities around the schools. Agencies, clubs, businesses and
corporate structures are now becoming partners in education as a result
of community involvement. It begins best in the councils which are
formally recognized by boards of education. "Any oréanizational and
édministrative structure should, of course, be grounde& in a conscious
philosophy and whatever policy is adopted to implement that philosophy"
(Moore, 1972). " ‘

Horyna (1979, p. 168) indicated in an interview that it is

essential that community education programs stay affiliated with local
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policies and regulations of the entity to which they are associated.

He felt that the legitimization which comes from such a tie would give
credibility to the functions of community education such as needs
assessments, council work, partnerships, program development, program
offeringﬁ, nétworking, legislgtive action, leadership, applications for
grants, etc. Other experts agreed that consideration for policy and
regulations requirements are necessary to the‘success of the model.

The chief state school officers in eight states, when interviewed
by project coordinatbrs, noted that there was an observable and an
identifiable impacf on the improvement of the education system as a
result of community education (Pierce, 1986). The perception in these
eight states was that the K-12 programs, reduction of vandalism,
improvement of public relations, and dropout prevention were enhanced
as a direct result pf community education (Pierce, 1986).

The experts agreed that there is further need to emphasize the
full development of the elements as applied to the program areas of
community education. They agreed that the use of the matrix must start
in the grassroots sections of’community education but that there must
be consistency in usage at tﬁe state level. Concepts may become more
easily "sold" to legiélative bodies as a result of the use of a
non-threatening tool for the accumulation of data; The matrix itself
was approved for use at both levels.

At the same time that the variety and differences must be
recognized, there are some similarities which make the communities, all
together, one latger community. (It is at this point that the experts
and the practitioners agreed that it may be possible to gather useful

information which was not accessible before in such a planning model.
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Kowalski is quoted as saying, "Such a framework would be beneficial in
reducing the ambiguity of what is included under the umbrella of

community education."
Focused Observation

The Derby USD 260 Cqmmunity Education -Councils began the Derby
Latchkey program in. Fall 1989. DelLargy (1974) provided information
which 1ed‘the council to review of successful programs. The focused
observation was done after the year long effort to prove the need for
long effort to prové the need for ;he program and after the pbogram was
launched. Doing the focused observation gave the researcher an
opportunity to use the matrix és anvevaluétion tool. The program
domain is "Diverse Educational Sefvices." All five of the elements
were used. The progfam cbmponent,was latchkey (Table III through Table

VII).
Questions and Comments from Interviewees

Questions which were asked and discussed in this study were
as follows:

1. "Would a model state éian assist in the development of a
consistent approach to planning in community education across the
nation?" while the local, state, and natibna1~expert$ agreed upon
this concept, there was considerable discussion about what a model
state plan could mean to regional or national entities. They did
not want to projecf any possibilities in that realm.

2. "Are you familiar with the elements of leadership,

networking, legislation and funding, training and technical



TABLE III

PROGRAM DOMAIN: DIVERSE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
ELEMENT: .LEADERSHIP (1l.1)

72

Numeric Objectives for Leadership in Latchkey

- Codes
1.1.1 Council to ideﬁtify problem area. Brainstorming.
1.1.2 éommittee to redefine problem; search for answers.
1.1.3 COmmittee to reéearch for productive programs.
1.1.4 Committee to establish recommendations.
1.1.5 Committee reports to Council.
1.1.6 Leadership provides information to Administration.
1.1.7 Leadership presents to BOE for approval.
1.1.8 Counqil to develop leadefship for program.
1.1.9 COmmitteg‘involved in handbook development.

Evaluéte.




73
TABLE IV

PROGRAM DOMAIN: DIVERSE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
ELEMENT: NETWORKING (1.2)

Numeric Objecfives for Ne;working in Latchkey
Codes

1.2.1 / Representati%es of all groups on Council.
1.2.2 All building level administrators included.
1.2.3 . Parept/Tgacher,groups represented.

1.2.4 . Ministerial Alliance involved.

1.2.5 Other service agencies contacted.

1.2.6 All communications avenues contacted.

1.2.7 Minutes of all meetings sent to all players.
1.2.8 Administration involved in policy making.
1.2.9 Board of Education ﬁept informed.

1.2.10 Evaluate.




TABLE V

PROGRAM DOMAIN: DIVERSE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
ELEMENT: LEGISLATION AND FUNDING (1l.3)
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Numeric Objectiveé for Legislation and Funding in Latchhey
Code

1.3.1 Request to Board of Education for seed money.
1.3.2 Write for a grant from social services.

1.3.3 Search for othér funding sources.

1.3.4 Include legislators in information flow.

1.3.5 Search for state money.

1.3.6 Determine fee charges for after school care.
1.3.7 Appeal to service éfoups for assistance.

1.3.8 Obtain donations of goods from businesses.

1.3.9 Set up accounting procedures and payment schedule.

1.3.10

Evaluate.




TABLE VI

PROGRAM DOMAIN: DIVERSE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES ELEMENT:

TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE (1l.4)
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Numeric Objectives for Training & Technical Assistance
Code in Latchkey
1.4.1 Voluqteefs briefed}on how to make contacts.
1.4.2 Texts, writings, iﬁformational material available.
1.4.3 Search the law fof supportive regﬁlatios.
1.4.4 Have in;service for‘voluﬁteers and paid staff.
1.4.5 Brief all staff at the latchkey site.
1.4.6 Brief custodia; staff and include them in plans.
1.4.7 éoqtact food servicé to seek process for snacks.
1.4.8 Get help on inst;liaﬁiog of cordless telephone.
1.4.9 Work out précedures for enrollment.

Evaluate.
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TABLE VII

PROGRAM DOMAIN: DIVERSE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES ELEMENT:
COMMUNITY IDENTITY AND SUPPORT (1l.5)

Numeric Objectives in Communi@y Identity and Support

Code in Latchkey

1.5.1 Plan assessment proceaures énd decide distribution. -
1.5.2 Develop survey tool and distribute.

1.5.3 : Dete;mine widest rangenof need.

1.5.4 Learn what parents normally pay for care.

1.5.5 Council members brief iocal child care service.
1.5.6 Deéide how. to qéal with businé from other schools.
1.5.7 Attend regular Chamber board meetings to report.
1.5.8 Précgdﬁres articulated on limits of pilot program.
1.5.9 Parenté responding to survey kept informed.

1.5.10 Evalua;e!
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assistance, and community identity and support which were required
in these plans?" Not all of the experts at the state and local
levels were familiar with the elements. However, they were shared.
Thére was no disagreement with the use of the five elements.

3. "Are the domains selected (Minzey, 1974) the domains which
are most used in community education. Are there others?" The answer
to this question was affirmative until Larry Decker took issue with the
language which he ;onsiders to be good but out-of-date. 1In other
conversations with the experts, we all came to finai agreement to use
the Decker goals rather than the Miniey componeﬁts; For the sake of
this study, tﬁése goals are now coésidered to be the components on the
matrix and in the taxonomy.

4. "Are the domains (components) constricting? Can they be
combined? Can they be broadened?" Consensus was that asthey are
meshed on the matrix, that the elements provide the widest possible
parameters since objectives will be articulated as needs are
expressed within thé local units by program volunteers. The
exéerts agree that this model prov;des parameters which are "fluid" and
"flexible" enough to categorize any idea, event, program, process, or
activity a community education council might bring about.

5. "Do you thigk,that there would be need to expand the program
areas to include?othér program development?" The answers to this
question was integrated into the text in this chapter in the
discussions concerning pfogrém areﬁs. A consensus was reached not to
add other program areas but to expand on the program areas already

established and well accepted as exhibited in the state plans.
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6. "Do you think that the six areas are too broad?" The
consensus was that the six components established by Minzey (1974)
needed to be more inclusive. The decision was made to use the more
expanded version of program areas developed by Decker (1990).

7. "Do you think that the state plans exhibit a diverse
approach to planning?" The gene;al response from the national
experts considered that there is a need for a more consistent
approach. Kowalski (1986) considered that the major advantage of the
matrix would be a provision for a typology that could be used for
research and for practitionérs.

8. "Do you feel that community education programs operate as
if they are isolated and unaffected by outside influences? Would you
recommend a universal tool?" The answers at state and national levels
were affirmative that people working at the local levels feel isolated
in those states where there is not funding from the state level.
This question brought mixed responses from all those interviewed.
Local people feel the pressure of tﬁe outside influenées and are
developing programs to deal with these pressures. All interviewees
expressed affirmation for the work to find a tool which might be
helpful in connecting the work of community education from the local
level onward.

9. "Is there sufficient commonality in the existing plans
from which a model @ight be developed?" The answers included the
assent that the plans were a very good beginning for finding out how
well organized state planning for community education is. The elements
produced by the national committee were a great help; however, the

study of the plans reveals that there was not a full embrace of the
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elements within the plans.

10. "Would you consider it important, in view of reporting
programs to a state, regional, or national inquiry, to develop
consistent objectives under each of the 30 segments of the resulting
taxonomy on the matrix, eventually?" Answers varied. Some
interviewees &id not see the ppssibilities for use at either the
regional or the national level, therefore, development of objectives
would not be necessary; however,‘they did agrée that generic
objectives exist and are éommon to all community educatiop programs.
They held that the domaihs and the elements are consistent and were
worthy of building upon. Some. held that the widest usage would be at
the local level where the objectives would become much more specific.
There was no consensus upon theAdeveldpment of objectives to include
with this study.

Other questions wbiéh were included in this study gleaned the
following answers:

11. "Do you think thé @atfix would be a usable process for
council work?" The experts agr;ed that it has strong possibilities for
use beyond the local level. VWeaver mentioned a scenario in which the
reporting is done to the siaté on the focused observation forms noting
that weaknesses would show up quickly if nothing was going on in
one of the cells of the matrix. It would flag to theiétaté agency that
somethingvneeded to Be done either in the training and technical
assistance area or in one of tﬁe other element areas.

12. "Do you think the matrix may be usable at other levels than\
local such as state, regional,‘national?" The answers focused on the

need at all levels to know what is going on in community education.
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The state level experts hold grea£ hope for a better understanding of
which might come as a result of the use of the matrix.

13. "Are the principles of community education as articulated
by Decker necessary to the development of this model?" Agreement
is that Fhosg‘principles already exist but may not be well articulated.
There is a Aeed to understand program parameters. The principles are
basic to the understanding of éommunity education and should be widely
dissemina;ed.

14. "Is the ﬁatrix‘worthy of being a. model for planning?" Program
practitioners whd have used believe that it provides a better
understanding of what really goes on in their arenas. It has been used
in various ways‘té’share the scope of commugity education volunteers.
It provides a means of articulating what community education does.

15. "How would you feel that a planning model might be helpful?”
Practitioners felt that the planlwo;ld be more helpful in the local
arena where the work calls for training and retgaining of volunteers
for renewal of the éffgrt. Experté at the state level are not sure.
National level experts were cautious in their comments. There was
some confusion as to how the plan @;gbt work.

Weaver (1987) also noted that in the community improvement
component that there is an emphasis on the national level among
community{education,leaders to fgcelfuture issues’(envirgnmental or
population). The leadership element'in the community improvement
component would indicate the need to convene groups to start dealing
the problem areas. The training and technical assistance element
in the community improvement‘coméonent may indicate to state or

national leaders that local leaders must be trained.
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Practice in community education through programs and process with
the use of the eleﬁents as goals for establishing objectives was
accepted as a viable means of conducting a thorough look at community
issues. Kowalski (1986, p. 29) commented, "The matrix wogld outline
the various components as well as examples of work that is done in each
area. This would be especially useful to community education councils

in that it would assist ' in goal setting and setting priorities."
Considering the Literature

Concern for the acceptance of a plan, which may be considered
an innovation, would point up the need to consider the study of how
innovation and diffusion can be usedlto facilitate the process of
acceptance as notgd by Lewin (1951) in his model for designing
evaluations. Methodology noted in éhe interviews and conversation
in the search for consensus incorporated this process.

The "Community Education State Planhing Guide 1987" by DeJdong
offered a format which could be used in the process of devising
objectives at state levels with stateé advisory boards. It was not a
process used in the deve}bpment of\the planning model; but, it may be
considered as methodology and ‘a procedural guide for further
implementation of state or national planning.

The Ihterlibrar& Loan Modgl’gives méthoqoiogy whiéh, when used
with the five elements and the six components in a matrix, may provide
the user with a tool which can be used for "checking up" to see if each

of the areas in a module have been considered.



Summary

This Chapter included the analyses of the information from the
state plans. Other findings from local, state, and national experts

was collected and analyzed in this chapter.
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CHAPTER V
PRESENTATION OF THE MODEL
Introduction

This chapter deals with the development of the model which is
proposed as a basis for planning in community education at the local
and state levels. Information gathered from the qualitative study was
useful in formulating the final product.

The strength of community education lies within the local
community. A strong state association and/or state agency for
community education would reflect strong local programs. A strong
national association with strong governmental connections would reflect
strong state programs. It was to that goal that this effort was

contributed.
Planning to Plan

Planning is a means of systematically matching needs and resources
with identified goals and objectives for the future. Planning is a
continuous process where anticipatiné and preparing for contingencies,
and forecasting while assessing probabilities is done (Burbach and
Decker, 1977).

In community education, planning provides the direction needed for

the development of the six components generally found in most
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school-based community education programs. Based upon the six domains
(called components by Minzey, 1974) accepted by the experts as program
standards and criteria, the five elements (also accepted by the
experts) will yield the thirty goals from which program objectives may
be developed by community education practitionerg and volunteers. Such
guidelines might be used in developing action plans for a period of
time: from one to five years. The domains and the elements are listed:
Domains Elements

1. Diverse Educational Opportunities- 1. Leadership

2. Broad Use of Resources 2. Networking

3. Citizen Involvement 3. Legislation &

4. Community Improvement Funding

5. Social/Human Services 4. Training &

6. Interagency Cooperation Technical
Public-Private Assistance
Partnership 5. Community

Identity &
Support

Model Preamble

-This model recognizes that a creative process, such as community
education, is a continuing effort to define and redefine problems for
best solutions.

-It recognizes that needs in different locales vary.

-It recognizes that problem-solving is a process of eliminating
possible options.

-It recognizes that policies vary from place to place.

-It recognizes that resources (funding or otherwise) vary.

~This model is to provide guidelines for any group of community
education volunteers and/or practitioners interested in developing

community education programs to meet special needs of their
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populations.
-It allows for flexibility and creativity in satisfying pbjectives
in any situation.
-It provides a framework for cooperation without restrictions.
-It provides a framework for continuity from place to place.
-It‘éan be used for any éize program.
-It is intended for usé\at the local, the state, the regional, and

the national levels.
Model Guidelinés

A vehicle for‘planning, this plan was designed for analysis,
assessment, reporting, eyaluating, and for documenting program goals
and objectives. I; is through such an activity that action plans can
be developed. The matrix &as the result of this study. Procedures were
developed as a result of working with all power bases ip a, school
district. Since it.is important to connect agencies, clubs and
organizations in the work ofithe community, it is important to include
their representativés in the wor# of planning. The use of the matrix;
as a model for planning, is éroposed as a tool for facilitating the
process. The matrix is found in this chapter; énd, the focuSed‘
observation sheets gre in Appendix D.

Contact is made with a broad cross section of the school district
to attract representatives from all blubs; groups and organizations to
the council meeting when the brainstorming sessions begin. Best
assessment occurs if those representatives have come onto the council
at least two months prior to the beginning phases of the year. This

normally happens during the summer months but not later than the



beginning of the school year. Council work for the new year usually

begins as the previous school year ends. It is important to gather

information on the school district and community needs from

representatives of groups.

1.

Brainstorming is done by advisory councils.
a. Identify problem(s).

b. Search for causes of expressed need.
Alternatives for solving problems are sought.
a. Small group work.

b. Use of the matrix.

(1) Attention to the domains to identify the
program component where the problem
falls.

(2) Attention to the elements to identify
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the possibilities for understanding the ramifications

of the problem.

c. BAlternative for solution is decided.

d. Objectives are written on the focused
observation sheet.

(1) Assignments are made.
(2) Dates, times, and places are set.
(3) Work begins.

e. Reporting is done on the focused observation
sheet. Each member of the committee is given
one as a reminder.

d. Work begins on development of objectives

Evaluations are done based on the objectives set

forth as well as from input from the committee.

Notations are made directly onto the focused

observation sheet.

It is important as the work progresses that the community

education director, coordinator, or staff person monitors the work

asking the questions concerning the objectives set forth.

as advisors, are enablers who provide administrative support and

encouragement.

The administrator of the community education department in the

school district may find it helpful to do a domain analysis of all

programs which fall under the parameters of the community education

office.

These people

By using that analysis as a working tool along with the matrix



87

and the focused observation sheet, the activity of the volunteers may
be enhanced and facilitated.

The matrix which displays the interaction of the program domains
and the elements is displayed on the following page. The five pages
immediately followiﬁg the matrix are focused observation sheets which
accompany the matrix. The sheets displayed are for the program domain
of "Broad Use of Community Resources," and the eléments are the
five elements accepted for this study: leadefship, networking,
legislation &ifunding, training and‘techhical assistance, and community
identity and supéort. It would be éppropriate to use this particular
set of focused observation forms for planning the use of school
facilities by the patrons of the school district. Tables VIII through
XIII follow:

Columns may be added to the focused observations sheets by
committee members or by program coordinators who are working on program
components for the’purpose of noting dates or to note completion of
activity. Objectives are developed by committees and plans for action
are accepted by councils; the éctiqn can be noted either with a check
mark or some other means devised by the program volunteer or manager.
If the state advisory board uses the matrix, they may want to collect
" from comﬁunity education l;cales which components in which tﬁey are
working. The guidelines (as' constructed) allow the flexibility and
creativity to satisfy local, and state objectives. There was not
agreement among the experts that fegional,‘and national entities would

use the model.
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TABLE VIII

MATRIX OF PROGRAM DOMAINS AND ELEMENTS

Elements

Leadership Networking Legislation Training Community

Domains

Identity
& Support

& Tech.

Asst.

& Funding

1.5.1
1.5.2
1.5.3

1.4.1
1.4.2
1.4.3

1.3.1
1.3.2
1.3.3

l1.2.1
1.2.2

1.1.1
1.1.2
1.1.3

Diverse
Educational

1.

1.2.3

Services

2.5.1
2.5.2
2.5.3

2.4.1
2.4.2
2.4.3

2.3.1

2.2.1
2.2.2
2.2.3

1.1

2

Broad Use
Community
Resources

2.

.3.2
.2.3.3

2.1.2
2.1.3

3.5.1
3.5.2
3.5.3

3.4.1
3.4.2
3.4.3

3.1

3.3.2
3.3.3

3.2

3.1.1
3.1.2
3.1.

Citizen
Involvement

3.

3.3.2

3.2.3

4.5.1
4.5.2
4.5.3

4.4.1
4.4.2

4.3.1
4.3.2
4.3.3

4.2

4.1.1
4.1.2
4.1.3

Community
Improvement

4.

4.2.2
4.2.3

4.4.3

5.5.1
5.5.2
5.5.3

.4.
5.4.2
5.4.3

5.3.1
5.3.2
5.3.3

5.2

5.1.1
5.1.2
5.1.3

5. Social/

Human

2.2
.2.3

5
5

Service

6.5.1
6.5.2

6.4.1
6.4.2

6.3

6.2
6.2

InterAgency 6.1.1
Coop/Public-
Private

6.

6.3

1.2

6.

.2 6.3.3 4.3 6.5.3

6.1.3

Partnership




TABLE IX

FOCUSED OBSERVATION SHEET, BROAD USE OF COMMUNITY
RESOURCES, LEADERSHIP, 2.1

89

Objectives

Program Domain: 2. Broad Use of Community Resources
Program Element: 1. Leadership
Program Component: To be determined by Advisory Council



TABLE X

FOCUSED OBSERVBATION SHEET,

BROAD USE OF COMMUNITY

RESOURCES, NETWORKING, 2.2

90

Objectives

2.2.10

Program Domain:

Program Element: 2. Networking
Program Component: To be determined

2. Broad Use of Community Resources

by Advisory Council



921

TABLE XI

FOCUSED OBSERVATION SHEET, BROAD USE OF COMMUNITY
RESOURCES, LEGISLATION AND FUNDING, 2.3

Objectives

2.3.10

Program Domain: 2. Broad Use of Community Resources
Program Element: 3. Legislation and Funding
Program Component: To' be determined by Advisory Council



TABLE XII

FOCUSED OBSERVATION SHEET, BROAD USE OF COMMUNITY
RESOURCES,- TRAINING AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE, 2.4
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Objectives

Program Domain: 2. Broad Use of Community Resources
Program Element: 4. Training and Technical Assistance
Program Component: - To be determined by Advisory Council



TABLE XIII

FOCUSED OBSERVATION SHEET, BROAD USE OF COMMUNITY
RESOURCES, COMMUNITY IDENTITY AND SUPPORT, 2.5

93

Objectiveé

Program Domain: 2. Broad Use of Community Resources
Program Element: 5. Community "Identity and Support
Program Component: To be determined by Advisory Council
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Scope of the Model

The responsibility of using the model lies within the leadership
of the community education program at any level: local, state, regional
or national. The léadership may -be hired staff or it may be volunteer
representation from the community. Whether the program is organized at
the state level or the district level, personnel who are trained as
practitioneré or in leadership positions would initiate the process and
would articulate the purpose for which it would bé uséd based upon
requests from any area whether i; be a board of education, a state
level advisory council, or a group of local citizens.

The process may be prescriptive, evaluative, or objective.

However it is used, the intent i; that it be liberative and descriptive
of what is actually occurring iﬁ the local, state, regional, or
national programs. The technical terminology is restricted to the six
domains (components of community éducation) and to the five elements
which comprise thermodel. Any‘édditional languaée may be derived at
the local level as a result of asgessing the existing programs or
enlarging them’based oﬁ the matrix. Objectives which would be
developed would be based upon the combination of the domains and the
"elements of thék”model." Those objectiveé would make up the completed

taxonomy from which theoretical process make be drawn.
How The Model Works

The program areas (or the domaihs) and the elements are already
recorded on the matrix. They are meshed on the 30 cells which are

provided as a result of the charting. These small boxes (or cells as
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referred to by Weaver) will contain the domain/element objectives as
decided upon by the volunteers after the brainstorming for the year has
been done. The results of the brainstorming will tell them which

of the domain/component areas they will concentrate upon as they begin
to develop their objectives when they specifically attend to the five
elements on the matrix. The methodology for using the matrix will
depend upon the structure and/or flexibility‘needed within the locale.

The matrix might be used as an assessment tool after a program has
been done. Tﬁe five elements might become a checklist‘of or a reminder
of the areas which may need to be addressed. Leade?ship might call for
a memo to the board of education or a visit with the Superintendent.
Networking might remind the practitioner that a resource agency would
be helpful, legiélation and funding might indicate the possibility for
grant writing, training and technical assistance may be necessary,
community identity’and éuppogt would remind the practitioner to do
press releases and/o} make especial effort to recognize the volunteers
who are working on the project especially to the club or organization
from whom the representative came.

Weaver (1987) envisioned use from the national level coming as a
result of a national emphgsis where reporting from the states indicates
weakness ih one doqain. A reminder to a national te%m‘might‘include
the preparation for training and technical assistance to that state

agency or for the practitioners who might' provide state leadership.

4

Summary

The model is designed to provide a framework for cooperation.

Since it is recognized that some states or some local programs méy‘be
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better equipped because of a more indepth develobment of state and
local programs, the "model" has few restrictions. As the model is more
well-defined (through usage) where the initial objectives are more
elementary and the later ones more complex, each community education
program ﬁsing it may find that they can more eas}iy assess their own
growth and‘see thé extent to which they can aspire. Soﬁe of the
objectives may or mgy not bé appropriaie to évery»community education
program; however, narfa£ive inﬁd?ﬁatioﬁ to indicate those constkictions
would be s;fficignt to disallow ;hoseAcriteripn when évaluaping

the program.

Until the deyelopment of the fivé-&ear state plans, community
educators had nét develéped a process £9 bgild on the commonalitieg, a .
means of assessing differences, nor a way to link community education
programs to strong entiéies for cépacity building. Community education
programs are not anchored to théory nor do they have a means for
obtaining support for any of the objectives in the present five;year
plans. The understénding of what community educafion is and what it
does from state to state &s well éé from community to community is of
great concern. Whileﬁdiversity is one of the greater strengthsfef
pommunity education, it may be the reason there is disagreement
reéérding the definition of éommunity edupétion.

Therefére, it is essential that a methodology be devised by which
procedures and patterns which are éonsis£ent from program to program,
regardless of the l;vél, be déveiopéd. The methodology in a new
taxonomy ("A Model State Plan") has been\developed in this study.

This chapter de;lt with the formulation of the model state plan

for state capacity building. It is based on the efforts made at the



grassroots level with the belief that if community education is good

there that it can be good at the state level, also.
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CHAPTER VI
'SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary

Research hﬁs shown that cultural patterns in the Vériety of
locales across the nation dictate the\éxténtkto which commuﬁity
programs in eacﬁ\locale can be organized. However, this research has
shown that there~a£§ prOEedures and paﬁterné which are consistent from
locale to localeuand\are usable in any énvironment. Those procedures
and patterns can be gsed to develgp a consisteﬁt épproach to the
development of new’;ommunity educétion programs, the assesgqent of
needs in éommunitieg‘and schools, process developmeﬁt}iand evaluation.
This research has shown that there are domaiﬁs which afe Qidely*
accepted which comprise Qhat qoﬁmﬁniéy education is. Those domains
have been accepted and rgmain:consiétent from state to state.

Now, we have elements which proQide an orientation toward géal setting.
. Culture segs‘up its own instructions fo; car;yihg out activities
within communities (Spradley, 19803. Over the years in the development
of community educatién'across the .United States, England, and Africa,
community educ?ﬁioq writers have observed cultural meaning systems and
subsystems which are globally accepted by éommunity education
practitioners and volunteers. This study showed that legitimate

recording and reporting of activities, which are part of the subsystems
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in community education, can be done.

Part of the problem with "what community education is" has been
that neither volunteers nor practitioners nor school administrators
have known what the legitimate parameters of community education have
been. Now, within the matrix of accepted domains and elements along
with the well worn toolé of community education there can be a better
understanding of the identity of cémmunity education.

The concept of community education is an inductive process which
has led the Mott Foundation to the development of the five-year state
plans. Now that we can have a clearer Qnderstanaing of what community
education is, the ordinary tools of community education may cause
practitioners and volunteers to be more productive.

Using qualitative methods of study in which 47 state plans were
assessed for patterns) common language, building blocks for procedures,
and categories of érograms there was considerable information which
became available for analysig. The use of interviews with
practitioners and experts in the field made it possible to derive a
consensus that a model is needed for docuﬁenting and reporting current
gsituations in community e&ucation for the purpose of understanding and
building theory. Analysis, assessment, and evaluations may be done
from the same basis using the model developed in this s;udy.

A search of the lite;ature led to the analysis of existing models
and plans which are cufrently in use for program building. The
analysis of the literature as well as of program models and plans did
not yield one specific model by which a state plan could be built. The
search did yield an assimilation of ideas which were merged into the

matrix. These ideas created the basic taxonomy for establishing



100

objectives for any program development or assessment. Whether the
matrix can be used at the regional and/or national levels was not
established in this study.

This study was designed to pursue the possibility of a planning
model which would be an encouragement to practitioners and leaders in
the field thereby providing the necessary motivation to use it. This
model was first constructed aﬁ& based upon program components developed
by Minzey (1974).‘ It was also basedhupon community education elements
which were used in the current forty-seven state plans.‘ As the
research progressed, the information which came in from practitioners
and from the experts called for a more up-to-date version of the six
components. The one developed by Decker was used in the matrix and was
finally accepted by the experts. ' The six domains (which Decker calls
goals) are consistent w}£h the iﬁtent of the Minzey components.

With such a matri#, the taxonomic proéess which emerged, could be
useful for local use in several ways: assessing proper objectives for
planning, the development of action plans which could become an
integral part qf the direction for a full séhool year at the local
level or for a full five-year plan.

The model may be used as a road map. It is a guide. It is a plan
of action using‘locally developed objectives once program decisions and
alternatives for prgblem resolution have been accomplished. It can be
used in assessment, development, orvevaluation. It can be more
liberating than constraining because there are no limitations as to how
many objectives might be developed in any of the 30 cells provided by
the matrix. It will give local and state programs, (and maybe

regional, or national level programs) the opportunity to assess



101
dimensions of programs from the more elementary to the more complex.
Conclusion

Consensus among those interviewed was that a planning model for
community education provide a cqnsistént approach throughout all
community education programs. ‘It would assist in defining what is
expected of sﬁqh programs. ‘The model itself is usable on a day-to-day
basis as it is writtén; therefore, the information would become
retrievable based ﬁpon the need for the information at any given time.

The planning model would discern whether, and to what degree,
objectives set out by local councils have been met. It would discern
the degree of participation in state objectives by loqal entities once
the local objectives are developed. The local involvement will drive
the direction of the stéte pian éhereby returning some of the
local effort to the cgﬁmunity yet\giving the local communities a
connection and a say at the state level.

A planning model will assist in networking and sharing of
pertinent information concerging leadership, networking, legislation
and funding, training and technical assistance, and in community
identity and support. Linkages can be formed between the local
settings to the .state and maybe (eventually) to the national
organizations. Weaver and Kowalski expressed anticipation of new
linkages being formed as a result of this study.

Finding common programs and means by which to convey the data
would éssist in laying the groundw;rk for research and development of a
knowledge base for community education. Consistency in reporting

procedures will give local staff a reflection over a period of time the
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extent to which evaluation can assist in renewal.

A benefit of the model is that program data, whicA can be
collected from the use of such a model, may be availaﬁle for research
‘studies. Expgrts agree that the plan which emerges from the matrix can
be useful 'in the pursuit of state initiatives for the further
~ development” of community education. The expééts agreed that such a
matrix\in'the planning model will provide a £ypoiogy which more nearly
articulates the pafﬁmetéré*of commuhity education.

Reporting from the states to the national level will give some
measure of whaé is actually going‘éﬁ in the field; this information can
be used to encourage beginners, to celebrate successes, to assist -in
evaluations, and to note the dévelépmqﬁﬁ of trends noted above. Praxis
(theory unified with action) can o;cur[ Choices which may‘not'have
been known to local entities can ge made availaﬁle to them as\a result
of the matrix. State agencies and/or advisory councils may use the
matrix to empower the.local units. This action wiil create further
possibilities for deépening process development at the state level.

This model maintéins the essence of the valué of the diversity of
communities across the natidn. It does not restrict action in ahy
segment of the population. For example there are threg very diéparate
communities within the Derby USD 260, in Seaéwick~00unty,,xgnsas.

Those communities havg diverse demographics. They vary as to
transiency of the populétions. They each have their own goals and
objectives. Sometimes. they are similar; sometimes they are too
different to share. However, the interaction Bn the basis of a
tripartite effort is beautiful to behold. They are representativé of

many differences, but they share concerns and are willing to work
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together. This planning model will provide them a better means of
establishing their credibility as problem-solvers and community

supporters.
Recommendations

The processes which have led to the deveiopment of the
recommendations were inspired by one of the models for social change
mentioned in Chaptef II. The process of social change consists of
three sequential steps: invention (ﬁew ideas are created), diffusion
(new ideas are communicated to membgrs of the/soéial system), and
consequences (changes that occur within the social system as a result
of the adoption ér rgjection of ﬁge innovation) (Trujillo and Rogers,
1980).

The acceleration of diffusion would include the following: the
dévelopment of innovations wbich have clear relative édvantages, the
testing of the innovations un&er operational conditions before adopting
them on a wide scale, and the establishment of an organization to
facilitate change and self-reAewal‘in the social struc£ure (Trujillo
and Rogers, 1980).

The recommendations which follow are based upon‘ﬁhe relative
advantages of the new planning modéi which were devéloped in this
study. The recommendatipns,inclu§e concepts which are the means for
communicating the planning model to members 6f the social system, the
process for providing the means of testing the innovation under
operational conditions before adopting them on a wide scale, and the
establishment of an organizational approach to facilitating change and

renewal in the social structure. With these concepts in mind,
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recommendations follow:

1. Recommendations for the national level would include the
following with reference to the "State Community Education
Implementation Awards" (Decker, 1989).

In the individual states, planning is an ongoing

process, and the state plan contains strategies

and activities for implementing various sections

of the plan. A competitive selection process to

fund approximately twenty-five State Community

Education Implementation Awards will continue to

generate interest and momentum at the state level.

The awards will focus on implementing the strategies

related to what is to be done next and/or what needs

to be done next to advance community education in the

particular state (Decker, 1989, p. 168).

a. First, fund the 25 states (which qualified for the awards for
the development of the five-year plans) for a third year for the
purpose of training state representatives and advisory board members in
the use of the matrix at the National Center for Community Education
(NCCE). Further funding for é,twé—part pilot program in the field done
by those trained at NCCEIfor‘providing the training and technical
assistance to other state and local community education people is
recommended. Phase one of the pilot program would be for training and
technical assistance of local people in the 25 states. It would be
done, for the purpose of preparing to implement the matrix. It would be
essential that those trained at the national level take the
responsibility for providing the same kind of training and technical
assistance for those other people at the state and local levels.

b. Second, conduct a review of the existing five year state plans

using the matrix of program domains and the elements in the 25 states

which qualified for the awards. This process would be the second phase
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of the pilot program mentioned in‘the recommendation above and would be
done to insure that the state plans are productive at the local level
and the state leveis. This activity would require the continuance of
the activities of the Community Education State Planning Project
Committee as an umbrella organiz;tion for consistency in ofganizing the
effort.

c. Third, £hé£ Decker continue the work started on the five-year
state plans would be essential to maintain the value and credibility of
the work already done.

d. Fourth, a recommendation for'national level consideration, is
the use of a national‘clearinghouse fpr community education which would
provide the resources and facilitation for disseminating information
and other cooperative efforts to enhance state level and local level
capacity building. ~The'clearingh6use might be the means through which
the data collection and research might begin as a result of doing the
analyses provided b&lthé ﬁatrii.

e. The fifth £ecommendatioh for the national level committee on
future directions fsr communiﬁy eaucgtion‘would be to address some of
the harder’ issues facingicommun@ties today. The matrix would be
applied to such an issue as the diminishing work force where economic
deveiopment is threatened (depending upon the locale), and the need for
training and retraining impacts whether business may thrive. It may
be possible to establish national level maﬁdates which would give local
and state community education programs an understanding of their
responsibility in that particular program component.

2; Recommendations for the state and local levels would include

the following:
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a. So that grassroots sections of any state become aware
of the availability of a model which is less constraining and one which
articulates the parameters of community education program concepts, the
recommendation is thaf stafe level practitioners become trained in the
use of the m;del for plapning; and, then, they woul& provide the
training to repreaentétives of local programs. Any state plan has
impact at‘the‘local'level. Té achieve a congruenéé from the local to
the state to the ﬁatiogal, this effort is essential. (This
recommendation may_be dépendent upon the training and technical
assistance p?évided by the NCCE.)

b. The stré§gth of the planning model comes from the strengths
which already exist:in community educatibn but have not been
understood. The recémmendation is that community education
practitioners take thé ﬁlanning model to Board of‘Education members to
discuss the possibilities of the:use of the model in their school
districts. | ,

c. Once it is clear what the ﬁrogram objéétives are and the extent
to which com@unityleducation pfogramé can be used for the K-12 process,
it would be possible to'broaden'thé access of community education to
the traditional academic structure. This type of study can provide the
pufsuit of less traditional means of teaching "hérd té teach" youth in
less traditional settingg. This recommendation suggests a study of
programs across the nation Qhere EOmmunity education courses or
programs may be integrated into the regular academic program.

The planning model would provide the credibility for  community
education which has been needed so that certified community education

practitioners may become involved in the regular academic structure of
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the school district.

d. It is recommended, further, that state education agencies begin
assessing the community education departments of school districfs
within the 25 states receiving the awards to explore the possibility of
requiring certification for community education directors and/or
practitioners.

e. The difficulties education administrators face in cutting back
the regular programs as a result of a geluctance‘of tax-payers to
support pubiic‘schools bodes an ominous-threat to the future of public
education. Community education councils may not have realized the
extent to which fhey can becomé involved in bringing an awareness to
all the people of a community that education is a lifelong process.
Schools and education are available though there may be 75% of the
population who do not have children in the K-12 programs. School
district boards of education and administ;ators must face the realities
of serving the larger population if they are to continue to take the
property taxes fromythem to suppb:t the academic activity mandated for
the K-12 programs. A gtfong recommendation is for the implementation
of the planning model at the executive level of the school district.
Applied against program areas, as they are estab;ished in the various
buildings, ané using the philosopﬁiéal goals or elements found to be
important by the board of education members, the planning model would
provide a basis for building credibi}ity and trusp for the work of the
district.

3. Another recommendation would include research possibilities
for looking at the data whiéh will emerge as a result of using the

model. Examples of research which might be conducted might include a
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look at how community education programs impact the regular academic
curriculum; a look at what degree community education volunteers are
more involved in decision making at the dynamic center of the school
district; or, a look at the personal growth factor of individuals who

have become involved in decision making at a more powerful level.
Summary

Olsen (1954){ noted the characteristics of comﬁunity education as
follows: |

-improves the quality of living here énd noQ

-uses the community as a laboratory for learning

-makes the school plant a community center

—-organizes the(core curriculum around theﬁ

processes and problems of livihg

—-includes layipeop;é in school policy and

program planning

-leads in community coo;dinat;on

-practices and promotes demp¢racy in all

human relationshiﬁs

These characteristics are viable and consistent across all
arenas where community education exists. Integrating the concept into
all aspects of educating is still pos;ible in view of the many
undercurrents of social and family changés. Kowalski and Fallon (1986)
note that the involvement of community in school affairs may increase
the possibility of conflict. They note that conflict affects
efficiency; decisions cannot be made quickly when many are involved;

however, they ask, "But is efficiency the sole criterion of a good
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school system?" They go on to note that while it is inevitablé, it may
be healthy so that emerging educational issues may be addressed.
Education administrators who are dealing with public.school education
are looking for means to restore public confidence (Kowalski and Fallon
1986). cémmunity involvement where the system is open to the community
may be the proceés neede@ to build the necéséary trust in the system.

Therefore, it‘is important to consider how to m#ke a good thing
better. Now'is the time to gaéher the best resources available to
bring new answers ﬂo old and growing problems within the changing
scenes across the nation. Community Education may not be the whole
answer, but it may provide the best possible resource on the horizon at
the moment. Finding models, plans; idéas, and solutions to meet
the needs of individuals and institutions head on is paramount for the
continuance of a developing and yet dissipative society. The time has
come to find new avenues. This study is one such effort.

As the eye cannot get along without the hand, neither

can the school without the home, nor the school and

home without the community. Each becomes necessary

to the welfare of the others; all must work together

in the interests of childhood and of desirable living

for all men in every community. Although the leadership

belongs to public education, the responsibility belongs
to all (Yeager, 1939, p. 9). '
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LETTER SENT TO ALL PARTICIPANTS:

PRACTITIONERS AND NATIONAL

EXPERTS
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February 27, 1990

TO:

SUBJECT: THE DEVELOPMENT OF A MODEL STATE PLAN FOR COMMUNITY
EDUCATION .

FROM: Georgia W. Bradford

1. Thank you for agreeing\to assist me in the development of
a model state plan for community education use. The
enclosures are as follows:

a. The matrix which is composed of the six components
generally accepted as major headings (under which most
community education effort comes) and the five elements
constructed by the Community Education State Plans Committee;

b. The five sheets which represent the five elements of
community edgcation and might be tied to each program
component.

2. Would you please consider what objectives might be and
write down the ones you believe important in the work of
community education councils? Would you also make any
comments concerning the use of such a tool in a- community
education office? .

3. I am sending other program components to other people who
might have different perspectives in the work of community
education. I would like to continue dialogue with you while
I am in the process of working through which program
objectives might be more feasible.

4. 1 appreciate your cohsi@eration‘énd any ideas or
suggestions you might have as you look at this project.

5. Please let me hear from you by‘bhone (call collect) or by
mail at your convenience. (Telephone numbers were included.)
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The strength of community education lies within'the local
community. A strong state association indicatgs strong local
programs. A strong national association indicates strong
state programs. It is to.that goal that this effort is
contributed. J V

\ MO]SEL PREAMBLE

The following inforﬁétion is set forward to provide
anticipation from breakiné down barriers which limit
progress: .

-This model recognizes Ehat a creative process, such as
community gducation, is a continuing effort to define and
redefine.problems forhﬁest,solutions.

-It récognizes that needs in different locales vary.

-It recognizes that problem solving is a process of
eliminating possible options.’

-It recégnizes that policies vary from place to place.

-1t recognizés that res&urces (funding or otherwise)
vary. |

-This model is to provide guidéline§ for any group of
community educétion volunteers or practitioners interested in
developing community education programs to meet special needs
of their populations.

-It allows for flexibility and creativity in satisfying
objectives in any situation.

-It provides a framework for cooperation without

restrictions.
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-It provideé a framework for continuity from place to
place.

-It can be used for any size program.

-It is intended for use at the local, or the state, and
maybe the regional and national levels. ﬂ

'SCOPE OF THE MODEL

The responsibility of using the‘model lies with the
community: education program at any level. Whether the
program is organized at)the state level or the district
level, personnel who are trained as practitioners or in
leadership posiéions would initiate the process and would
articulate the purpose for which it would be‘used based upon
requests from any area whether it be a board of education, a
state level advisory council, or a group of local citizens.

The process may be prescriptive, evaluative, or
objective. However it is used, the intent is that it be
liberative and descriptive of what is actually occurring in
the local, state, regional, or national programs. The
‘technical ferminology is restricted‘t&‘the six domains
kcoﬁponents of communify‘education) and to the five eiements
which comprise the model. Any additional language may be
derived at the local level. Objectives which,wouldkbe
developed would be basgd upon the combinat;on of the domains
and the elements of the modei. Those objectives would make
up the completed taxonomy from which theoretical process may

be drawn.
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‘SUMMARY

Until the development of the five-year state plans,
community educators had not developed a process to build on
the commonalities, a means of assessing differences, nor a
way to link community education programs to strong entities
for capacity building. Community education programs are not
anchored to theory nor do they have a means for obtaining
support for any of the objectives in the present five-year
plans. The understanding of what community education is and
what it does from state to state as well as from community to
community is of great concern. While diversity is one of the
greater strengths of community education, it may be the
reason there is disagreement regarding the definition of
community education.

Therefore, it is essential that a methodology be devised
by which procedures and patterns which are consistent from
program to program, regardless of the level, be developed.
The methodology in a new taxonomy for use in a local and

state planning is the result of this study.
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APPENDIX B

QUESTIONS IN THE STUDY
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Research questions:

1. Is there sufficient information in the current five-year
state plans from which a planning model might be developed?

2. Does practice in program and process ‘in community
education provide possibilities for strengthening the concept
of community education when linked with the elements
established for use in the five-year plans?-

Questions Used in Interviews:

1. Would a model state plan assist in the development of a
consistent approach to planning in community education across
the nation?

2. Are you familiar with the state plans?

3. Are you familiar with the elements of leadership,
networking, legislation and funding, training and technical
assistance, and community identity and support?

4. Are the domains selected (Minzey, 1974) the domains which
are most used in community education? Are there others?

5. Are the domains (comopnents) constricting? Can they be
combined? Can they be broadened? (This question continued
to be a topic of conversation throughout the study.)

6. Do you think that there would be need to expand the
program. areas to include other program development?

7. Do you think that the six areas are too broad?

8. Do you think that the state plans exhibit a diverse
approach to planning? - - '

9. Do you feel that community education programs operate as
if they are isolated and unaffected by outside influences?

10. Is there sufficient commonality in the existing plans
from which a model might be developed?

11. Would you consider it important, in view of reporting
programs to a state, regional, or national inquiry, to
develop consistent objectives under each of the thirty
segments of the resulting taxonomy on the matrix, eventually?



124

Another Set of Questions Used in Telephone Conversations:
1. Do you think the matrix (which consisted of program
elements across the horizontal plane and the program
components along the vertical plane) would be a usable
process for council work?

2. Do you think the matrix may be usable at other levels
than local such as state, regional, national?

3. Are the principles of community education as articulated
by Decker necessary to the development of this model?

4. 1Is the matrix worthy of being a model for planning?

5. How would you feel that such a model might‘be helpful?



APPENDIX C

ARTIFACTS IN FOCUSED OBSERVATIONS
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H@MN perey usD 260

T0

March 2, 1990

Sue Fryer, Editor
Daily Reporter

SUB ff?-\\FACILITY USA IN USD 260

FRO

, ]
7 2 Lﬁ_{ejﬁz)\
eorg?§4w/ radford, /Oirector of Community Education

1 The enclosures will give you some 1dea of how the USD 260
Board of Education makes the buildings available to the public
The process 1s as follows

a

If there 15 a need (whether organizational or i1ndivi-
dual), a telephone call to the community education
office will 1nitrate the paperwork for usage

The paperwork goes from the community education office
to the building administrator who clears the calendar
for that building and reserves the space for the
purpose mentioned on the facilities request form

The paperwork 1s signed at the building and comes back
to the community education office where the activity
1s logged 1nto a district calendar

The authoryzation for use occurs at that point, and the
paperwork 1s sent out to the user showing that the
faci1l1ty requested has been reserved for them for that
specific date and time

Since the buirlding request forms are 1n carbon packs,
each person who must know about the usage gets a copy
(1ncluding the building custodian) -

Usually, the 1ni1tral telephone call wi1ll determine
«hether or not the needed facility 15 available, however,
1t 1s.possible that the paperwork might be disapproved
somewhere 1n the process It takes approximately a week
to determine the authorization Because the requests
appears possible 1ni1tially, does not mean that 1t will

be authorized unti1) 1t has been through the whole process

Administrative Center ® 120 E Washington ® Derby KS 67037-1488 @ (316) 788-8400
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2 Since facilities usage 1s up, 1t 1s 1mportant that patrons
apply for usage well 1n advance of an activity There 15 a

system of priorities and class structure for usage This system
15 part of the USD 260 policy handbook and approved by the

Board of Education. Seldom 1s anyone disallowed to use a facility
If a group 1s pre-empted because of academic need, the personnel
in the community education office makes every attempt to find

a "li1ke" facili1ty somewhere else

3 The key system for use on the weekends and holidays when
custodians are not 1n the buidling and when they are not required
for the activity, 1s at the Derby Police Department Those keys
are made availlable to USD 260 patrons only

4 Thank you for publicizing this process
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COMMUNITY EDUCATION REGULATIONS
USE_OF BUILDINGS

1.
2.

1.
12.
13.

14.

15.

The facility must be used for the purpose noted on the request form.

An adult representative of the group will be the first inside the facility
and the last to leave to assure the custodian on duty that all of his group
has left the building and to make sure -that the facility can be returned to
the same condition'as it was before entering One representative must take
responsibility for any group.

The individual or group using the building will be charged .for time spent
in the faci]ity beyond time agreed in the contract.

Renter must check with the building official or head custodian twenty-four
hours in advance of his arrival to confirm the accessibility of the e equipment
he has requested.

Moving, securing scenery, securing lighting, operating public address systems,
and similar matters must be accomplished under the direction’'of an employee -
of the Board. A11 such requests must be outlined upon the "Request for Use

of Facilities.'

The renter assumes financial respons1b1l1ty individually and on behalf of his
organization for any part of the school or contents made available therein that
may be damaged or stolen dur1ng the hours the building was in use by the
organization. .

USD #260 has the right to add additional personnel beyond-that hsted on the
contract if necessary to have the building readied for school usage.

Use or possession or alcohol1c beverages or drugs 1s strictly prohibited and no
person shall be allowed to participate in or observe events while they are
under the influence of alcohol or drugs. Disorderly conduct is prohibited in
all school bu11d1ngs. Use .of tobacco products is prohibited. Smoking 1s not
allowed in any school at any time. Requestor 'shall be responsible for
unacceptable behavior as mentioned above. Failure to abide by this regulation
may result in the.requestor being barred from use of the facility.

School cafeterias and kitchens may be used only when regularly employed
personnel are 1n charge except for access to water.

Payment of USD #260 employees shall be made only by the Board of Education.

The district 1s relieved from responsibility for any damage or loss of any
person while attending activities scheduled by any group.

District personnel shall have full Jur1sd1ction of the building and 1ts
contents while he/she is on duty covering the activities of any group.

A custodian may not be required when in the opinion of the building principal
it 1s not necessary.

Use of Derby USD #260 faciTities for personal gain or profit 1s considered on
a case by case basis. Requests must be 1n writing to the Director of Community
Education prior to application for use.

Adequate supervision must be planned prior to the event being scheduled (recom-
mendation of one adult supervisor for every 25 people). The USD #260 will not
be responsible for supervision when the facility 1s acquired by any group.
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PROCESS FOR ‘FACILITIES USAGE IN USD 260

The use of school facilities is subject to the follow1ng pr10r1t1es outlined by
the Board of Education:

1.

2

\
3.
4

.

5.

PRIORITY ONE:* School or school ‘related activities;

PRIORITY TWO: Community Education programs and courses offered for district
residents' consumption;

PRIORITY THREE: Other tax supported-institutions in the community;

PRIORITY FOUR: In-district business, churches, civic clubs, community
events and i1ndividuals.

PRIORITY FIVE: Out-of-district groups churches etc., whose programs include
district residents.

EXEMPTIONS TO FEES:

a. CLASS I: No inlding rental fees 'shall be charged to the following
groups for activities serving Derby USD 260 residents:

(1) School affiliated organizations including, but not limited to
parent teacher groups, booster clubs, alumni associations or
_community education meetings.

(2) City of Derby governmental unlfs.

(3) Local (public school age) youth groups (for meetings only)
including but not limited to Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts.

(4) Any group presenting information or activities which are
consistent with the district‘s community education philosophy.

(5) Derby Chamber of Commerce.

(6) Civic and community organizations as. identified by the most recent
Chamber of Commerce pubiication.

A11 above groups may incur custodial expense when custodians are not already
on duty. ’ .

v

~ b. CLASS II: Minimal fees (as found in the regulations) shall be charged
to local non-profit and sérvice organizations.

(1) Local churches (must be geographically located wlthin the
boundaries of.-Derby USD 260). ‘

- (2)" Private individuals.
(3) Private or social groups.
c. CLASS IILI: For profit business concerns. sectarian, partisan, and
non-local groups or organizations shall not be granted rental rights

without approval by the Board at which time the rental fees will be '
set. .
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UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT NO 260
120 EAST WASHINGTON \
DERBY, KANSAS 67037

Directions Complete and submit all copies of this request to the Director of Community Education no later than one week
prior to the date of your event

L
FACILITIES Requestor .

T Requestor's Organization . H Date of Request
3 Building Desired 4 Rooms Needed ‘ 5 Activity
& Dates desired 7 CircTe Days of Week 8 Attendance Expected

From To M T W TH F SAT SUN
Y. Opening Time/Starting Time 10 Ending Time - B 1. USD 260 Employee Needed?

: Yes No

T2 Expectations from Custodial Employee T
T3 Expectations from Kitchen Employee .

T4 If food is to be served without Kitchen EmpToyee, describe in detail

'

Y5 Is equipment needed” Give exact data, diagram, and Tocation on an attachment (note policy on reverse side)

T6 HNames of Supervisors attending activity

T7 TRequestor's Name, Address and Phone Number (Print)

T8. Signature of Requestor

F!M” |5 U§E EEEBEL FACILITIES  Principal '

T Approved as requested 2" “Resubmit, Dates unacceptable [3 Work Order needed
Yes No Yes No Yes No

¥, Custodial personnel required 3 Kitchen personnel required 6. Date of Approval
Yes No > Yes No

7 Comments or other contingencies )

8. Signature of Principal or peSIQnee

!!l'!ﬂﬂﬂ!ﬁ!ﬂﬁ T0 Vot g(‘.HﬁBL FACILlTrES Oirector of Community Education .

T Authorized Z.  Fees 3 Amount per hour Kitchen personnel
Yes ' No Yes No .
T Amount per hour Custodial personnel 5. Amount per hour room rental [ Date of Authorization

7 Comments or other contingencies

B~ Signature of Director of community Education

Distribution of copies
white, Community Education __ Blue, Prancipal __ Pink, Service Center _ Yellow, Applicant

Form 011
1000 2/90



- USD 260 facilities
available for use

. By Suzanne Fryer

USD.260 faciliues are available
for usage by the public by follow-
ing certain guidelines and restnc-
uons The district buildings are
available for use by groups during
after school hours and on week-
ends The schedule for use 1s gen-
crally ught but scheduling ahead of
ume 1s possible

There 1s a system of pnonues
and class structure for usage The
system 1s part of the USD 260 pol
icy handbook and approved by the
Board of Educauon If a group 1s
pre-empted  because of academic
need, the personnel 1n the commu
nity educauon office makes every
atiempt 0 find a simular facility
clsewhere 1n the district

The apphcauon process for fa-
cihity usage 1s farly clear-cut In-
terested parues can start by calling
the commumity educauon office to
imuate the necessary paperwork
The paperwork 1s passed to the

building admxmsualor”ng:\f(ho will
clear the calendar and Teserve the
space for the requestedspurpose
The paperwork goes back to the
community educauon office where
the activity 1s logged 1nto a distnct
calendar _3:

The authorizauon occurs at the
community educauon office and
the paperwork 1s then sent back to
the requesung party noung the fa-
cility has been reserved for thewr
acuvity

The auhonzauon process lakes
approximately one week , General-
ly, the 1miual telephone call will de-
termine the availability of the facu-
ity However, the paperwork may
be disapproved somewhere along
the line _ ,

If facilines are being used on
weekends and hohdays when cus-
todians arc not on duty, the keys
can be obtamned from the Derby

Continued to pg 8
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Continued from pg 1

Police Department The keys arc
made available for USD 260 pa-
trons only

The use of school facihues 1s
subject to the following prionties
outlined by the Board of Educa-
ton
+Prionty one School or school re-
lated acuvities
Priority two Community Educa-
uon programs and courses offered
for distnct residents’ consumpuon
Prionty three Other tax supported
nsutubions 1n the community
*Prionity four In-district business,
churches, civic clubs, community
events and individuals
*Priority  five  Out-of-district

groups, churches, etc , whose pro-
grams include district residents -

One representative must take re-
sponsibility for any group The
renter will assume financial re-
sponsibility 1ndividually and on
behalf of the organization for any
part of the school or contents made
available that may be damaged or
stolen duning the hours the bulding
1s 1n use by the orgamzauon

Use or possession of alcoholic
beverages or drugs 1s strictly pro-
hibited The requesung party 1s re-
sponsible for the behavior of the
group while they are in the build-
ing Adequate supervision 1s re-

qurred prior 10 the event Commu
nty Educauon officials recom
mend one adult supervisor for ev
ery 25 people USD 260 will not
accept responsibility for supervi
sion when a group rents the facih
ty °

USD 260 facihues are made
avallable 10 any and all district pa
trons The community educauon
office 1s willing to answer qucs
nons and concerns from interested
paruies about facuity usage The
program has been successful so far
and with community cooperation it
will conunue to provide necded
services for Derby residents
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APPENDIX D

FOCUSED OBSERVATION ' SHEET
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PROGRAM DOMAIN: (Select one)
1. Diverse Educational Programs
2. Broad Use of Facilities
3. Citizen Involvement '
4. Community Improvement
5. Social/Human Services
6. Interagency cooperatlon/Publ1c-Pr1vate Partnerships

ELEMENTS: (Select one)
1. Leadership
2. Networking
3. Legislation & Funding
4. Training & Technical Assistance
5. Community Identity & Support

PROGRAM COMPONENT: (To be determined by Advisory Council)

INSTRUCTIONS: Record objectlves based on the PROGRAM
DOMAIN/COMPONENT as it is 1mpacted by the PROGRAM ELEMENT.
(Example: If you are working in "1. Diverse Educational
Programs" and "1. Leadership," your objectives will be
numbered as follows: 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3, 1.1.4, etc.)
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VITA

Georgia Walton Bradford
Candidate for the Degree of

Doctor of Education

Thesis: CAPACITY BUILDING FOR COMMUNITY EDUCATION: A PLANNING MODEL
Major Field: Educational Administration
Biographical:

Personal Data: Born in Fort Valley, Georgia, September 24, 1935,
the daughter of Clarence W. and Mary S. Walton. Married to
Robert W. Bradford on August 11, 1989.

Education: Graduated from Fort Valley High School, Fort Valley,
Georgia, in June, 1953; received Bachelor of Arts degree in
Sociology from Wesleyan College, Macon, Georgia, in May,
1970; received Master of Arts degree at the University of
Texas at San Antonio, San Antonio, Texas, in May, 1984,
with a major in Educational Administration; completed
requirements for the Doctor of Education degree at Oklahoma
State University in May, 1990.

Professional Experience: Elementary Teacher, 1965-1967; Lead
Teacher/Principal, Shy Linkou Air Station, Taiwan, Department
of Defense, 1975-1976; Executive Director of American
Diabetes Association, New Mexico Affiliate, Incorporated,
1977-1979; Education Services Officer, Cam New Amsterdam,
Holland, Department of Defense, 1979-1982; Director of
Community Education, USD 260, Derby, Kansas, 1984-present.
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