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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

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

The second repqrt wili focus on Comﬁunity Education Programs in the states of
Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, and OChio. The third will focus én
the functions of State Department of Education Personnel responsible for
Community'Edu;ation.

The author would like to acknowledge tha cooperation and assistance of
several pérsons who made this study possible. Gary Sullcnger,nCommunity Schgol
Specialist of the Michigan Department of Educ;cion, coordinated the activities
and p;oyided much assistaﬁcé in the wording of the questionnaire. 1iis ranking
of the Micﬁigan Programs was a difficult, but necessary task for the completion

N,
of this study.
Dr. Robb Shanks and the Interstate Research Project Policy Committee

AR

prOfided enéouragement and advice on the wording of the questinnnaire,.

Dr. Mary Rogers, Director of-Adult and Continuing Education Services of the
Michigan Department of Education sent a cover letter to all SUPEKiﬁtendEHtS which l
is the primary reason for the 987 response rate.

Two Community Education Directors in Michigan-\rugene Fisher of Saline and

-Don Kelso of Jackson, responded to a rough draft of the Survey and made severai“\\\
' valuable suggeations. | |

Dr. William Kromer. Director of the National Center for Community Educatior—~

also gave valuable input to the study.

!

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

Evaluation and Assessment Service of the Michigan Department of Education provided

the MDE estimate of the proportion of objectives met. o _ 4
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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 questibnf

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

A 55-item questionnairs was distributed to all of the Ccmmunity School
Programs in Michigan which were partially reimbursed by the State in 1975-76.
Ninety-eight percent of‘the questionnaires were_returned.. Thirteen componen;s
existed in over 907 of the Programs and are considered to be necessary for a
viable Community School Program. The results of tha study indicate that the
necessary components for all Community Programs are:

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

2. The Program attracts mcstlsegments 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 pgoals, and identify community resoufces, |

S. birectér regularl& ettends inservice.

6. Program establishas cooperative eff6rts with goveénmental agencles,
volunteer and civie service organizations, and other educaéional
institutions.

7. Progrgm has activities in‘the summer.

8. Evaluétion of the Program 1s based to some exteﬂt on the data

_ collected on participants.

In addition, components which*differentiate‘succeasful from unsuccessful
Programs were identified for Programs located in rurel and urban areas. and for
Programs in existence for 3 to 6 years, and in existence for over 6 vears.,

The additional components of successful rural Progréma are:

@ Serving a large number of districts,

o_Directof regularly attencing inservice,

-

e Director teaching inservice, '
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e Director perceiving that thevorganizational structure of the
Progfam is not at a minimum, and

o No activities in the summer.

The additiénal components of éuccessful urban Programs are:
e Initial plannirg from.as many community resourcesvas possible}
@ Written objectives in addition to those required h§ the State,
° Directoy receiving in—depthftraining at Flint. and
® Director feeling adequate in conducting a neads assessment.

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

i
i

vears are: :
e Advi@ory Council helps publicize Program,
@ Director regularly attends inservice,
® Director feels separzte from rhe ;est of Fhe schocl administrative
staff, and ‘ ' .
e The Program bases the evaluation to some extent on data collected
on éarticiﬁants. x
The additiénal components of successful ProRrams in existence for more than
6 years are:
. Teenagers on Advisory Council,
§ AdvisoryaCouncil not publicize the Program,
® Difectnr receiving training at Flint,
¢ There nor being essentieally the same number of activities for ' \
' all age groups. : . v m . S
The following recommendaéions were made regarding furthe: research in
Community Education:

@ Rely not on success ratings by Programs themselves. but utilize an

objective measure ¢ at least a subjective estimata by an outsiéér

/

/
J/

/

/
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® Require more extensive record keeping by the Programs of decisions

and evaluative data. |
The following recommenaations seem warranted fof Community Education Propramsg
] Include/teenagers on Advisory Councils.
¢ Develop means ig; fostering a more active Advisory Council.
. The following recommendations seem warranted for a State Department'of Fducation:

e Provide assistancg/guidance in maintaining an active Advisory Council.

e Provide inservice for Directors t;.the area of needs assessment and
evaluation or encourage the use of outside evaluators.

o Develop several objectives which are appiicable to all Programs and/or

require that ail objectives meet certain minimum standards.
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STUDY OF COMMUNYLTY EDUCATION IN REGION V

REPORT .1:

Components of Fxemplary Community Fducation Programs in Michiean

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

by the Upper Midwest Regionzl Interstate Research Project Policy Committee

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

activitiesa. This report deals with the first phase of the project: Community

Education in Michigan. Subseqyent rep&:ts will focus on the Community ﬁduca—

tion Programs in the other Reﬁggpzv’étates. and on the role of the State

. |
.Directors of Community Education in the Region V States.

The major objective of the portiopn of the study represented by this
report was to identify the componenté/of exemplary Community fducation

Programs in Michigan. As will be discussed 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 cqhéidered in this study to be necessary
for a viable Program, but which do not distinguish between the most and least
successful programs, and 2) thosé‘compqnents which exist to a greater degree
in the most successful programs.

A secondafy quective was to obtain descrip}}ke 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 rgsults of such an investigation should have relevance to the other

states in Region V; as well as others.
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE

an initial version of the ~'Surveyv of Community Education'' was developed

as a result’ of several information gathering activities. First, background

research into the available literature. on Community Educétion was conducted
duriné May and June of 1975. In July, a visit was made with Dr. Cwik of the
University of Michigan, Office of Community Edﬁcgfion Research. ﬂr. Cwik made
available all of the dissertations in the ares. In addition, the National
Center for Community Education in Flint. Michigan made available the Communitvy
Education Journals, and Dr. Kromer qf the National Center for Community Educa-
tion discussed aspects of Community Education. -

The initial version of the qu?stionnaire and several revisions were . '

: . . G
developed by the Project Director and were discussed with Gary Sullenger, the
Community Schooi‘Specialist, of the Michigan Depgrtment,of Education.

While final decisioﬁs on the questionnaire wére the resédnsibiiity of the
Project Director, several individuaisvand groups provided vaiuable input. On
August 21 and 22, 1975}(gary Sullenger and thg Project Director ﬁ;esented the
basics of the study to a méet{gg of the Upper Midwest Regional Interstate
Regsearch Project Policy Committee at Madison, Wis;onsin. Several changes were
made in :he~instrumént as a result of the discussioqs by the Policy Committee
members. The instrument was also discussed with two Community Educatioq
Directors in Michigan, EugenerFisher of Saline, and Don Kelso of Jackson. Both
of these men provided excgllent suggestions for tﬁe iﬁprovement of the survey.

'Oﬁe final organization prqvidgd input to tﬁe surve§~~thesMichigan Community

School Education. Association Board of'Directoré. Gary Sullenger presented the

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

\
\

members provided written comments. ‘ v -
! o .
The final questionnaire contained 55 items: \5 demngraphic items, 7 planning

~ items, 7 items measuring support from various sources, 9 items :elevant to the

i1 |
5 ‘ A
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Advisory Councii. 9 items about the training.andifunctions of the Nirector.

10 items relating to programming, and 8 items concerned with evaluation. All
of the items (except the demographic ones) were in a YES—RO format in order to
Afacilitate obtaining answers from the Ditectorsl\sgﬁé.#wo NDirectors who piloted
the instrument took approximateiy 15 minutes each to respond.

On October 15, 1975, Dr. Mary T. Rogers (the Director of Adult and
Continuing Education Services of tha Michiéan Department of Education) sent a
letter to a}l'Superintendents of Schools in Michigan which are reinbursed under
the Communiéy School Grant Program. The letter indicated the support of the

Michigan Department of Education (MDE) (Sae Appendix B). On October 20. 1975
\ ,

the questionnaire was maiied to the 198 Community School Directors in Michigan.

I -

Within two weeks, 152 questionnaires were returned. ' Approximatelv four weeks
after the first letter was mailed, a second,letterxand quastionnaire was mailed.
to those Directors who had not yet résponded. In addition. most of those

"Directors were contacted by phone.

RESULTS

Thé results are divided into two major sections, the first presenting
the descriptive information about the 194 respoddi#g Community School Programs
(essentially ail\o{ thg Community School Programs partiallv ggimbursed bv the
State of Michigan). The o»roportion of YES responses\to each'iéem is also
présented in Appeqdix A. The second sectioﬂrpresents\the results for the
major objective of the study--the development of the predictive models identi-
fying components of exemplary programs. |

By the time data anaiysis began;%194 Directofs had resqonﬁed. Three other

: I : . \
surveys were received tco late to include in the analysis. Therefore. the final

N

response rate was 987.
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Descriptive Results

'Detailed descriptive results appear in tabular form in Appendix A. The .
results forbthe various areas are summarized and discussed below.

Demographic Item l'szotal populst’ served was included to getzan
I

iiéa of the scope of the Prog spulation size was 27,000 ar
- the median was 20,000.

Demographic Ttem 25 “Number of 'school districts served indicates that almost

3/4 of the Programs only served one district.

v/ i .
/ . . . 1

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

;as an important aspect - of "the Community Education Program. Over half -of the

.Programs were gserving a "small town.’or village These Programs were combined

',vwith those from Irural setting" to form a ”rural-group” for later analyses.

- Dempgraphic 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 g*oupings are. somewhat similar to previous research

(O Neil l972) but reflect the fact that the State of Michigan has been

; partially funding Programs for six years. \?hus Programs which have been in

e

existence for more than 6 years (447) bepan without State support.' Programs e

which have only been in existence for l 2 years (197) were thought to possiolv
be different from the more established Programs and so they were identified

as a group, and separated from those existing for 3 -6 years (37/)

w

Demographic Item 5: Percent of\Program devoted to Education, Healuh..Leisure

ATERILO P LA 4 30 8188 P, ek Yoo 1 e e haten oS

R e Y LY

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

\\ - -
the literature and were used because they correspond to the areas on the

* application blank filled out by each of the Program ; Bush (l976) supgpests

-

that the better Programs are those which are diversgified’ and focus their

'

/
/

Program in the various areas. . ’ I _ \\\\\\\\\
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'Indeed, 22% of the\Eroﬁrams devoted at least 107 of their effort in each’
‘of the four areas. This 107 figure was adopted as an indication of a diversified

effort.
The primary effort was in Education and Leisure Time. Verv little effort
was reported in the areas of Health and Socialization. Most frequentlv mentioned

"Other' areas were 'community problem solving. ‘public relations,' and ''senior
) P b S .

_ . p "
citizens.” (See Appendix A for further detaiis. )

e

Planning»Component Seven items (items 6- 12 in Appendix A) were develnned from
v l ’,
the work of Bergera/(l972) Minzey (1975) ,. Eyster (l975), Clark (l972) Parson

(1974) . Turnidge Kl973),‘and Seay and Crawford (]954) Tnitial,planning was not
" shared by'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 Crawford (1954), Turnidge (1973), Parson
(1974), Clark (1972), koth (1973), and Baldasari (1972). Almost all of the

‘Programs have written and financial support from their Boards There is leader- '

v e _ _ -

1 . .
gship and participation from most seéments of the community. All but one Program

reported that the Board supported ‘the use of school %uildings by the anmunitv
Fducation Program. About one-third of the Directors reported that sachool
.

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 concerning the Advi 0Ty Council The Michigan State Board

N e Bid i,

LI IO S BN

of Education (l975) requires that’each funded Program demonstrate utilization )

.

of a. form of a'citizen's advisory council. Specific functions ahd structures

{ /

R of the Advisory Council have been identified by Parson (l974), Kerensky and

Melby 971), Bergera (l972), Baldasari (1972) and Johnson (1973). According to

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

14.
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: while SBZ have had training elsewhere (427 at various universities, and 167 -

fconduct an evaluation. This last inadequacy could be 1mﬁort55:'£s the Michigan

4

sounding board rather than pass on action programa,'' According to the Directors,

the Councils, though, help determine needs, help eatabliah goals, help identify
community resources, and help publicize the Program to‘the comvunity 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 ev° ‘-~ of the Director. The work of Turnidge (l973),'
koth (1973), Parson (l‘ Clark (l972) was referred to, as well as | ‘
suggestions from Community School personnel Onlx\ﬁbout 3/4 of the Directors
have had several courges in Community Education, whereas 90% have had course&ork

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

""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 gtaff, that ‘they are inadequate in
conducting a needs assessment,’and that they have not had enough training to
State Board of Education (1975, p. 2) requires an ‘annual evaluation, and 877 of

f&
the Directors report that they perform the evaluation themselves.

Programming\Components Ten items (items '30a-36 in Appendix A) measuring -

l
programming activities were developed from the work of Sesy and Crawford (1954),

-~

o' Neil (1972), Parson (1974), CLark (1972), and Kerensky and Melby (1971)

Almost a1l Programs have sstabITshed coop tf““”“ffofts”uith various*agenciesummmwm

in the community Almost half of the Directors do not feel that the o#ganiza-

!

"ticnal struoture is at a minimum. Over half of the Directors report'a change
in philosophy since the Program's beginning, but many commented that the change
was/ for the good. Although almost all Prqyrams have activities in the summer .,

only one-fifth have essentially the same number of activities for all ageﬁgroups;

VIS
.
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Furthermore, over one-third report a Yack of aualified staf{ to deliver the

ébtivities. - \\ Yy

EvaluatiqgﬁComponenté: Eight items (itemé 37-44 in Appendix A) were developed

from the work of Seay and &rawford (1954) and O'Neil (1972). Directors indiéated‘
that in tﬁe majority of the Programs: 1) activities aré developed from contin-
‘ubhs reevaluation of needs: 2) evéiuation is based both on Pérticipant's-
attitudeg and on data “”f than attitudes, igd 1) the Director complefes an

evaluation every year (required L) the State of Hichigan). Over

one-third feel they spend too much ;}he writing 6bjectives and~documénting

results, and one-fdurth would feel more comfortable if an outside consultant

did the evaluation. ,. : o , ) ‘ . BN

Nécessary Components of Community Education Programs

As-was8 noted abové,‘two kinds of Program componenfs weré'idehtifie“ in "L
tﬁis study: 1’ thosé componénts thchaare found 1~ - .arly every Prograﬁ. butf’
thch do no- iistihguigh between -he most and leas: :cessful Programé, and
é) those éc:tonents,which exist to a greater degree : the most successful
Progr;ms. | o : N . -

| It was decided before the survey was mailed out co consider a component
aé "necessary'-1f over 9OZnof the Programs evidenced ;hatbcomponent.. Thisg
decision was made on' the basis of two'ﬁeasans. Fi;st. if essentiall§ al#
' ‘ [

Programs evidenced the component. one could consider such a component as; a

o S { .
- - B _.\]
n..Decessary. buz nct sufficient (for success) component. Secondly, if essentially

™~

€ oy

all Programs avidenced a component, that:component wruld have little S¢atistical

v

chance of ap::zq;ing:in the predictive model. Indeed. if all Programs /evidenced
the componer~—. then there would be no way that that component could appear in
the predictive model. It should be-noted that it is. of course, poqéible that

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

106
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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 cdmponents
which, as a result of this survey, are considered to be necessary bhut not

sufficient components of successful Community Education Programs.

Table 1. Necessary Components of Communitz_Educétidn Programs in Michigan
Item # |

13 fhe Board passes a resolution supporting Community Education

16 Participation by most RAOhunfs of'the.community

17 Aétivities started as soonras poss}blé after need has been identified

18 Board supports the use of school buildings by the Commnity Education
Program ’ ' LT ‘ :

i,

20d‘AdvisoryvComﬁittee,helps determine needa_of coﬁmunitv

.

20e Advisory Cor' :tee nz DB eeta:;,sﬂﬂgoals_pfigbe“?rogram i

20g AdViéory Comm tes halpé-;dentify community¥fé§ources
25 Director regu.Aar’" i2:tends inservice on Community Edgcation

BOa‘Program estabii™ -3 CQOperatIQe efforts with govermmental agencies

30b Program eéfebldfsbgw cooperative efforts with volunteer and civic
service orgeniizations ' : :

30d'Program ests Y1ishes zoaperative efforts with othe; educational
institution ' o ;

33 Program has artivities in the summer

38 Evaluation :: 'szsed to some extent on data c:ollected on particinants

- ] i ¢ :
Measures of Program Succ::3€

/

opmryom oy oo

exémplary Cpmmﬁnity Tdvration Pfograms{ not only c¢o the components have to be
méasu?éd, bué also some rating or ﬁeasﬁre qf_sqc;eséjhﬁ; to be obtained. The
presence.or absenc: i~ each Program of the Qarious éoﬁéoneﬁfs was ascertéined'
from the questionnualrc.: feturnéq:by the 194 Directors as described 1quthe

previous sectior  In a separate aspect of the study, the Programs were

11
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meagured on three criteria of success. Each of these three measures of success
wvas used geparately 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_higan
"Grants for Communitv School Program' was asked to rate'the Programs . .(See
Appendix 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.

e g ¢ i

- A second criterion'of success was based on the Program's annual evaluation

form and -was the proportion of 197A;75‘objectives which the Program reported
B . / - N

'\were met . The Michigan ﬁepartment'of FEducation, in reviewing those evaluationsk
v \
“f made by the)Programs themselves, made an evaluation of those evaluation forms.

" If the right\kind of data:was not presented, or if the evaluated objective was

\

not in the original applicat-on, or if :he'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

19%4-75 objectives met.

esults for ‘each. of the~three criteria of“success are presented in this'

gsection, but ma1or emphasis is. placed ‘on the first rating because it is con-
/

sidered by the Project Director te be the best measure of success. This i3 so

because the Programs differed greatly with MDE on the proportion of ob1ectives

g ‘.(- i
.. }
* \L

met. And furthermore, there was no effort to monitor the nature of the
. objectives. That 1is. some Programs may have submitted easilv obtainable"

X

~'-“objectives-at the- beginning -ofi- the vear and»endedwup‘succesS£BIAa~0£hﬁr max.,.mp«mn.

have developed more difficult objectives and consequently had a more difficult

/

time meeting them. Additionally, not'all Directors place the same importance

N

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

Programs have assistance in conducting the evaluation from other Departments in

12
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the District that are somewhazt sophisticated in Evaluainn._ And lastlv, 20
frograms were new in 1?75—76 and henée had no evaluative data, whereas they
were rated and could be incluced Qhen the rating was used as the. criterion.

The rating, as indicated in Appeﬁdix C, was designed so as to end up
with an appfoxiﬁate1§ nof@al distribution. Table 2 provides the frequency
and proportion in each 1e;él of the success rating.

Table 3 shows the_diat%ibutiOn of fhe.Programs on the two measures of

1 .

success which ware based on:the proportion of objectives achievea . .. i
ma:ed by the Programs and by che Michigan Department of Education). The‘i
digzrepancy between the Program's estimate of the proportion of ob1ectivea‘\\'

met and that of the MDE can 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 ‘ 2 S

Description - ' 4 Number-
least sucgessful‘ ' 4 8
K quife a Sit below average - 13 | 25
iust below average - S22 > 24
average for ﬁichigan 31 61
: just'aboée‘average_ X A | . T
quite a b;t-above average 12 - 23
most successful . s \9‘

Vo
|

Table 3. roport101 of Program Objectives Met : Pr&gr:m Estimate and Michigan

Temmm—— **‘Deyartmevtrof *Educemonmas:manemm B S S
Proportion Of . Program MDE K
Objectives Met Estimate Estimate
| f % F 7
: ) \\ Y
0- 9 1 1 4124 -
l » ’ 10-19 - 0 9 - 3 2
20-29, 4 2 3.2




Table 3. (continued)

Proportion of Program MDE
Objectives Met Estimate Estimate
© 30-39 0 0 9 5
40-49 J 3 2 116
50-59 21 12 27 16
‘60-69 14 8

90—79 24 14. 19 11
80—8§ 20 1i 2 1
90-100 87 50 11 6

Formulztion of Prediction Models

Geveral prediction modeliz were calculated Cne wae calculated“using all.,
Programs. In ‘addition, mode_s were caléulated using subgroups of Programs. .
groupe¢ or the“basis of rurei-urbap anq also on the basis of age of Program.
The literarure suggests tkat &iffereﬁt kinds of Program may be more
effecrive in urban settings thea in rural settinge. If this 18 the case;’these
"differences would‘not be detectable when consideriqg all the.Programs as a
single group . Soﬁe iiterature suggested that differing components are impor- '
\ o
taﬁr depending upon:the age of the Program. hence the Programs were also
grpred on the_basis of length ef'ekisteﬁpe. If these groupinga are-imnortant
then the R2 associared with the ‘'grouped models" will be hi?her than the R2 for

the model.on all Programs. The technidque employed is'bne that is often used

R <) ¢ thisnkindaaﬁ.model”building,wa forward stepwise regression procedure

L N T N L=l

[See Fox and Guire (1973) for a discussion of MIDAS program SELECT 1] The
tecnniq e incluz=s in the prediction model those variables whiu together as
a set beet prec:ct the criterion. Only those variables which significantlv
predict are inc _uded. The.R: —eAasure can range from .00 (accounting for none

of the criterion variance i .o _.00 (accounting for £11 of the criterion _v

N

14
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Y
variance). The goal 1is thus to obtain an R2 value close to 1.00. Adijusted
Rg values are also reported here. as the Rz isvunduly inflatecd by small
sample sizes and large numoer’of predictor variables (Guilford, 1965). [See-

, McNeil; Kelly. and.McNeil (1975)Pfor a mors complete dis- .on of r Qsio;

analysis and of policy captui ... in +° ¢ >ula:.]

Results: Components of Successgf::1 Programs

Table 4 presents the results when all Progreame wereﬂanalyZed‘on each
of the three criFeria of Program succeds.  As diccussed above. more confidence ﬂ
anould be placed on the rating than on the ééﬁét two criteria, and least
lconfidence should be placed on the Program' 8 o;n asgsessment of the proportion
of;objectives met} When predicting the criterion of rating, ‘three predictors
accounted for 7% of the criterion variance. ?he most euccessful Programs
,were those: 2l
1) who had participation by-moet segments of the_community
2).who have teenagera on the Advisory Council, and
3) whose Director nas had se;eral cocurses in Educational Administration
~ In predicting the Program s estimar= of succeas,'only one variable was
predictive of success--participants‘sharing in decision-making in all
aCtivities. But since the R2 was only .01, little credence ‘can- be placed on
this reault. Three very different variabies‘predicted the State Department' ;
estimate of proportion:of objectives met : &
1>vin-depth training at Flint,
e RS & Director“notwhave substantial trainingwelsewherei and e

I e W e

3) the Director completing the evaluatior. every yes:-

Results: Compcnents of Successful Urban and Rural Progrars

Table 5 displays the resui:s when the Programs were zrouped on the basis
of vrban and rural Programs. Higher R? were obrained for these groupings, with
15
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/
i

around one-fourth of +' ~~’'rer! - variance of rating bein . accounted for.
Components predic. + nr urban Progre
1) inirial planning i.om . w.nv communitw resources asg posﬁible‘

2) writing objectives 1n addition to those required by the State,
3) Director receiving in-depth training gt_Flint, and
4) Director feeling adequate in conducting a need§ assessment.
The first two of these compoﬁents are Plaqning components. and the last two
are related to fhe traininy of the Director. One interpretation of the above
results is that thevDirector'Af an urban Program needs to be trained iﬁ onei
model and needs to be systematic in approach.
In predicting the rating criterion for rural Proprrams . the following
coﬁponents wére significant: | “
i) large number of districts Sefved. -
2) Director regﬁlarly attending inservice,
3) Di?ectpr traching inservice,
4) Di?ectbr pe;éeidlng that the organizational struéiure of thé Program;
is not at a minimum, and o ' ' - - o y
5)422 activities in,the summer.’ - ' v e
~ Contrary tb expeétaéions, the more successfully raﬁedbrural Programs /
servgd more éistrictg. The more succéésful Programs had a Nirector éctive

in attending insérvice and teaching inservize. although for the rural commu- -,

nities the most succeasful Frograms tended not to oifer summer activities.

4
A Bt b i ea AR RN © reateienm, ez
i DT et ey T AT L TR AT 3 LT 30 arararer i

Results: Components of Succeésful Programs“ég-6lfgg;igghi€;gth‘o?‘Eiiéféhce

i

Table 6 displays the results. when the Programs were grouped on the basis -

'

of lgngtﬁ of Program. The rating of "New Programs'' was not predir:aﬁle whereas

about one-fourth of the variance of the ocher two lengths was predictable. For®

16 ' - ' “
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""Programs 3-6 years in existence, the four components predictive of the rating
were :
LN N
I 1) Advisory Council helps publicize Progran,
2) Director regularly attending inservice,
3) Director feeling separnte from the rest of the school admiinistrative
staff, and |
_4).basing the evaluation to some extent on data collected on participants.
- For Programs‘in existence forhmore than six years, the four components L
predictive of the rating were: | |
1) having teenagers on the Council,
2) AdvisorleounCil,Qgt_publicizing the Program®to the commnnity,
3) Director receiving training at Flint, and’ )
2) there ngt_being ess;ntially the same number'of activities for alb
age groups.

The major difference between the well-eatablished Progrsms and those in
eristence for 3~ 6 years seems to be in the training of the Director and the
vis 11ity of the Adyisory Council. The well—established, successful;Programs.
whi’e they have teenagers on the Council, do not appear to haveyactive Councilsr
nor does the Frogram serve all ages equally.v The sgcceasfui Programs in
existence for 3-6 years appear to have a more active Council and Directot

Q (although the Directors surprisingly tend to feel separate from the rest of

!

‘the administrative staff). o

;umwmmisccu”nmmiccuomcm“mmmum«“NQONGLUSLonsmANDmRECOMMENDAIIONS“ee , e

The major objective of this study was to ascertain the components of
exem:lary 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 successful

Programs can be made when considering all Programs together--it is

17
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moré?beneficial to group on the basis of rural-urban, or on the basis
of how long the Program has been in existence.

2) -About ‘one-fourth of the variance in success can be accounted for with

4 to 5 components when Programe are grouped by rural-urban or by length

of‘Program operation.

3) The components of successful Rtograns vary depending on what sub;group
of Programs is under consideration: the orevious 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 outaider or
group of outsiders. l’ .
e Require more extensive record keeping by the Programs of decisions
" and evaluative data.
The following recommendations‘seenvwarranted for CommunityNEducation
Programs: ) o
( e Include teenagers on Advieory‘Councils. ;"_ - L

S Develop means for fostering'aﬁmore_active Advisory Council.

The following recommendations seem warranted for a State Department of

)
~

Education: o _ ‘ //

. e Provide assistance/guidance in maintaining an active Advisory Council.

'® Provide inservice for Directbrs 14 the .ATea of needs aesessment and

T L T T e LT £ e T T TR T e P 1L

evaluation,'or encourage the use of outside evaluators.

e Develop ‘geveral objoctives wyich are applicable to all Programs’

/o
and/or require that all objectives meet certain minimum stanuards

N PO :
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Table 4. Prediction Modelé for A1l Programs.

‘ - Sample - R2 . s
browp - Stze  Criterion gz Corrected  Significant Predictive Components

- AllPrograms 192 Rating 08 .07 o participation by most segments of the commnity

L '

o have teenagers on the Advisory Council
o Director has had seQeral courses In Fducational

Administration

All Programs 1712 Program .02 (1 o Participants share in allxaspects of decision-making
Estimate : |

TZ

All Programs 172 . MDE 7 05 e Director received in-depth training at Plint

Estimate ' L |
' ‘s Director does not receive substantial truining
. elsewhere

o Director completes evaluation every year

A

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Table 5. Prediction Models for Programs Grouped Urban-Rural .' .

\‘-..
~
Sample 2‘ R2 :
Group: Size Criterion R™  Corrected Sipndficant Predictive Compone: ts
Urban - 80 Ratig 2T U o initial plamning from as man cCm.r. 7 Teso
: a8 possible
o written objectives in additic  -om requre
by the state
o Director recelving in-depth trairir  Flin:
o Director feeling adequate in concgrt @ needs
assessment
N .
N Rural 112 Rating .25 22 o large mumber of districts served
o Director regularly atending inservice
» Director teaching: inservice
oDhuwrmmdﬂutthémyMnumn
structure of the Pro‘gram {2 not at 2 minimm o
o fo activities in Summer '
"~ Urban | 70 Program 17 15 o Director received substantial training other than

‘, at. Plint | | |
2

o no lack of qualified staff to deliver the activities

30
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Table 5, (Te « .. ad

oy

Rural

Urban

Rural

N
W

g
[=%

e
Lo Criterion

! Program
Estinate

MDE
Fatimate

", MIE

Estimate

14

16

b |

(or ted

NE

Sipnifleen” “redictive Coonents

o Prograr navticiperts shere v sect3fon-naking
¢ Prograr atinues without stzza-financing

o lack of ::alified ste=f to de”“vex the activities i

NONE

QMmumrudwdnﬂﬁma;Hmt

e Directcr recelved tzexning otver than at Flint

"o Director would not fee]l mote confortable 1f an

outside consultant did the evaluation

1



bt Predfetlon Modeie or Progi: Fouped or Ler otk :f rogran

p A

New Programs

/)
R .
(o wfon - Corrected  8ip  an: Predietdy yponetts
Re . 12 - -
Rating oo W2 6 dv.: rv Council he g publizzze Progran
a ~i=e- or regularly -tt-ndingz ‘nservice-

Rating- .29 .26

Prograr (95 .93
Estimate

¢ Mzac:or feeling sevarate frei the rest of
schao. adednistratize staff

o tagir  the evaluation » some extent on de:

2o11:_zed on participan:s

e - *: teenagers on th: Council

o aérizemy Counedl not publicizing the Program

o “re--or reesiving training at Flint -

o theve 7ot being essentially the sa;ne numbey of
ac-ivizies for all age groups

o mar~ dstricts served

o érisory Council helps determine needs of
community

¢ Advisory Courzil delps esta’lish poals =t the
Progren "

o Dirsccor has .« saveral courses in Comrunity

Pdusasim



Tebiz 6. ‘Cor inued)

Sample
~Grewp Sz Crloext
it Te oo W Dropran
Tptinzz2
b + Years 80  Crogm
| Egtimte
Yew Prograns i W
Estimate
3-6 Years HD:

.6) 3

2
R
Merracsec  Siznificant Predictive Cozponemts

e o p——

e~

¢ Programs rot established scomerative efforts with
oov--mmental apenclss

+ Progzem does nct have activizies in Summer
some data coliected or participants’ attitudes

not =ven emphasis in content areas

13 0 Mreccor not e had several courses in

Ztucztional Administration

; Diresror teaches fmservice

15 A3 o participants get to share In decision-naking

3 teenagers rot or ‘dvigory Ceuneil

vy
[

s Program would coatinue if state withdrew funding

e Mrector feels inadequate in conducting needs
188689ment

¢ Provram has ot established coomerative efforts with
volunteer exd c-viz gervice organizations

¢ szm podlos ohy since Inception of Progran

35 30 Progran wou.  nct continue If srate funds were

vithdram

¢ Advisory Counci limdts activities to discu'ssion
and naking racommendations



Tab 6. (Continued)

Rz

Sample E ) : !
Corrected  §ignificant Predictive Components

Size ' Criterlon R

o2

[

(]
—~

:

o Director not have had geveral courses in
Fducational Administration

» Director received tralning at Flint
¢ Progran evaluation not baged on data collected
on participants
s o B0 wE 3 A ¢ outside niddle person or organization did ot

Estinate act as a catalyst during plamning

o Director completes an evaluation of Progrem
gvery year

N
&




APPENDIX A

SURVEY OF COMAMIITY EDUCATION
CT TOMTIeANT

1 Igg§l~population of area served (include
all ages and estimate to nearest 10,000) = 27,000 lledian = 20,000

1o
.

School Dlstricts -Served (1-72%) (2-8%) (3 10%) (4=4%) (5-37) (h-17) (7-17) (5~-1%)

3. Type of setting which you serve {may check more than one)

A major city (more than 570,000} A
“fedium city (100,000 to 5N00,N0N) A"
Suburb of medium or large city ‘91”
Small city (25,000 to 10N,N00) 167

Small town or villare 527
Rural setting (farm, etc.) " 77

&, Length of time a formal Community Education Prosram

has operated in your area - B 5 A -
1-2 vyrs. 3--6 vyrs. more than
_ £ vears
"- 5. Vhat percent of the Community Tducation Prosram
is devoted to: 07 5% or 10% or Less
o _less __less than 507
“ducation nz. 1z 7 47 A
Health : S M) 777 1007
Leisure Time (enrichment
and recreation) woo2n 4 31~
Socialization 9% 207 T 34 100
Other (specify) - 73% 827 7 947, 110%
Total 2100 7 .
“ resnondine ‘Yes --Please circle either "'Yes” or ™o’ to each of the following !
questions. If you have some additional corments, please include them as well. ' )

77 6 Yes Yo ‘Jas planning input during initial implementation {rom as many
' community resources as possible?

70 7 Yes No Vere planning sessions held during initial implementation with all
involved?

71 8 Yes No The State requires a list of objectives and an evaluation nlan for
those objectives. TNo you have additional written objectives?

45 9 Yes No' Did an outside-middle—person or ocrganization act as a catalyst
<during planning before imnlementation?

- 35 10 Yes No TDoes the nrofessional staff of the Fonnunity Fducation Program
//—\_\\\/) have clear cut rolesg?

47 11 Yes No No Program nparticipants get to share in decigion-making in all
activities?

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




__resnondine

e

¢7

nh

3
I~

26

(=]

RN

39

-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~d

N

AN

41

42

43

44

7

Yea

Yes
Yes

Yes

Tes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yeas

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

.
1es

Naovou el that vou have enoush trainine te conduct an
Lluat 107
Wiz your ‘ormunity S—hool Proeram established coonerative efforts
wi ;!-L' S
Cony oo al a~rcncies?

" anteer and civic service organizations?
+iness and industrv?
-ier adi cational institutions?

the orranizational structure of the Communitv Tducation
csgram ot a minimum? '

:5 there been the same philosophv of Communitv Nducation since
~» inczercion of the Community School Propram? ; 7

2% The Tommunity School Prasram have activities in\thn summe r?
- \
ir. t-ere essentially the :same number of activities for all are
e (0-4: 5-=17: 182-64; A5 and older)?

Is chere a lack of qualified staff to deliver the activities?
Yo vou fir 4 it diffucult to maintain an active advisorv council?

Are the curriculum and activitles developed from continuous
reevaluuation of needs?

)

T the evaluatlon based to some extent on data collected on
rarticinants?

Ve

5 the-a an updating of objectives, or an annua}/ﬁEst assessment?

/\
"z some data collected on participant's attiﬁﬁdeé@
\
Is there some datz collected on the particioanto other than

their attitudes? s
, L d g

Do you yourself complete an evaluation/ of the Commdnity ducation

Program every year? ; '

\ -

Jould you feel ﬁore comfortable if an outaide consultant did the
evaluation?

Do you feel you spend too much time writfne objectives and
locumenting results?

40
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Zﬂfe§pondipﬂ

Yes’

96

an’

9
o

97

99

ag
Q5
87
26

39

73

a9

43
58

93

21

65

13

14

15

16

10

.

o0a

20b

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes
Qes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

~

No

o

No

Mo

No

No

No

No

*o

Has the Board nassed a resolution. supnorting fommunity Vducation?

Tf State partial salary reimbursement was withdravm, would
Community ¥ducation continue in your area?

Is thiere leadershin. involvement from most segments of the cbmmunjty?

Is there participation by most segments of the community?

Are activities started as soon as possible after need has been
identified? '

Noes the Board support the use of school buildings bv the Community
Education Program? )

Do the Principals sometines not support your work with teachers?

Noes the Community Fducation Advisory Council:

y
~

" Act as a sounding hoard, rather than pass on action proprams?

Limit ;cpivitins'té discuésioﬁ and making ;ecommondntiong?
Have teenagers as Council members?

Help determine neeis of commuﬁity?

Help establish goals of the Proéram?

Help publicize éhe Program to the.communify?

Nelp identify community resources? . o

B

Leave budget making to the Director?

lo - Have a membership size between 15 and 257

e

Yes 1o A—ﬂgyc/yoﬁ’ﬁiﬁ/;everal courses in Community Fducation?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

1T
S0

No

AR 4 .
40
N

No

No

No

No you feel inadequate in conducting a needs assessment?

Have you had.several courses in Fducational Administration?

Did you receive in-~depth training in‘efcess of tvo consecutive
weeks at Flint? ' :

Have you received substantial training in Community Fducation
somewhere other than Flint? If so, where

Do you resularly attend inservice Community Fducation?

" Do you feel that you éfé;separate from the rest of the school
administrative staff?

Do you yourself téach any inservice?

29
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APPENDIX .: COVER LETTER DISTRIBUTED BY MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

STATE OF MICHIGAN

' DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Adult and Continuing Education Services ' MARILYN JEAN KELLY
P. 0. Box 420 N President

Lansing, Michigan 4\8902 . DR. GO}:);?«NPﬁEMr R

EDMUND ¥, VANDETTE
Secretary
ANNETTA MILLER
- Treasurer
BARBARA A. DUMOUCHELLE
DR. PAUL B. HENRY
BARBARA J. ROBERTS

NO OTTO STOCKMEYER, SR.
GOV,| WILLIAM G. MILLIKEN
Ex-Officlo

Dear Superintendent:

On May 1, 1975, the State of Michigan was gelected 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 cormunity 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 schpol districts participating in the
1975~76 Community School Grant Prog(?m to assist us. '

Dr. Keith McNeil of Educational Monitoring Systems Inc., has been awarded
the contract to do this study. Your particular scheool 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 study. If you
‘have any additional questions, please write or call Gary L. Sullenger,
Specialist, Community School Program, at 512{373—9575. ' a

Sigcerely yours,

7 g

Marv T.¥Rogers, Directfr - \
~ Adult and Continuing Education Services

42
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APPENDIX C: INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE RATING OF PROGRAMS

EEMJCATIONAL MONITORING SYSTEMS INC.

s

3449 RENTZ — ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 48103 — 475-2453
Oct. 25,1975

Dear Gary,
I need to get an estimate of thec 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 would like you

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

than at Fﬁe two ends. That is, you will be forced to identify fewer
extremely successful programs than average programs.. Enclosed are

seven envelepes. Pleegepepread them iq front ef you, with the envelope
marked "1" on your left, the one marked."Z" just to the right of.itf

and so on. Note the qualifying adjectives on the envelopeé{. Now take

the mailing labels for each Community School prograﬁ and place eacﬁ one on
top of the envelope which best describes that.program, in.relatieﬁ to all
otber programs in the State of‘Michigan. You might want to keep in

mjnd the number limits indiceted on the.envelopes. After you have rated
all the programs, pick up the envelope marked "7”; and count the number of

programs that you have placed 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 }pdﬁhave less

than 8, (say 6), iook for fhe best .two programs of -those you placed on
envelope #6.) Rearrange the remaining envelopes so you are. w1th1n the
follow1ng dlstrlbutlon #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 labeISG?'

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