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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This is the first 'of three reports on Community Education in Region V.

The second report will focus on Community Education Programs in the states of

lqinnesota,i Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana; and Ohio. The third will focus on

the functions of State Department uf Education Personnel responsible for

Community Education.

The author would like to acknowledge the cooperation and assistance of

several persons who made this study possible. Gary Sullenger,tCommunity School

Specialist of the Michigan Department of Education, coordinated the activities

and provided much assistance in the wording of the questionnaire. His ranking

of the Michigan Programs was a difficult, but necessary task for the completion

of this study.

Dr. Robb Shanks and the Interstate Research Prolect Policy Committee

provided encouragement and advice an the wording of the questionnaire.

Dr. Mary Rogers, Director of-Adult and Continuing Education Services of the

Michigan Department of Education sent a cover letter to all Superintendents which

is the primary reason for the 98% response rate.

Two Community Education Directors in Michigan:\Eugene Fisher of Saline and

Don Kelso of Jackson, responded to a rough draft ot_the Survey and made several---,

valuable suggestions.

Dr. William Kromer. Director of the National Center for Community Educatiotit

also gave valuable input to the study.

Dr. Mike Hunter, Coordinator of Ceneral Program Evaluation in the/Research,

Evaluation and Assessment Service of the Michigan Department of Education ploVided

the MDE estimate of the proportion of objectives met,.
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The 194 Directors of Community Education in Michigan made the most valuable

contribution. With little more incentive than that "this study will further the

concept of Community Education." they gave of their time to complete the question-

naire, and their responses provide the data for this report.

I.
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ABSTRACT

A 55-item questionnaire was distributed to all of the Community School

Programs in Michigan which were partially reimbursed by the State in 1975-76.

Ninety-eight percent of the questionnaires were returned. Thirteen components

existed in over 90% of the Programs and are considered to be necessary for a

viable Community School Program. The results of the study indicate that the

necessary components for all Community Programs are:

1. The Board supports Community Education by opening the school building.

2. The,Program attradts most,segments of the community.

3. Program activities are started as soon as possible after needs have

been identified.

4. An Advisory Committee is formed which helps to determine needs,

establish goals, and identify community resources.

5. Director regularly attends inservice.

6. Program establishes cooperative efforts with governmental agencies,

volunteer and civic service organizations, and other educational

institutions.

7. Program has activities in the summer.

8. Evaluation of the Program is based to some extent on the data

collected on participants.

In addition, components which differentiate nuccessful from unsuccessful

Programs were identified for Programs located in rural and urban areas, and for

Programs in existence for 3 to 6 years, and in existence for over 6 years.

The additional components of successful rural Programs are:

Serving a large number of districts,

o Director regularly attending inservice,

Director teaching inservice,

7
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Director perceiving that tl7e organizational structure of the

Program is not at a minimum, and

No activities in the summer.

The additional components of successful urban Programs are:

Initial plannitg from as many community resources as possible,

Written objectives in addition to those required by the State,

Director receiving in-depth training at Flint. and'

Director feeling adequate in conducting a needs assessment.

The additional components of successful Programs in existence for 3 to 6

years are:

e Adviaory Council helps Publicize Program.

Director regularly attends inservice.

Director feels separate from the rest of the school administrative

staff, and

The Program bases the evaluation to some extent on data collected

on participants.

The additional components of successful Programs in existence for more than

6 years are:

.-Teenagers on Advisory Council,

Advisoryp-Council not publicize the Program,

o Director receiving training at Flint,

c There not being essentially the same number cf activities-for

' all age groups.

The following recommendations were made regarding further research in

Community Education:

Rely not on F4uccess ratings by Programs themselves; but utilize an

objective measure or at least a subjective estimate by an outsidtr

or group of outsiders.

2
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Require more extensive record keeping by the Programs of decisions

and evaluative data.

The followdng recommendations seem warranted for Community Education Programs:

Include teenagers on Advisory Councils.

e Develop means for fostering a more active Advisory Council.

, The following recommendations seem warranted for a State Department.of Education:

o Provide assistance/guidance in maintaininR an active Advisory Council.

Provide inservice for Directors in the area of needs assessment and

evaluation or encourage the use of outside evaluators.

Develop several objectives which are applicable to all Programs and/or

require that all objectives meet certain minimum standards.

9
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STUDY OF COKMUN1TY EDUCATION IN RECION V

41;

REPORT :

Components of Exemplary Community Education Programs in Mlohip.an

Introduction

This project, a Study of Community Education in Region V, was funded

by the Upper Midwest Regional Interstate Research Project Policy Committee

in August of 1975. The Michigan Department of Education has coordinated the

activities. This rePort deals with the first phase of the project: Community

Education in Michigan. Subseq ent reports will focus on the Community Educa-

tion Programs in the other Reg2A7tates, and on the role of the State

..Directors of Community Education in th'e Region V States.

The major objective of the portion of the study represented by this

report was to identify the components of exemplary Community Education

Programs in Michigan. As will be diseussed in further detail lacer, two kinds

of components were identified in this study: 1) those components which are

found in nearly every Program and are considered in this study to be necessary

for a viable Program, but which do not distinguish between the most and least

successful programs, and 2) those components which exist to a greater degree

in the most successful programs.

A secondary objective was to obtain descriptilve information on the
\'

components of Community Education Programs in Michigan. The development of the

questionnaire which was used for data collection is discussed first, followed

by the results: the descriptive program information and the exemplary program

components.

The results of such an investigation should have relevance to the other

states in Region V. as well as others.

4
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

An initial version of t;he -Survey of Community Education" was developed

as a result of several information gathering activities. Firat, background

research into the available literature.on Community Education was conducted

during May and June of 1975. In July, a-visit was made with Dr. Cwik of the

University of Michigan, Office of Community Education Research. Dr. Cwik made

available all of the dissertations in the area. In addition, the National

Center for Community Education in Flint. Michigan made available the Community

Education Journals, and Dr. Kromer of the National Center for Community Educa-

tion discussed aspects of Community Education.

The initial verSion of the questionnaire and several revisions were

developed by the ProjeCt Director and were discussed with Oary Sullenger, the

Community School Specialist, of the Michigan Department of Education:

While final decisions on the questionnaire were the resPonsibility of the

Project Director, several individuals and groups provided valuable input. On

August 21 and 22, 1975,\Gary Sullenger and ihe Project Director presented the

basics of the study to a meeting of the Upper Midwest Regional Interstate

Research Project Policy Committee at Madison, Wisconsin. Several changes were

made in the instrument as a result of the discussions by the Policy Committee

members. The instrument was also discussed with two Community Education

Directors in Michigan, Eugene Fisher of Saline, and Don Kelso of Jackson. Both

of these men provided excellent suggestions for the improvement of the survey.

'One final organization provided input to the surveythe Michigan Community
\,

School Education Association Board of Directors. Gary Sullenger presented the

proposed study and survey instrument to them on September 5, 1975, and several

members provided written comments.

The final questionnaire contained 55 items: 5 demographic items, 7 planning

items, 7 items measurin3 support from various sources, 9 items relevant to the

ii
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Advisory Council. 9 items about the training and,functions of the Director,

10 items relating to programming. and 8 items concerned with evaluation. All

of the items (except the demographic ones) were in a YES-NO format in order to

facilitate obtaining answers from the Directors. The two Directors who piloted

the instrument took approximately 15 minutes each to respond.

On October 15, 1975, Dr. Mary T. Rogers (the Director of Adult and

Continuing Education Services of tha Michigan Department of Education) sent a

letter to all ,Superintendents of Schools in Michigan which are reiAbursed under

the Community School Grant Program. The letter indicated the support of the

Michigan Department of Education (YDE) (See Appendix 8). On October 20. 1975

the questionnaire was mailed to the 198 Community School Directors in Yichigan.

Within rwo weeks, 152 questlonnaires were returned. )Approximately four weeks

after the first letter was mailed, a second_letter and questionnaire was mailed

to those Directors who had not yet responded. In addition, most of those

Directors were contacted by phone.

RESULTS

The results are divided into two malor sections, the first presenting

the descriptive information about the 194 respohding Community School Programs

(essentially all\ol the Community School Programs partially reimbursed by the

State of Michigan). The proportion of YES responses, to each ieem is also

presented in Appendix A. Ihe second section presentsthe results for the

major objective of the study--the development of the predictive models identi-

fying components of exemplary programs.

By the time data analysis began. 194 Directors had responded. Three other

surveys were received too late to include in the analysis. Therefore, the final

response rate was 98%.

6



Descriptive Results

Detailed descriptive results appear in tabular form in Appendix A. The

results for the various areas are summarized and discussed below.

Demographic Item 1. .,Total populrt- served was included to get an
t

/idea of the scope of the PrOg- opulation size was 27,000 ar

the median was 20,000.

Demographic Item 2: -Number of'school districts served indicates that almost

314 of the Programs only seried one district.

/
/Demographic Item 3: Type of setting has been indicated by other researchera

as an important aspect-of.the Community Educstion Program. Over half,of the

.Programs were serving a "small town or village." These Programa were combined

with those from "rural setting" to form a "rural group" for later analyses.

_
Demographic Item 4: Length of time the,Program has operated is an important

variable because it indicates the time span that the staff'has had to develop

activities. The time groupings are somewhat similar to previous research

(O'Neil, 1972), but reflect the fact that the State of Michigan has been

partially funding Programs for six years. Thus,, Programs which have been in

existence for more than 6 years (447) began without State support. Programs

which have Only been in.existence for 1-2 years (19%) were thought to Possibly

e different from the more established Programs, and so they were identified

as a group, and separated frOm those existing for 376 years (37%).

Demographio Item 5: Percent ofA3rogram devoted to Education, Health,,Leisure

Time. Socialization, and Other. These categories.are consistent with much of
, ----, / ,-

the literature and were used because thy correspond to the areas on the

application blank filled out by each Of the Program Bush (1974) suggests
_

. ,

that the better Programs are_those which are 'divers fiecVand focus their

Program in the various areas.



Indeed, 227 of the Programs devoted at least 10% of their effort in each

.Of the four areas. This 10% figure was adopted as an indication of a diversified

effort.

The primary effort was 141 Education and Leisure Time. Very little effort

was reported in the areas of Health and Socialization. Most frequently mentioned

"Other" areas were "community problem aolvlog, tmblic relations," and "senior

-citizens." (See Appendix A for further details.)

Planning Component:. ,Sevén items (items 6-12 in ApPendix A) were developed from
i

the work of Bergera/(1972), Minzey (1975),.Eyster (1975), Clark (1972), Parson

(1974), Turnidge/(1973),.and Seay and Crawford (1954). fnitial_planning was not

shared hy all.. About half of the Programs were influenced by an outside catalyst,

and 3/4 of the Programs involve local elected officials.

Support from Various Sources: Seven items (items 13-19 in Appendix A were

developed froM the work of Seay and Crawtprd (1954), TUrnidge (1973), Parson

,

. 1

(1974), Clark (1972),.Koth (1973), and Baldasari (1972). Almost all of the

Programs have written and financial support from their Boards. There is leader-
, .

k;.
.>L:, 1

.
_

.
.

.
.

.

ship and participation from most segments of the dommunitv. All but one Program
. L

reported that the BpArd supported the use of school limildings by the Community

Education Program. About one-third of ihe Directors reported that school

principals sometimes did not support their work with teachers.

Advisory Council,Support: Nine items(items 20a-201 of Appendix A) were included

on the questionnaire concernink the Advi ory.Council. The Michigan State Board:,

of Education (1975) requires that'each funded Program."demonstrate utilization

of's lorm of a 'citizen's advisory council." Specific functions and structures

of the Advisory Council haye been identified by Parson (1974); Kerensky and

Melby-(1971), Berger& (1972),-Baldasari (1972) and Johnson (1973). According to

the Directors, a large proportion of.the Programs have Councils which "act as a

14.
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sounding board rather than pass on action programs." According to the Directora,

the Councils, though, help determine needs, help establish goals, help identify

community resources, and help publicize. the Program to(,the community. About

half include teenagers on their Council and about half have a Council size

within the optimum range identified by Baldasari (1972).

The Community School Director: 'Nine items (items 21-29) were included to

measure the training

Koth (1973), Parson

of the Director, The work of Turnidge (1973),.

Clark (1972) was referred to, as well as

suoestions froM Community School personnel. Ora_ bout 314 of the Directors

haVe had several courseg in Community Education, whereas 90% have had Coursekork

in Educational Administration. About 1/2 have had intensive trainiWg at Flint,

while 58% have had training elsewhere (42% at various uniVersities, and:16%

"on the job"). Almost all regularly attend, inservice, a requirement for State

funding. Unfortunately, a substantial portion feel that they are separate from

the rest of the school administrative staff,-that they are inadequate in

conducting a needs assessment, and that they have not had enough training to

conduct an evaluation. This last inadequacy could be important as the Michigan

:State Board of Education (1975, p.2) requires an Annual evaluation, and 87% of

the Directors reOrt that they perf6rm the evaluation themselves.

ProvamminglComponents: Ten items (items 30a-36 in ApOendix A) measuring

programming'activities were developed from the work àf Seay and Crawford (1954),

O'Neil (1972), Parson (1974), Clark (1972), and Kerensky. and Melhy (1971).

''-r--k-GicS'C'iff-TiCiciiiiirii""tiav-e-6'i`Eabri'iffe'a-Eaoifative:"dtfoYtYvrttrva=ritttis"--a'gettt'tesT--

in the community. , Almost half-of the Directors do not feel that the-Oganiza-
\

'tional struoture,is at a minimum. Over half of the Directors report 4 change

in philosophy sinCe the Program's beginning, but many commented that the change

was/for the good. Although almost'all Programs have activities in the summer.

only one-fifth have essentially the same number of activities Mr. all age:groups.

9
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Furthermore, over one-third report a lack of qualified staff to deliver the

activities.

Evaluation Components: Eight items (items 37-44 in Appendix A) were developed

from the work of Seay and Crawford (1954) and O'Neil (1972). Directors indicated

that in the majority of the Programs: /) activities are developed from contin-

uous reevaluation of needs, 2) evaluation is based both on Participant's

attitudes and on datn than attitudes, and 1) the Director completes an

evaluation every year (required 1) the State of Michigan). Over

one-third feel they spend too much time writing objectives and-documenting

results, and one-fourth wduld feel more comfortable if an outside consultant

did the evaluation.

Necessary Components of Community Education Programs

As-waS noted above, two kinds of Program components were identifiE-.

this study: 1) those components which are found t arly every Progrnm, but

which do no :iistinguish between :he most and leas ,:cessful Programs, and

2) thOse ce-nronents which exist to a greater degree the most auccessful

Programs.

It was decided before the surVey was mailed out co consider a component

as "necessary"-if over 90%,of the Programs evidenced that component.. This

, decision was made onthe basis of two reasons. First, if essentially al4

\

Programs evidenCed the conponent, one could consider such a component aa a

lecessarv hnct sufficient (for success) component. Secondly, if
-i

essentially
\

all FrogrmTma e,videnced a component, thatcomponent wruld have little statistical

chance ofpqr,-.aring in the predictive model. Indeed, if all Programa evidenced

the componer7:7-, then there would be no way that that component could appear in

the predictive model. It should be-noted that it is, of course, possible that

a component may exist in all current Programs merely as a matter of tradition

16
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rather than because it is really necessary. Such a.component might possibly

be omitted from a successful Program in the future. Table 1 lists components

which, as a result of this survey, are considered to be necessary but not

sufficient components of successful Community Education Programs.

Table 1. Necessary Components of Community Education Programs in_ Michigan

Item/fr

13 The Board passes a resolution supporting Community Education

16 Participation by most sec-,mts of the community

17 Activities started as soon as possible after need has been identified

18 Board supports the use of school buildings by the CommunitY Education

. Program

20d Advisory Committee,helps determine needs of community

20e Advisory Cot-T:cee hc.goals of 'the-Program

20g AdVisory Coth :et '7,..a1pa ident±fy communityresources

25 Director reg-u:, inservice on Community Education

30a Program estab117 s cooperative efforts with governmental agencies

30b Program Otabalst cooperative efforts with volunteer and civic

service orgirrittations

30d Program est1ishes 7..00perative efforts with other educational

institution

33 Program has a-:t:.-L7itie3 in the sumnier

38 Evaluation 'ased to some extent on data r:cjilected on parti.cinents

Measures of Program Succse

exemplary Communirv Elt.:-ation Programs, not only do the components have to be

measured, but also some rating..or opeasure of succeas/has to be obtained. The

/ .

presence or absenc.: each Program of the various ComPonents was ascertained

from the questionnuirc.,= returned .by the 194 Directors as described in the

previous section 1E a separate aspect of the study, the Programs were

11



measured on three criteria of success. Each of these three measures of succeas

was used separately as a criterion measure in regression analyses to determine

predictors (components) of successful programs.

For the first measure of success, the administrator of the.Mi...nigan

"Grants for Community School Program" was asked to rate the Programs, (See

AppendiN C for the specific instructions.) Gary Sullenger was asked to do this

because he.\was in the best position to do the rating of all the Programs.

A se ond criterion of success.was based on the PrOgram's annual evaluation

form and.was the proportion of 1974-75-objectives which the Prograth reported

were met., The Michigan bepartment.of EdUcation, in reviewing those evaluations''

made by the\Programs themselves, made an, eVAluation of those evaluation forms.

If the right ind of data,was not presented, or if the evaluated objective was

not in the original applicatlon, or if the-data provided did not indeed meet the

objective, then the objective was not considered to be met. Thus, the third

criterion was the Michigan Department of Education assessment of proportion of

9 4-75 objectiVes met.

esults for'each-of the three criteria of_succesa are presented in this

section, but major emphasis is,placedon the first rating because it is con-
)

sidered by the Project Director tp be tha.best measure of success. This is so

because the Programs differed greatly with MDE.rpn the nropOrtion of objectives

- .

met. And furthermore, there was_no effori'td-monitbi the nature of the

objectivea. That is..some Programs may have submitted "easily obtainable"

----rybdectives-at- the--begtnning-of-the:-year-and-ended...-_up-success_tuL.____O_th,e,t_.xqay,._:,,_

have developed more difficult objectives and consequently had a more difficult

time meeting them. Additionally, not Ian:Directors place the same importance

on the end of year evaluation. Even though the evaluation is a requirement for

reimbursement, the requirement is Simply that an evaluation be turned in. Some

grams have assistance in conducting the evaluation from other Departments in

12
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the District that are somewhat sophisticated in Evaluation.. And lastly, 20

Programs were new in 1975-76 and hence had no evaluative data, whereas they

were rated and.could be incluued when the rating was used as the.criterion.

The rating, as indicated in Appendix C, was designed so as to end up

with an approximately normal distribution. Table 2 provides the frequency

\

and proportion in each level of the success rating.

Table 3 shows the distribution of the Programs on the two measures of

success which were based on the proportion of objectives achievec, L-

mar.ed by the Programs and by the, Michigan Department. of Education). The'.

dis.lrepancy between the Program's estimate of the.proportion of objectives\

met and that of the MDE aan be ascertained in Table 3. 'It was partly this \

discrepancy that led to the primary emphasis on the rating described above.

Table 2. Rating of Programs

Description % Number_

least successful. 4 8

quite a bit below average 13 25

lust below average 12 '''' 24

average for Michigan 31 61

just above average 23 44

quite a bit above average 12 23

\

most successful ,9

\

Table 3. ProportiCA of Program Objectives Met: Prgram Estimate and Michigan

-------

Proportion Of -

Objectives Met
Program MDE
Estimate Estimate

f % F %

0- 9 1 1 41 24

10-19 0 9 3 2

20-29, 4 2 37 21

19



Table 3. (continued) '

Proportion of Program MDE

Objectives Met Estimate Estimate

30-39 0

40-49 1 3

50-59 21

60-69 14

(:)-79 24

80-89 20

90-100 87

0 9 5

2 11 6

12 27 16

8

14 19 11

11 2 1

50 11 6

Formulation of Prediction Models

Several prediction modeLs were Calculated. One was calculated using all

Programs. In addition, models were calculated using subgroups of Programs.

grouped on the basis of rurzi-urban and also on the basis of age of Program.

The literature suggests that different kinds of Program may be more

effective in urban settings than in rural settings. If this is the case, these

'differences would not be detectable when considering all the Programs as a

single group. Some literature suggested that differing components are impor-

tant depending,upon/the age of the Program. hence the Programs were also

grouped on the basis of length of.existence. If these 'groupings are important.

then the R2 associated with the "grouped models" will be higher than the R2 for

the model..on ali Programs. The technic* employed is -one that is often used

-------for thi-s-4-.And.--af._modelbuildi,Ps.,_ a fprward stepwise regression procedure.

[See POx and Guire (1973) for a discussion of MIDAS program SELEtT.] The

techniqi inclu=as in the prediction model those variables whit together.as

a set best preet.ct the criterion. Only those variables which significantly

-

predict are included. The ,R- measure can range from .00 (accounting for none

of the criterion variancc ; ..c) 1.00 (accounting for Ell of the criterion

14
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2
variance). The goal is thus to obtain an R value close to 1.00. Adiusted

2

R2 values are also reported here, as the R is unduly inflated by small

sample sizes and large nuMber of predictor variables (Guilford, 1965). [See

McNeil, Kelly. and McNeil (105) for a more complete die _on of r t4sio

analysis and of policy captui , in .]

Results: Components of Successf.:1 ograms

Table 4 presents the results when all ProgrEms were analyzed. an -each

of the three criteria of PrOgram succ6as. As diEcussed above, more confidence

should be placed on the rating than on the other two criteria,.and least

confidence should be placed on the Program's own assessment of the proportion

of'objectives met. When predicting the Criterion,of rating, three predictors

accounted for 74: Of the criterion variance. The most successful Programs

:were those:

1) who had participation by most segments of the community

2) who have teenagera on the Advisory Council, and

3) whose Director/has had several courses in Educational Administration.

In predicting the Program's estime7e of success, only one variable was

predictive of success--participants,sharing in decision-making in all

2
activities. But since the R was only .01, little credence can be placed on

this result. Three very different variables predicted the State Department's

estimate of proportion of objectives met:

1), in-depth training at Flint,

-2)-Director---not-have-substantial-training-elsewhere_.. and

3) the Director completing the evaluation every yee:-.

Results: Compunents of Successful Urban.and Rural Programs

Table 5 displays the resulrs when the Programs were zrouped nn the basis

of urban and rural Programs. Higher R
2 were obtained for these groupings, with
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around one-fourth of t ^, -er! -! variance cp rating beir, accounted for.

Components predic lr urban Progrr

1) initial planning i_om communit,:. 7esources as pojble,

2) writing objectives in addition to those required by the State.

3) Director receiving in-depth training at_Flint, and

4) Director feeling adequate in conducting a need'a-assessment.

The first, two of these components are Planning components. and the last two

are related to the training of the Director. One interpretation of the above

results is that the Director of an urban Program needs to be trained in one

model and needs to be systematic in approach.

In predicting the rating criterion for rural Progrrams. the following

components %ere significant:

1) large number of districts served.

2) Director regularly attending inservice,,

3) Director traching inservice,

4) Director perceiving that the organizational structure of Ehe Program

is not at a minimum, and

5) no activities in the summer."

Contrary to expeetations, the More successfully rated rural ProgramS

served more districts. The more successful Programs had a Director active

in attending inservice and teaching inservi.71.6. althOugh for :he rural commu-

nities the most successful Progr.ims tended not to offer summer actiVities.

Results:' Components of Successful Programs Of Differing Length-of EXistence

Table 6 displays the resulti.when the Programs were grouped on the basis

of length of Program. The rating of "New Programs" was not predictable whereas

about.one7fOUrth of the variance of the ozher two lengths was predictable. For'

16
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Programs 3-6 years in existence, the four components predictive of the rating

were:

1) Advisory Council helps publicize Program,

2) Director regularly attending inservice,

3) Director feeling separate from the rest of the school adianistrative

staff, and

4) basing the evaluation to some extent on data collected on participants.

For Programs in existence for more than six years, the four components

predictive of the rating were:

1) having teenagers on the Council,

2) Advisory Council not publicizing the Program'to the community,

3) Director receiving training at Flint, and

4) there not being essentially the same number of activities for all

age groups.

The major difference between the well-established programs and those in

existence for 3-6 years seems to be in the training of the Director.and the

via-!Jlity of the Advisory Council. The well-established, successful Programs,

whiLe they have teenagers,on the Council, do not appear to have active Councils,

nor does the Program serve all ages equally. The successful Progranii in

existence for 376 years appear tá have a more active Council and Director

l'although-the Directors surprisingly tend to feel separate from the rest of

-the administrative staff).

The major objective of this study was to ascertain the components of

exemraary Community Education Programs. In studying the_State-funded

Programs in Michigan, the following conclusions can be made:

1) Only a-small differentiation between successful and less suc,cessful

Programs can be made when considering all Programs together-7ft is

17
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mori/beneficial to group on the basis of rural-urban, or on the basis

of h long the Program has been in existence.

2).Aboutone-fourth of the variance in success can be accounted for with

,

4 to 5 components when Programs are grouped by rural-urhan or by length

of Program operation._

3) The components of successful Programs vary depending on what sub-group

of Programs is under consideration: the previous section details those

components.

The following recommendations seem warranted for further research in

Community Education:

Rely not on success ratings by Programs themselves, but utilize an

objective measure or at least a subjective measure by an outsider or

group of outsiders.

Require more extensive record keeping by the Programs of decisions

and evaluative data.

The following recommendations seem warranted for Community Education

Programs:

Include teenagers on AdviSory Councils.

Develop means for fostering a pore.active Advisory touncil.

The following recommendations seem warranted for a State Department of

Education:

Provide assistance/guidance in maintaining an active Advisory Council.

4) Provide inservice for DirectOrs in the:area of needs assessment and

evaluation, Or encourage the use of outside evaluators.

Develop.several objoctives which ate applicable to all'Programs'

and/or require that all objectives meet certain minimum standards.

2 4
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Table 4. Prediction Models for All Programs

Group :

Sample

Size Criterion R2

R
2

Corrected

All Programs 11 192 .Rating .08 .07

All programs 172 Program .02 .01

Estimate

All Programs 172 MDE .07 .05

Estimate

27

Significant PrediCtivISET

participation by most segments of the comedity

have teenagers on the Advisory Council

Director has had several courses in Fducational

Administration

Participants share in all aspects of decision-making

Director receive in-depth training at Flint

Director does not receive substantial training

elsewhere

Director completes evaluation every year
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Table 5. Predictidn Models for Programs Grouped Urban-Rural

crour

Urban

Sample R
2

Size Criterion R
2

Corrected Significant Predictive Compone' ts

80 Rating ,27 ,24 a initial planning from as mair cmr

as pOssible

Rural 112 Rating .25 .22

Urban 70 Program .17 .15

resoL.

written objectives in additir (Igt requ_re

by the state

Director receiving in-depth trairi.- Flin:

Director feeling adequate in concucr a needs

assessment

large number of districts served

e Director regularly abinding inservice

Director teachingInserviCe

Director perceiving that the organizational

structure of the Program is not at a minimum

1

e no activities in Sumter

Director received substantial ftaining other than

at Flint

no lack of qualified staff todeliver the activities
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Table 5. (11,,

a9.5

Rural

Urban

Rural

31

1111--

Criterion R2Imanwn..

Program .14

Estimate

MDE

Estimate

'

(or. d.ted Sisificazr lredictly atrclento

Progre ?art1c1pot3 snz:z ir AcAion-making

Prograr ltinues dthot stti!-Enancing

lack of =alified stIff to deljel- the activities

NONE

mrE .16 .13 Directcr received traLning Flint

Estimate'

e Directcr received tnIning ober than at Flint

Director vould not fetl more momfortable if an

outside consultant is..d the evaluation



FT ..iictior ModLLE 1r Pror -1uped on Let ',th :f Togram

Sample

Cr Size Cr: y7ion Corrected Si;;' Predictiv. orcYc

Ne-,7 ?' .zra: RE 1g

3-6 71 Ratil .27 17 Council he ..?s publ'_:::a Program

o .or regularly It7Ilding, Aservice.

9 rinCOr feeling selarlte frci the rest of

sc13:. adainistratie ;taff

e hsir:- the evaluatton ) some eNtent on do::

:111L.red on participan3

6 + years 86- Ratinv .29 .26 e ; teenagers on th Council

An71L:1 Council not yublicizing the Program

o :lre:r receiving training at Flint

th!re.not being.essentially the same number of

a=i.-71:ies for all age groupa

New Programs 26 Program .95 03 mar- Lstricts served

Estimate

Avisory Council helps determine needs of

comity

Advisory Cour:11 este:118h goals :f the

Program

o Direc7:r has several courses in Comnity

Fdt::at'm



Tabl 6. itued)

Grcup

Sail() le 1r

Size Cri Siznificant Predictive Components

c Progrms rot established zoomerazive efforts with

gov aortal .1gerc1,s

Pror does not have actirdnies in Sumner

:4 YE

6 Years

New Programs

,6

80

Pror-mm

Esti=_2

.13

.15

.65

.13

5

sone data col:ected on participants' attitudes

not 5ven emphasis in content areas

li-ec:or mot :4:2 haC several courses in

:duc.-7.tiott-srAdministration

Dire:ccr tee:hes inservice

s participants get to share in decision-making

) teenagers rot or dvisory

' Program would continue if state withdrew funding

?rognm

Estimmte

M7

Estimate

3-6 Years

341

e %rector feels inadenuate in conducting needs

lssessment

f Prol= has hot e9tab1ished coomerstive efforts with

voluntetr service organizations

smne philos since inception of Program

,35 .30 Program wm tct continue if state funds were

withdrawn

Advisory Council limits activities to discussion

and making recommendations

36



Tab: 6. (Continued)

:;rcip

Sample

Size Criterion

2

R
2

Corrected aLf.ican.tLritti_v_e_Corp__en.onents

Director not have had several courses in

Educational Administration

Director received training at Flint

o Program evaluation not batied on data collected

on participants

Yaars , 80 MDE .13 .11 outside middle person or organization did not

Estimate act as a catalyst during planning

Director completes an evaluation of Program

every year

37
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY OF co,TITT.ITTy EDITCATTIT.:

rs;

1 Total-population of area served (include
all ages and estimate to nenrest 10,000)

1. School Districts Served (1-727) (2-8%) (3-10%) (4-47) (5-3")(6-1") (7-17) (9-17)

3. Tyne of setting Which you serve (may check more than one)

A major city (more than 5)0,000) .57

'4edium city (100,000 to 5on,n0o) 47

Suburb of nEdium pr large city
Small city (25,000 to lno,noo) 167

Small town or village 12 -1

Rural setting (farm, etc.) 7Z

4. Length of time a formal Connunity Education Program
has operated in your area - 1_9-______. 17' 447

1-2 yrs. 1-6 yrs.more than
6 wears

What percent of the Community 7ducation Program
is devoted to: 07 5% or 10% or Less

less less than 5n7

7.ducation 07 17 4% 457
Health , 21Z 517 , 777 1007

Leisure Time (enrichment
and recreation) 1Z 1-, , 37; 917

Socialization 97 297
,

347

Other (specify) 73% 827 ------7 94Z lncr

Total lon 7/,

responding 'Yes' --Please circle either "Yes- or ''Io" to each of the following

questions. If you have some additional comments, please include then as well.

77 6

70 7

71 8

45 9

Yes No Ilas planning input during initial implementation from as manv
community resources as possible?

Yes No Were planning'sessions held during initial implementntion with all
involved?

YeS No The State requires a list-of objectives and an evaluation plan for
those objectives. Do you have additional written objectives?

Yes No' .Did an outside middle-person or organization act as a catalyst
,during planning before imnlementation?

95 10 Yes No Does the nrofessional staff of the Community Education flrogram
have clear cut roles?

47 11 Yes No Do Program participants get to share in decision-making in all
activities?

75 12 Yes No Have local elected officials -(politicians) been involved in a
meaningful fashier?

3 9



re.4.-)or,ding 'Yes

'P Yes y.ou -,e1 that '7.1-mi have enoug,h training, tr conduct an

!41LF, your Torrnmhity SThool Program established coonerative efforts

r7 la Yes agencies?,

-)6 3,1b Yes' ')' late,er and civic service organizations?

-12 3nc Yes .,iness and industry?

=')6 3nd Yes : --er ,edi cational institutions?

the organizational structure of the Community 7.ducation
Trium :_t a minimum?

;n- -1 Yes o

Yes .0

Y') Yes

-1 Yes

17, 35 Yes ''7:

59 36 Yes

38 :7 Yes o

96 79 Yes u

32 3.1 Yes '.,0

Pr) Yes

9 41 Yes

37 42 Yes

43 Yes No

39 44 Yes 1-7)

there been the sane philosophy of Community rducation since
-e incercion oc the Community qchool Proexam?

Ihe flommunity school Program have activities inthe summer?

Crere essentially thesame number of activities for all ag.c.
7=1:11E (0-4: 5-17: 1P-64; 65 and older)?

:s :here a lack of oualified staff to deliver the activitieS.?'

-)o You fi: 1 it diffuc'alt to maintain an active advisory council?

Are the curriculun and activities developed from continuous
rsevaLuation of needs?

7.:s the evaluation based to some extent oh data collected on
Tarticinants?

a there an updatThe of obiectiVes, or an annua needs assessment?
r,

/ \

IF some data collected on participant's attftrdeS

\

Is there some data collected on the participahts cyther than
their attitudes?

Do you yourself complete an evaluatio of the Community Pducation
Prmgram every year?

Tqcluld you feel more comfortable if an outside consultant did the
evaluation?

Do you feel you spend too much- time writIrw, objectives And
.ioctimenting results?

\
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7 responding ':Yes

96 13 Yes No Has the Board nassed a resolution,supnorting Community l'Aucation?

14 Yes No If State partial salary reimbursement was withdrat4n, would
Community Education continue.in your area?

RI\ 15 Yes No Is there leadershinAmvolvement from most segments of the community?

16 Yes No Is there participation by most segments of the community?

97 17 Yes No Are activities started as soon as possible after need has been
identified?

99 18 7es No Does the Board support the use of school buildings bv the Communitv.
Education Program?

32 1 Yes

n

No Do the Principals sometimes not support your work with teachers?

Does the Community Education Advisory Council:

.69 20a Yes NC) Act as a sbunding board, rather than pass on action programs?

SR 20b Yes No Limit activities-to discussion and making recommendations?

S9 20c Yes No :Pave teenagers as Council members?

96 20d Yes No Help determine needs of community?

95 2.0e YPs No Help establish goals of the Program?

87 20f Yes No Help publicize the Program to the community?

96 20g Yes_ No Help identify community resources?
Lo,

1
39 20h Yes No Leave budget making to the Director?

56 20i Yes No - Have a membership,.size between 15 and 25?

79 21 Yes !In ____Thwe-you-d--several courses in Community Education?

90 22 Yes No Have you hadseveral courseS in Educational Administration?

48 23 Yes No Did you receive in-depth training in* excess of t*.io consecutive
weeks at Flint?

58 24 Yes No Have you received substantial training in Community Education
somewhere other than Flint? If so, where

03 25 Yes No Do you regularly attend inservice Community Education?

21 26 Yes No Do you feel that you arerseparate from the rest of the School
administratiVe staff?

65 27 Yes No Do you yourself teach any inservice?

23 28' Yes No Do you feel inadequate in conduCting a needs assessment?

29

4 1



APPENDIX COVER LETTER DISTRIBUTED BY MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
STATE Cf MICHIGAN

JOHN W. PORTER
Superintendent of
Public Instruction

IOREM

STATE

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Adult and Continuing Education Services

P.O. Box 420
Lansing, Michigan 48902

Dear Superintendent:

STATE BOAID OF EDUCA7ION

MARILYN JEAN KELLY
President

DR. GORTON RIETHMILLER
Viee President

EDMUND P. VANDETTE
Secretary

ANNETTA MILLER
Treasurer

BARBARA A. DUMOUCHELLE
DR. PAUL B. HENRY
BARBARA J. ROBERTS

NORM4N orro STOCKMEYER, SR.

GOV, WILLIAM G MILLIICEN

On May 1, 1975, the State of Michigan was selected by the Upper Midwest

Regional Interstate Research Project Policy Committee to conduct a study

on Community Education. This study is designed to collect and identify

common elements of exemplary community school programs. Funding for

this study is provided by P.L. 89-10, ESEA Title V, Sec. 505 as amended,

through the U. S. Office of Education. The State Department of Education

along with the Upper Midwest Regional Interstate Research Project Policy

Committee is inviting all.public sch

P,

ist'Ca dricts participating in the
. .

1975-76 Community School Grant Prog l( am to assist us.

Dr. Keith McNeil of Educational Monitoring Systems Inc., has been awarded

the contract to do this study. Your particular school district will not

-be identified by name in the final report. Dr. McNeil will be in touch

with you through a survey form. Vill you please have your "contact

person" for the 1975-76 Community School Grant PrOgram complete the

survey instrument. This letter comes to alert you to the siudy. If you

have any additional questions, please write or call Gary L. Sullenger,

Specialist, Community SchOol Program, at 517/373-9575.

cerely yours',

Mary T. Rogers, Direc r

Adult and Continuing Education Services

4 2
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APPENDIX C: INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE RATING OF PROGRAMS

EDUCATIONAL MONITORING SYSTEMS INC.

.461/4.

3449 RENTZ ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 48103 475-2453

Oct . 25,1975

Dear Gary,

I need to get an estimate of the success of each of the Community

School programs in the State of Michigan. Use your own criterion of success,

but try to be consistent in rating the whole program. I wodld like kou

to place the programs in seven piles, with more programs in the middle

than at the two ends. That is, you will be forced to identify fewer

extremely successful programs than average programs. Enclosed are

seven envelopes. Please spread them in front of you, with the envelope

marked "1" on your left, the one marked "2" just to the right of it,

and so on. Note the qualifying adjectives on the envelope-s: Now take

the mailing labels for each Community School program and place each one on

top of the envelope which best describes that program, in.relation to all

other programs in the State of Michigan. You might want to keep in

1

m nd the number limits indicated on the envelopes. After you have rated

1 the programs, pick up the envelope marked "7", and count the number of

p ograms that you have pladed on that envelope. If you have less than 8,

or more than 12, rearrange so that you are within the count. .(If you have

more than 12, put the least successful on envelope #6. If yOthave less

than 8, (say 6), look for the best.two Programs of.those you Placed on

envelope #6.) Rearrange the remaining envelOpes so you are.within the

following distribution: #1:8-10 #2:20-25 #3:40-45 #4:60-65 #5:40-45

#6:20-25 #7:8-10. When you are within these counts, put the address

into the envelopes'and return to me.. Thanks a lot in advance.
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