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ABSTRACT
Curfrent theory in community educat1on holds that

cqmmun1ty educat1on;prognams should move from a "program" orientation
to a "process" or1entat1on-—proqess being defined vaguely as an opén
democratic structure. Thre Jonﬁkrunn1ng community education projects
in rural communities were, died -for evidence of this phenomenon.
Data were collectedﬁby 1nterv1ew1nguf1rst knowledgeable respondents
and. then interviewing people named by the knowledgeable people; a ‘
total of 114 interviews were conducted. Interviewees were asked about
their relationship tbd commun1ty education, tp others in the projects,
names of those involved in the projects, effect1vene95 of the :
pro;ects organizational .linkages of the pro;ect to other commun1ty
agenc1es, and what works and what'needs improvement in the community
education program. Based on an ana1y51s of this data, the researchers

wconcluded that there is no evidence to support the notion that
community education develops in a progressive manner. from program to
process.;However, there was ev1gence to 'support the idea that as
commun1ty education projects mature, they, tend to develop an .open
bureaucratic process. The researchers suggest the community educators
may have to be content with this open bureaucratic -system rather than
striving for the ideal of a democratic process system. (KC)
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. general terms. The second, and pefhaps’fgost important, problemswas that the

. : ~" Preface .k

t
B . .

The dialague,concerning program vs process in community education
first began in the early 1970's. Many voices were raised in that dialogue,"
but two may be singled out as providing a focal point for the issue. " Jack

_ . .
Minzey teamed with.Clyde LeTarte to write the prominént text, Community -

) v >
Education: From Program to Process (Minzey-and LeTarte, 197Q9 and traveled

. g

~

v
. Ny

widely speaking of community educatlon as a process! -

[ S

John Warden in l979 pﬁblish P§o¢ess Perppectives. Communigz,Education .

s 3

As Pr00e§§ CWarden,,lQZ&)._ Warden's monograph shed & great deal of light on,
N , Q;'“ i K . oo
p 6cess opientation of commupi ty educatio% - I le'« .
‘/._- . ,«\. “ , W~ ot - . < -

N 0ther~writers in the field of community edUcatlon als@ placed extensive-

hd -

empnasis on "process." The problem that arose out of this d1alogue of the

- .

d - 1
70's was two—fold. The flrst being that the-term ' process ' generally
xeferred to % democratic process; but was seldom specified in any more than

~ b .

N ‘ . . ~ "
"process" referred to by experts was not a strong visable component as com-

——t

muhity education was developing in the field

Weaver:in his 1972 National Study of Communlty Education Goals (Weaveg;

<

1972) identified an Pemerging model oﬁ_communlty education, He,contrasted'
. = . o e ( ° . .

the* conventional)}model (school-based,fclosed system, program—oriented) with .

’

':the'emerging mod f?communityéoriented' open-system; process-based). .

-‘generally be observed in practice.

k3

Weaver s theoretical model was based upon, goals community educators reported

as primary for community education,.- That was a big difference from what could

\
-

”
>
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) Mlnzey, wrltlng in the Community Education Journal proposed that com-
\ "' ’ - .
munlty education tends to develop on a continuum, moving from programmatic .

s 2 _A. ~,

eomponents to process,components.' About this progress1ve development he® %
‘. L) [ \\
H ° - » A s °

""writ‘s " . . f ' :5 \

. b 2 o

. M - - - .

9 - - . SN
.'. .school decision makers are more receptive to ’
the first Your (prOgramJ components of . Community Edu—
cation. In faet,-in ordér to get beyond the fourth -
component (to process: ‘components), there is an extra
effort and commitment- necessary to move:on to ‘the
“total ‘concept of Commqnlty Education. -After Communlty
Education_has been introduced into a school} district,
~there seems to be Jg almost 1mmed1ate and automatic . .
development of Copmunity Educatlon up to a point _and’ ﬁ""
then the growth slows down dnd~.in sbme cases termlnates. .
.~ (Minzey, - 1974) 2 . ; L

£

v

-

This theory of how communlty educatlon develops moved the researchers to,

~

,° visit three sites where communi ty educatlon prOJects,had beer establlshed

-

with the purpose of examining what process existed in those communities.

- The s1tes selected for v1S1tatlon were chosen™on the basis of three criteria.

-
o

The first being that they had to represent'proJects deslgnared as successful

by community education experts in the area. The second cr1ter1a was
’ '

3

longevity. One project was selected from each of the three’following

S

categories: ) 2]

Project Initiated Between. January, 1979 and Jaunary, 1976
. . . - . -

Project Initiated Betweer January, 1976 and Jaunary, 1974

Project Initiated Before January, 1974 . S
The final criteria was that all sites had to be located in rural areas with

+

nb Standard Metropolitan Area (SMA) of 50,000 or more. Thig was done to

control for -differences which might be produced‘by'the size of the com~-

munities sexrved by the project.

i
)
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‘ Longevity-of. the project was used in selecting the sites inh an effort
1

s o 7 s, . 4 .
*to determine if there«was any detectable pattern of development moving

. 9" ‘ \ . b

.

from program to process.
. 2 L4 ‘
We are deeply indebted to the dedicated community educators who

-
Py

provided outstanding sdpport in the collection of data for this study., <We
. . Py '
udy by the Charles Stewart
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S Process, .Priorities, and Practice. Theoretical Problems in Community -
Education

v ‘

4 :
. . .
It should be noted at the outset of this report that the research

repogied herein is the'result of 'a collaborative effort between a sociolo-

{
gist and a community educator. The results of this, collaboration have been,

'

<

3
N -

- the researchers’ believe, fruitful While the effort originally began as an

empirical assessment of several'community education proJects, it has extended,

-

over the period_of a year to a critifcal review.of the theory of community

"education. Lt is important, -before reporting the resul'ts of our joint
> .

research, to briefly summarize some of the conceptual problems encountered

along the*way. Co '

®
) .

-

It can be frustrating to imppseisociological theory.on a particular .

-~

segment of a society. Most -frequently, various aéencies and groups view
A 3 © o . .
. | . *
theiselves as..a unique area of society. -The imposition of the notion that
N ]
- ; ) , .
all groups follow some general rules of social drganization takes away‘the

"uniqueness" of. the group or agency. Such is the case with community edu-

P N

cation. For almqst a decade, community educators have argued for the.develop-"

7 .

ment of a unique prOJect in community process ‘and decision making: From a

sociological polnt of V1ew, the ideas. of Maney (1974) and Minzey and LeTarte

"o <

(1978)\among others present several conceptual gaps Jhat need refinement.

» \ ‘
\ -

w& begin our report then by reviewing these conceptual pnpblems. After
3 ‘-

reporting these findings, we shall return to these 1s§ues and attempt to

l ’ . ' R 2 ‘

provide a reconceptudlization of the "process of community education."

o As conceived by Minzey and LeTarte, ‘¢ommunity education is a system
- . e (-3 .

S

" of linking the ‘resources of~the eddcational system to community process.

-
“

This linkage accomplishes two major goals- (1) 4t locates the educational -
° * o-‘& - ’
system at the center of communlty affairs, and (2) it provides a new forum

° t

for citlzens of the community to participate in the recognition of and .

i

e
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solutlons to varlous problems that confront. the communlty._ As a result, ,»

. . v ’

commun1ty educatlon (aqcordlpg to M1nzey and LeTarte) transcends the
- 4 . L)

offerlng of speciflc programs and products to prov1de a Brocess through whlch

¢ S . A & <

the determlnatlon, creation and execution of varlous proggams that address *

’ L
the problems _facing the commun1ty.f The community education system goes
. ‘ )
beyond thé mére-processing of people to a unique blend of 1ntellectua1

.

. emotional and social act1v1ty where the dynamlcs of local life are prov1ded

|

S
\ ~ ‘

an ongoinﬁ arena. - ’ . . ¢

. ' .
= s rd

vl The/problem is that such a model is unrealistic.. There are three major

Lanan ©
problem# that can be identified'with the concept of the process of community

i .

.

./ 13

(1) The generic onceﬁfﬁ "process" is used by community educators in a

fairly specific manner: Most¥writers in community education refer to a
. "/ o . .
form of democratic participatory process. here are other, equally viable,
> .
- LR .
forms of human di?éourse that cou}d be labélded process * For example,

bureaucratic processes are-- in 1ndustrlal soc1ety-"-among the most

el
’ ‘

frequently useq\methods of human inferaction. As we shall see,.the

Y . ' .

. . . e N\
attempt to capitalize on a very SpECld& form of process limits toQ>

. \ -
severely the concept of community educatton. As we“shall sge, com-

-

- . 3 » 3 M . 3
munity education systems.have evolved a dynamic, productive organization, .
. - v, . - .

. .

albeit not the democratic process. . L.

(2) Because the community educators are concerned with making the edu-

D \ . v, . . )

cational system available to the. larger commumity, it woul& have-been
Lo 4 )

better jperhaps if rather than focusing on the nature of the pro-

< . R -

- . ¥

cesses involved that they should have focused on the nature of




i

N [} - .

' the system itself. Contemporary organizational theory has explored the - Y
concepts of open vs. closed cystemsh Traditional education (K-lZ) .

. * operates at the local level as & closed system (Wood, 1979). Community .

e »

- . education programs researched for this report, in fact, achieved the .

creation of an open educational system, even though it turns out to be

. -3 -

' . & .
as bureaucratic as the more closed K-12 program. By establishing democratic

]

. .
process as a criterion for success, community educators run the risk of

-

. losing an excellent project s1mply because of the labels applied to the
Y

programs.. Lf the criterion of democratic process is used (however much ,

it is desired), the community education systems studied are failures. .

1 »
. * "

If the criterion of success’is an open viable system of programs for the com-

munity, then they are an unqualified sdccess. Given the literature in
. . ~

.
v

community education, we believe it is the latter that leads_to a reason-—

LY -

able level of expectatiort for community educationdprograms ‘even though the

-«

»

searcht for democratic process is laudable and desirable.

L)

.

. - (3) Community education generally gain's its regources from a well. )
‘ . - : '
R developed hureaucracy -- the local school system. Given the demands made .

(3
. K

on the school system from federal, state and local govermments, it is unreason-

.

able -to expect thlat the school system will underwrite a program of

oy

participatory democracy. To do so would'beitouje rdize the other,

.

more bureaucratically organized components of the school.system. The

~

problems are.both internal and external. Would a localgcity councilman

. . . ' \ '
object to funding a school program that offered special tourses on evolution,
» . - A N

5 L4

Marxism, séx education or community powet? The chances are high. Are

superintendents made uncomfortable when controversial issues become

“ - .
% -

.
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an integral part of the agenia of the community school advisory council?

\ <

No answer is requirewto this'question.\’ln point of -fact, to integrate

the "process"” °f.C°ngnitY education tohe program of the local school

system and its bureaucratic structure presents a problem to socidl engineering
’ .

comparable to the creation by automobile engineers of an internal com-
~ - ~

bustion engine that will drive a caf 3000 miles on a gallon of gas.

Let us first say that ‘the possibilities are exciting. The programs that -

we studied are dynamic open systems meeting many needs of their communities.

. . 2 . . 4
. The facts are supportive of tﬁe idea of community education, but in°very
3 .
different forms from the idealized models currently in vogue. What follows
is a report on .the research conducted -on three community education programs
, . . - ‘
and a .tentative beginning to the rethinking of community eaqcation theory.
We begin by exploring the concepts. of process and system. '
Process and Open Systems T .

A

S

Community education literature employs. the term process to describe

the form community education should take. Although process is seldom
,
precisely defined,

nd the use of it is vague at be%t a participatory- democratic

s mocratic process, characteriékd by a decentralization
{

process is implie
o e
of authority and comfunity/individual.participatien is only one of the

’

ﬁany types of "processes" that can be employed.

. v
\ )
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Sociologists have identified many forms of organizational process. For

parsimony only two basic types will be described here. Bureaucratic process,

. » . !

probably the most pervaéive‘form of process in industrial society and demo-

v

cratic process, commonly referred to as the human relations model are the

two dominant typ%s of organizational (process) research. °

Before determining whether a communityg education project is in a "process"
Y :

or "progranm' (produht) stage, it is helpful.to identify whethér the.project

- .
N~

is in an open or clésed system. A closed project would appear‘as an independent

- ¢

4 ‘)
agency,- as a system of structures and functions, the project would appear a$

- -

a structure in action over time, as a processing system, ‘and as a structure
|3 ? .
1

" - -
\Qf Subjgroupg. D;s;inguisbable recreationi adult education, regular education,

~
- .

. \

and community education departments would 'be coordinated by a central depars—

- .

ment. On the other hand an open project would appéar as a cultural’ product, -

~

ad an agent of exchange with its environment{" and as an input-—output N
) . t . . - * -

subsystem.(adapted from Champion, 1975: 29), Adyisqr&lcouncilg identify '

A}

S

* i
community needs. and the project delivers them. The determination of
. r ) -

. \ . .

whether a system is open or closed is a reflection of the manner in which

. ]
. 0 .
the system interacts with.its environment, and the internal structural . :

~ -

or@éﬁization of the systém that allows for adaptation to environmental
‘

- ~

3 . ’ b4 X .
change. Both participatory democracies 'and bureaucratic organizations

© \

o

. : ¢ - . .
can be either open or closed. .

There can be projectSIthaf lack any process, unless process is defined

? .
as a centralized role/position doing everything. Figure 1 represents a

-

sociogram of a hypothetical community education project. The large Bircle

represents the highly centralized and powerful position of tﬁat role/

position. The satellite roles are very small. and insignificant in power.

. . v

¢

.
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Chart 1. Al;tocratically Controlled bommunitsy '
. Education Project: Theoretical Medel
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For the mget part they would represent students and teachers. The lines of

. . -

.

. \ R .
communication arg not reciprocal.  Thus, the director makes all decisions- i -

- e
‘. 4 A

. without regard of commuaity/individual input even through subordinatés;' N

>

dictates them .to the community education project-without any form of

4 L4 \.' 1\ . .‘ . D

evaluation other than his/her personal judgment., This authoritative
A .

v

organization is antithetical to a democratic process and to an open system. '

‘ ‘. ‘ -

< Equally important, it is not an open system.

- Bureaucratic process, represented in Figure 2, if it\is'to work

w. . - §

ideally, requires six conditions: (1) imgersonal social relations; ,

- A “ - - & . .
\ (2). appointment and promotion on basis of merit; (3) previausly specified

L . . 5
authority’ obligatdons which inherit in the position, not in the individual .
» ’ '

- b - < ‘
functioning in the~posftions‘ (4) a hierarchy of authority; (5 abstfact

rules or laws covering-task assignments agg?dec1sions, (6) specialization of .

o

*
positions.(Champion 1975: , 39). .Under bureaucratic, process, efflciencz

r i »

. IS

is the ultimate criteria for.dec131ons (Blau and Meyer, 1971' 156). There'’
. . °

-is 11ttle dispute that bureaucratic process wili\:ét thihgs done. . e

»

Bureaucratle process presents a hierarchy with-a centralized role/ -

P . »

N~ position.. Although tbe central role/position ultimately makes all decisions,

< -

. there is “input (reciprocal lines of communication) with the role/position

( . - X . < © " » N

- _hjust beneath. For example, ‘a community.education director es a,decision”
. . 1 ‘

. Y N - -
> down to thé prjincipal, who in turn passes the decision tq the cgmmunity
. PR . ¥ ] . » . P

[

7 educatdon coordinator, who directs instructors,-and so on’ ' The community. o

. ’ . ’ . . N ..

education coordinator relates instructors reactions and evaluations to the .

. . AR -

piincipal who relates them to the community education director.. There is a
£ : . Yo . . BN

- defined channel of communication that must be followed. The director is ) .‘\\

’ . - N .
. .,

(%

often inaccessible to subordinates other than those just beneath Qer/him. N

This does not mean, however, that information is not made_available all up
. . . . - . L

* o : and down the line of authority. g. ) .

l R - . -




Chart 2. Bureaucratic{Community Education
' Project: Theoretical Model
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Denocratic preocess, represented in Figure 5? has three basic char-

acteristics. Mutual interest requires participatioﬁ/to be voluntary, and .
‘3‘ Y . - . ’
. that although no two people have identical goals, their common ground or

- / R

‘ interest_ié?in the organization, in this case the community education .

- 3
o>

project. Next, individual differences must be allowed and in certain cases
, catered to. Last, and most difficult, is motivation, Individuals must bé!

»
encouraged to work together. Production is a sEcondgry consideration —_

¢

(classes and number of students) the process of meeting individual and col-

<
o

lective needs are primary. . s o .

. Organizationally, democratic process is decentralized, with a vast
. amount of input from the community/individual‘é Lines of communication are

“

]

. |
so” that no position or person is not provided with at’least an indirect line

of communication with anyone else.’ Advisﬁ?y council members would know as
- <

much about the project as its director and be in communication with the d

4 1

same pebple as the director. No position or person would be denied infor-

L
- mation because no organizational structure would prevent it from occuring.

.

In thisAwa‘la person can have a voice in the community educationAproject-and
' ' . .
the project can become a mechanism for airing and correcting community
- “

- problems." . ' ’ ' ’

By construc¢ting sdciograms and comparing them with the ideal type socio-
grams (figures I, 2, and 3), it is relatively easy to determiné whether a

L ’ . . N
project is in a prpgram (product) stage or a process stage. Next is .
. -~ . ‘ .
‘ . A}
< ., whether or not a bureaucratic process or a democratic process is desired.

‘

The decision for this can not be determined empirically,qonly politically.

<

‘ERIC o 14 .o :
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Chart 3. .Democratic Process Cormn.unity
* _Education Project: Theoretical Model .
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There are #8rawbacks to both forms of process. In bureaucratic process

I . s
H

all offieials are appointed based on merit, rather than elected. -Goals

<fozftﬁé‘bureéhcracy are often supplanted ‘for others. For exanple, depart-

.

& r > .
. . mental activitifes (recreation department) in time may be directed to per- -
: i @« , ]
! ©

. petuating the department rather than working for the whole. Bureaucratic
' /

» w2 3

process, though high in:productive efficiency, can generate low innovative -

capacity. Also," bureaucratic processes, though not antithetical is certainly
) . . v .
antagonistic ta dembcratic process because '"neither the will of the majority
- e . , .

- N . v .
not the 'personal-choice of a rule or a ruling tlique reigns supreme, but .

g . the rational judgment of experts does'" (Blau and Meyer, 1971: 156) . Rather

than the‘cOmmunity tunning the education project, the experts dictate what

~ v ~

the education project, thus 1nd1rectly the community will do.

X - e — J—
- . e

The‘Puman relations model or democratlc process only seems to work in : |
H \ . i
those klnds\of proJects requiring a high~degree of social skills and com~ |

. .

- -

e munication abillties. e would seem conducive to the commun;ty education
"-4 - 3 * v
4 %Q% ® ’ ’
v . Hproject. However, for a democratic’ process to work there must bé freedom -
. A
. i \

ofvdissent'which leads oo'factionaIism. Bgcause of this a maJority may

- o

consist-of only 207 of the people and thus the needs of thg entire com-

munity'may be fully met (Blau and Meyer, 1971: 157). The result of this

would be a standoff due to an ideojogical difference. Under'bureaucratfc

-
.

L .
o .'  process, this would not occur. ‘ : .
. . ) - ;' . N N . . , y & . R
Yoo . % final comment on relative us€ of bureaucratic procéss over demo-
- ] o - ,& 'i» L N ) . s .
= “cratic. proceSs is that democratic processes are particulary tenuous in

P S . - e ) . -
projects»which ‘demand the double«purpose'of deciding onvéonnon-oﬂjectivef

‘

and of implementing decisions (Blau and Meyer,. 1971: 157). ~Mixing the two - ’

processes, which seems to be what has in effect occurred (witness sdc;o-
”- . - "
grams) results in a contradiction.-{Advisory positions or couricils can not -

* »

- PN
o

i
.
K]

. Y N
. " 4w . - -
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*
i \ -

L . : ¢ . . ’ . .
force others to ‘Segk- advice or to take it (Davis, 1967: 175) . The expert

(community education director) does not.have to take the advisory council's

advice. 1In many respects the expert may not even consult the advisory
; h . ~ .

. . i ~ :

council. . . : s . \

; ' . L ‘.’ } éﬂd

' ., .The decision whether to use bureaucratic process or democratic process

is again a politital one. However, a caution is that in those already existing
. ' 2 ) ’ i
‘bureaucratic. process projects, there will be resistance to a move to demo-

cratic process because bureaucracies hesitate to give up authority to others
< ~ ¢ -
(Davis, 1967: 188). ’ % . .

However, the more open the bureaucracy becomes the moré/ﬁhe functions

\

- -

of both bureaucratic and democratic processes can be realized. A responsive

bureaucracy -- one willing to listen to the broadest part.of-a population or

to deal with a general enviromment -- can efficiently offer programs and at

]

the same time permit input from a general popuiace. A bureaucracy intended

yto serve a wide wariety of needs may be difficult to operate, but it can

k\\ ‘indeed perform. In fact, we shall show that as community education projects
\

gevelop_the§ create not participatory democratic process, but, .in fac

tﬁey generate. an open bureaucratic system that actually works!

<

El{llC,,. "' L .. o . 17
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1I. The Study ‘ . .

° s A

There are three major goals to the present ‘study: , (1) There is the

need to observe, as objectively as possible, the operation of several com-
14 R » V‘ >

munity education projects. The procedure employed to meet this goal ™ |

. ’

was the establishment of a cross-disciplinary team involving a sociologist !

¥

and a_community education specialist. In the development of the methodo-

logy employed in data collection and analysis, the socioloéist was con;
- % *

. -

5 ?
cerned with developing a critical stance toward community education. The l )

community educator was concerned that the soci¢logist be aware of all N

aspects of community education programs.

-

‘

(2) Another major goal of the study was an attempt to observe

<

degreé to which the projects studied had achieved a 1evel.6f "community ) |

be

process.'" At the outset of data collection, the team decided to use the

’

orientation to Minzey and LeTarte as the basic hypothesis underlying the

various projects. That is, the team expected to find the development of a
. ’s ¢
. e £
process orientation in the prgjectél For this reason, it was decidgd.to

A

stud& three'community education projects of different ages. The three
projects selected dérg all located in rural county school systems. The

youngest project had been in existence for 2 years, the middle one for

6 years and the oldest for eleven years. It was hypothesized by the

N

researchers that, as older systems were researched, the "process orientation" -

would become more easily observable. =

(» The'final goal of.%he research was to develop a method of rapid,

3 . . o
reconnaisance.techniques for the study of community education programs using

3

the work of Sanders (1961), Nix (1966) and Nix and Dudley (1966, 1967), oL

the community social analysis method was adoptéd as a basic research tool.

- . i -,
r . - .
- - -17 -~ ‘ ,
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Community social analysis involved the discovery of "key informants."

- . b
These people are interviewed and in addition to responding to questions

concerning the operation of the community education project, are asked to

-~

Fs

identify others who are involved or knodledgeaple about specialized parts

of the‘prpjecﬁ. .The list of informants grdys as the interviewing proceeds.

.
N

Once the responses become repetitive, the interviewing ceases. This form
o ] . |

of data collection was employed in the present aﬁudy. i
|

’

Thus our goals were to get an objective view of three community edu-

cation projects and to develop a method of resedrch that would allow an

accurate assessﬁentﬁof the operation of various projects. With these \ !
: |

goals in mind, the actual development of~the research program began.'

E

- Following is a more detailed discgieion of each aspect of the data eellection
process. )

-

I. Site Selection - ‘f ,

-
.

Our purpose was not to evaluate the community education project in terms

of its syccess or failure, but rather to observe how. such a project might

*

. work. ~To this efd, it was decided that an’attempﬁ would be mdde to select

. 3 . .
.

for study three community education projects of different agee that had the

-reputation for being excellent programs. The community educator, taking into

‘account such quest\_ps as size of program, accessabllity, and program success

e ] -

selecte& three prOJects. Project A was the newest (2 years o0ld) and the

+ smallest project. It is located injryral West Virginia. Project B is the

E 4

1argest and has been in existence for six years. ‘It is located’in South

Qarolina. . Project {Lis the dIaest (11 years) and is about the same size .
. g"b *
. as PTOJect B. It is locaﬁea“in\North Carolina. - Of the three projects, only
~ \\ * & ia ) . ] .
C has changed‘projeét di;gsfors. All three projects have strong support °

from the local school districts and are currently serving significant'
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a2 N L g“
7 - -
. proportions of the population of their areas.

At a -later point, a more.

-
.

"dqtéiled description of each project will be given.

» 1

°

R 2. .- Instrumentation and Sample “ < &

°

N

: 2 The data collection was done by iﬁterviewing first knowledéeable

. .

L respondents and then interviewing peopie named by the knowledgeable people.

-~
.~

‘ * Thus, there is no .sampling, as such, but rather "key informants."

‘@ecauge
. of the differentisizés and structures of the different projects, different

number of interviews were obtained. Project A, a small project in a small
. county school system required only 23 interviews before the list of know- |
Project B,

ledgeable informants were exhausted. having the laggest school

13
district, the largest population to serve add the largest land mass, and

the most complicated structure, required 62 interviews. Project C, while

large in terms of students en;olled, o
least complicated structure (age has its bedéfitg).' It required only 29
interviews. : .

The.ihteryiew schedule can Be found in Appendix A.
g cerns the followimg areas:

1. - Subject's relationship to community education.

2. Subject's relationship to others in the community education

project. . '

. 3. The names of those involved in community education.
- . ‘
© 4, The operational effectiveness of the project. s

5. The organizationi} linkages of the project to other community
agencies. ki . s
. . ? \
6. What words and what needs improvement ;n the commurtity education
program. - s -

. 8

The' same interview schedule was used for all respondents.' . .

\- o . ¢ @ '
EC S

PAea ||m Provided . - ' . »

»

. KN

'
. . .
- . -~ ° -
“ . . ’ °
-
.

. . . -
.
.

served a smalle: population and has the

" Basically, it con-

‘e

A
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. . . “
. . .

Both the community educator and the sociologist parficipated in the
data collection.” In some cases, several people wéne interviewed at once.
s ': . x k’ . ~
¢ When this occurred,- the respondents were asked to complete the schedule

. MRS .
: as a questionnaire in order to avoid one respondents answers affecting the

2 . -t
«  othérs. In these situafions .the researchers were present to answer questions

“

£l ' “w
and to probe on certain answers. Most respondents were, however, intep-

.
0
w

viewed privately and no differences exist An the answers of those interviewed

as compared to.those who completed the schedule themselves.

.

Bagically, then, data was gé}lectgd from a number of informants. in three

community education projects. The d?ta consisted of interviews concerning

six major aspects of community_education.' Once the data was in
v

.hand a graduaGe student was added to the préject staff to assist in the

. . y ] £
ahalysis. The following section’reports the major findings of the- project.
: : .

- . . >

3

+
. .
-

i
.

* o . -
e

-
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. III. The Findings ;;.jf" A . o
. ) , ..‘ ' . ’. @?’@ “\ ,‘;. . ‘, (w oo
o Reports of the f1ndings for eaéﬁiEbmmqﬁity education projgpt are to be
! N 1 f“ 20 -

found in Appendix B The concern of €E§§%§§g510n will bE’the analy%is of -

~ v <
x <

a

data from the three p}ogects comblned andéﬁhdsomewcaées contrasted What
"D' 3“ - . .
was not found can be clearly stated: ”&g:, AR " 3@ ”. . e

< ~

P
» ° v oy . -
. L ,

In none of the projects studied as p%;ﬁ“ofythis nesearch
could evidence be found that suggests“that?cqmmuﬁity .
education has moved from "program to prot "sig. the ° -
‘ local community. In no project studied’ cOérdﬂeviHente
| d be found to support the ‘concept. of empbwefmeﬁt*oﬂ
" democratic process. . "(Pfocess is used’ ‘rnsthe
general sensé of participatory democratﬁd'as . T
« opposed to bureaucratic.) ,1£ L

ua

N . . - :

What was found can be equally stated:
. )

-

-
s

e

’;‘ )
& “
As the age of the project increased, the communlty o
education system moved from the 31ngle—controlf_,? e ‘
- of one d1rector, to an indipient bureaqpracy to --. -
8 - . -a well developed bureaucratic organization with open
relations to the larger community. i )

Py . i
o

. The evidence for such results comes from these:majdr‘questions on the .

.

.

interview schedule. Question number 6 (see Appehddx A) asks the respoddent‘
to list the people that the respondent works with most freqﬁehtly in the com-
A§§ , munity education program. Charts'S, 6‘and ; show the.reciprocal.relatiodﬁ.aw .
from the)three comhu:dty educatioh projects. "art 5:1s Eor the eohmdhityi

~ ot

-

¢ ‘ L ' N ta
education project that has bgen underway for on‘two years. Evexy single

‘respondent named thé& community education director (32). Only sif other

people received more than two mentions. There are only'three'reciprocala

o !
relations (where the respondents named each other) between the people named

N « ‘a\ 1 .

and the director and only one reciprocal relation between the people‘named

N -

Lest one become confused this is a Surprlsingly well developed program for

. [ .

its age. It involved four school buildings and offers a wide range of

A T I , _ . 1"
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Chart 6. ‘Observed Structure of Second ¥ . : ‘
< Community Education:Projett ' ey

¢ : . ’ " . ‘ = 3 \

v
.

4
A
o
.
v
.
- .
i . . . .
R
PP Y .
e ¥ . .
3
N .
$ . - .
oE , .
> M % » .
. K

| 2 ! “
| ERIC -3 S . - ,

NI A7 Provided by ERIC s . .
| oo 3 . AN LT
3 S Prrrtrere Y { , . -
s " 3 . .
:

—




.

9. Chart 7. Observed Structure\\‘of Ql_&_e}st
‘ Community Education- Pr?)"j;é’c‘t’
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

R

i

bureaucfatic or%anization. » Each school involved ih.the proﬁram has'a com-
. - 4

"that dchool. At the level of the director of communf?y educations linkages °

- . - 257

’ -

activities for all ages. The student and teacher respondénts were enthusiastic

< ~
5

and. generally excited ahogglthe future of community education. The principal

and superintendent ofﬁvﬁhools are equally positive about the project. The

simple fact 1is, this is what a beginning program looks like ifter two’years.
Chart 6 shows the structure and reciprocal relatiohs.for the?;econd

project (Project B). It‘is six year;“old. This project covers»the

1argest land area and has the-largest popu%’tion to serve. For this reason

—y .
Il ¢

we conducted almost twice as many interviews in th1s-system as the other two.
' 3 > . .

»
3

is named over 607% og the time. Also note-that most reciprocal relations occur

I3 “ .

" Given that there were 62 interviews, it is interesting to note that fi0 person .

.

among_ the director of the comnmnlty education projéct (A) )three coordmators (B)

3 ) ° it t

3

and the assistant diréctop (C). ,The centrality of the. coordinator is also -

Y

indicated by the. fact thatathey&are'named 15 times as a unit (F). It is

- L]
\

v H R a
: | . . R
th1s~central group,that form the bureaucratlc core of this project.

B
v .

Reciprocal relations - ind1cati¥$ of .a democratic structure —~‘pccur only

LY . -

- -
. .
- - l - PR

8 times outside this centraflgroup
E
Chart:7 shows the strqcture and reciprocal relationships of the

oldest, mo%t developed sysFem. As can be seen, only two\recibrocal relations

- | . . \ . ¢

. . / 4
exist: cléar indication of,a bureaucratic form, These recriprocal relations

b}

administrative staff. The community education program in this local area
. ( s - N )
e an integrated part of community structure, but it is within a
. . 1 . L.

at

. -

& 2

munity educatioh coodinator that is in charge of the progrags - for that schoof.

These toordinators are responsible for- the development of the program for

’ .

» 3 -

., D

to the community college and other agencies‘are developeds‘ -

, 26 L.

-~

.
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. .

We have noted that the charts show only a few reciprocal relationships®

~

¥ : Avgprd about why this indicates a buréaucratic organization is important.

4 ¥

2

-

YRR L |
; Q ] . e e g B s ) i - -
[nEMC l ! . ‘: - . 27 Le : C ‘ .

. ,
4, . .
< \ ’ ..

,,/ . (‘" . .
R y

. & . . .
In the participatory democratic model of community edu?df;on, one would

expect to find a number of people néming each 3%he;‘as co-workers. %p a

bureaucratic organization, respondents tend to name people "in line"; that.
g ’ p peop 5

.
+

is to sa&, people who work for them or who are above them in an organization

hierarchy. Careful examination of Charfs 5, 6, and 7 reveal that the only

N

significant reciprocal relations occur between members of the administrative

<r’-"

staff of the éémmunity education program. Otherwise, peop;G when asked to .
~ ’ : .
name the people that they work with are not likely to be named bx the

- peoq}e they name. This is clear evidence of a bureaucratic structure rather

~
,

. . . ‘ . 8
than a democratic process. S A
a This is not to say, however, that these community education programs
are all structure. In fact, as the community education system devqlops,
B ’J - . /

the-Opening ug‘qf relagygns between the community education effort ;76 other

- .

. agencies in the local community occurs. The best éﬁamgles of this oped
e . !

. - M

— -
bureaucratic process is th¢ relationship between a community college and_p

k]

Acoording to both the/president of the collége and the director of .com~ .

t B B ‘

- £hé two units. As an administrator for the college commented: 'Hell,” if they

i -

(Eommunity education) - need welding.equipment"hnd we-have it, they have it~
. - re

too." ~ . D S . ﬁ/\//
. ‘ . — -

. .
.»'é;'w' / . 4 . . o R - N
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Our general observations then reveal two things: (1) democratic process,
A - < -
a distribution of power to a broader segment of the population does not occur,

and, (2) an open system ofirelationships between the community education

LY hd

project and’othgr agencies in the community doSE\?evelop over time.
> Even though the system becomes a centralized bureaucratic sysStem, with the

professional community educators ''running the show,'" the integration of

community education programs into the life of the local community occurs

through the opening up of the school<system and the improvement of relations

- * & Rty

with other community agencies. .

] A note on the advisory councils is important here. While the method

* of our research did not allow for a detailed examination of the operation

4

, of the a&visory councils, we did determine that, in the operation of the com-

. {
iinity education project, the roles played by the wvarious councils were

-

inipfal at best, and in some cases in all three systems nonexistant. This\is

! , '

. réflected by the few timgs the councils are named and the few times that
T

~
‘meﬁbers’df the councilg are names as importantsﬁg community education
< . » - 5 ¢
( . . : :
o (question 15, see Appendix A). Further, members of the council are only

% . ' .
& iJTrgquencly named in question 6 ("Who do you work with in the project?").

Finally, in interviews with both directors and council members, it was

4 >

.~ frequently noted that the councils were not active and that “work in

deveteping the role gf the advisory councils is needed.” One council y \\

¢ v

president noted-that the council had not.met in ovef a year, and one council

g
2%

v had never mef. Cléarly, then, the development of the advisory council-has

S . - s
not been a priority in the community education projects included in this

; : study. ) ' ‘. - : 1 .
. - e . .

s e R
< =2




~‘28 -

A furtiier note on our findings concerning bureaucratic process;

participatory, democratic model is very people oriented, as Minzey and
. p .

LeTarte (1979) have noEed. Because such a program is reflected by-a

large number of reciprocﬁf relations (see Chart 3), the retirement of one
: - , :
P/

Ve

“, R :
person from the system could“e devastating. ﬁne of the major advantages
£ 1

o -

s

of bureaucracy is that dependenée of the system on any one person is
minimized. Only one of the projects studied would be jeopardized by the

loss of the director (see Chart 5). Both projects over the age of 5 years

old are so structured that the loss of any individual would generate only

the most minima1_¢§§ficulty for community education.
.While our primary interest in this research project was the attempt

'

to observe th¢ program or procéés orientation of these community education
A . - as
projects, the da¥d collection produced.other ébservations that are of

o ' s

interest.. Some of these findings are presented in summary form below.

®

(1) People who participate in community education programs came from

a wide variety of occupational backgrounds. Our study found people from

-

over 50 diffegigg/occupations among students and instructors. Some

occupations represented are musician, photographer, .swine fammer, public

.

kJ

health educafor, retired people, housewives, logging truck driver, welder,
politician, redl.estate salésman, county administrator, etc. In addition,

« R N n -
éhe involvement of a large number of other school personnel was found to.

.

come from all ;evels)of the school organization. Lo o

@

(2) While éommudity education is relatively inexpensive in terms_of dol-

~

v

lars, it uses a considerablé amount of time on the part of participants (teachers,

and students)“gs well as administrators and advisory councils. '?on both

» s

preparation and participation (questions 7 and 8, see Appepdix A) the

- .
.

average'time spent per week is 8.7 hours. That is to say that the participants

§ﬁénd‘££ightlyt;;Eé than one work day per week in cofmunity education actiyities.
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s

. . ) .
We asked a series of questions concerning the most popular course,

a

the most -useful course to individuals; and the most useful course to the
L .
community.’ While there wgé significant agreement on popularity and
’ ~ ) ‘ _ ra B \
indiXdual usefulness (mostly arts ‘and crafté, general education, and

exercisé classes), the courses most useful to the community usually

identified such things as eﬁergenc& medical training and adult education
\ i

programs in generadl. . g -

(4) Almost all the respondents agreed that community education W a
. 9 . QC’ . .
positive impact on the local .school system. Thirty percent (30%) saw its

importance as the increased involvement of citizems in the schools. Other -
S

‘positive aspects included good public relations for the school, helping

b o

. > -
people adapt to new life situations and helping influence children by their

x -

observation of their parents atﬁendiﬁg school. Many (20%) saw it creating

. - -
a positive image for the school system.

. s .
(5) Finally we asked, people to respond to what part.of the community

2

education program worked best and what needed improveﬁent. Concerning what

3

‘worked best, most-people listed a particular class -— a'program orienqétion.

. | . iy o
Community egucators saw the project in broader terms and talked of openness
¢ ra . (

. 4
and process skillg. Other school administrators to a more programmatic

13

. - i ' s . . .
point, of view citing the many classes. and students in the projects.

~

Concerning what’ needed improvement, most gesﬁon&ents‘diﬁinot answer
the question, indicating a general aé}eement with the management and per-

formance of the project. What was interesting is that few people mentiomed
° . * . i .

the need for pore\inQalvement of the hdvisory councils, including the members
of the councils. " ¥
» . k-4
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B,

(1)
(2)
(3)
*
(5)
(6)
(7

(8)

3>

We' turn now to some comments concerning an interpretation of these results.

.o =30 - ‘

In summary, then, we find: ' .

active community education projects,

a generally bureaucratic organization,

o

that the bureaucracy becomes more open as it ages,
léw involvement of the advisory council,

wide community participation,

considerable expenditure of time ;n the part of participants,

courses that are both popular and useful to individuals
and the community, and

that community education has a positive effect on the
local schools. . .

-
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Conclusion

e

Based upon the data collected i; thg three‘community'education projects
included in this study the researchers conclude that there ié_no evidence -
to support'thé notion that community education.dévelops in a progressive
manner from a stage émphasi;ing programming to one characterized gy demo-.

cratic process. There was,|however, fourd, evidence to support the idea

that as community education projects mature they tend to develop an open

' % *

13
<

Loo gy

bureaucratic®process.-

In the open bureaucratid process the researchers observed a system
e > s
which was developed to meet community needs by’providing programs and

services. These community education projects, which were all sponsored
‘ 3

by public schools, were visable signs of the movement of the traditionally
’ 3 - .
" closed bureaucratic system of the schqols toward a‘more open system.

/ Examples of the movement toward a more open bureaucratic system yere

seen in several ways including: the breadth og\cours!t and services

’

offered by fhe community educagion project, the increased level of- inter-

‘

agency coo%eration found as the project ages, “and finally in the manner in

which the commgnity education program becomes an integrated part’ of the

~

local community. Further evidence for its "open" nature is offered by the

¢

wide variety‘of people involved in the program. People of all ages,

occupational backgrounds, religious and ethni¢ groups are integral to all

»
.

.-

three projects. ’ ' ;
—

The role of citizens in an idealized community education model has
\ - ,

.
.

been described as one where citizen involvement in dec¢ision making éﬁd
- com?pnity broblem—solving isié'préscribed component (Minzey, 1974). In the

- . three projects studied there were few, if any, indications that citizens

frop the community were playing any significant role in the management of

- 31 -
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those programs,beyond providing input to..the staff on the need for certain
programs and services. Decision making and problem solving was for the most

-

part left to the community education staff.

. In each of the community education projects when people were asked

what" changes they would recommend, only eight (8) or 7% of those" -
interviewed made any significant suggested changes in the area of demo-

[y

cratic process. The remainder of the suggestions made dealt with programs,,
services and structure. Thik factor lﬁfds the researchers te conclude that
citizens in each of those thrée communities were relatively comfortable

with their present level of participation. From this point rises the
. , ‘y

questioﬁi fIs democratic process in community education a goal held by

.community education theorist and practitioners, but not one shared by the

general citizenry?" It would appear that further research is needed "to

/ascertain what expectations citizens hold for their role in community

- M <

education. ~ v - . ) .

2
-

As pointed out earlier in this report it is unrealistic to expect “

W,

- von

. that a bureaucracy,'such'as the public schools, can foster thf development

. . .

of a democratic process in which citizens are empowered to act on their - -
¢ .

own accord. While the principles espoused in advocating avdemocratic ..

.

process are worthy, theﬁ are inconsistent with the existing parameters of our

~

society and the institutions which serve us. ‘

All of this is not to indicate that- the product of community eduoatfgﬁ/

. , oy .
is bad. Indeed, the opening of a bureaucratic system to more ‘effectively
*
accommodate the needs of the community is. a major accomplishment. The
K] ' "
researchers recommend that future efforts in community education be’'directed

at further opening the systems in which they exigst. Those efforts would

.

include (1) increasing the dialogue between the citizenrngnd the .

~ . a




g . . . . ’ 4

4
institutions which serve them, (2) imcreasing the interaction betwqen

‘instituytions within the system, and (3) developing programs which Serve

a bréad base of the populagéon. . Ty

. N
In addition, the researchers recommend the development of the
»

community educator's, role as one who is actively involved in:.
(1) assisting the citizenry in determining needs,
(2) gathering informafion‘gbout~existing resources, - -
(3) 1linking citizens in need ©of services with appropriate
programs, and > . *
(4).\.gping citizens to assess the.impact of programs
on their environment. . . ’

v

R " It is felt that this role for the community educdtor'will rélieve some

+

- . . ‘ ‘
pressures and anxieties currently incumbant with the unrealistic expectation

N ’

of being able to institute a democratic proceés within a bureaucracy which
. ' ’ ‘
‘ai’75§ has no real desire to see that process develoe. In other words, the role

of the community educator becomes one of h{gh activity, a viable community'

1 , .
& . . >

-« resource. ; ) . . .

v .

» As a point in fact the emphasis on democratic proce§$ as a major element

h] f »

- o} community education may be providing a gignifiqant stumbling block to the

.

o : \ ) .
progress of the;community education movement. This block occurs when

« .
- A ] .

decision makers within the system (i.e., superintendents, prinecipals,
- g “ .
agency heads, etc.) are threatened by the notion of empowering citizens

. / . . . , . - A -
to ‘assist in decision making or even become involved in controversial °

. -

. .
issues, ' . -

-

By adopting the goal‘ofﬂdevelopiﬂg aﬂ open bureaucraq&,

" community edu®
cation can accomplish a.great deal in terms of improving the zhality_of

services and life in any commuhity. This is not to mean that the goal of

': 'a self-actualized community with a highly developed democratic process is not

«
. ¢+ [
5 . . . . .
. ¢ . -
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a creditable goal“* ,Aa creditable_as .it is, community edﬁcators need ‘to
. be content with ma;king changes withiﬁ the system which are designed to. : o
open up the bureaucratic iaroeess, rather t:han struggle to achieve the = ..
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‘munity education, in fact, tends-to.open up a

-

-
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* Recommendations for Future Study .

,‘-, . r 2,

i
4

\

M [} - .

/ P L

The following areas of needédvfuﬁure research hé%é developed as a.~

result of this study..

institutions initiating community eduqétion already are characterized by

an open bureaucratic process,

(15  Furthér studies should b

P

‘

P ¢

e’con@ucted,to determine whether. com-
s . s

P
«.

‘bureaucratic process or if

R : -

-
-

’

El L3

- / -

(2) Studies need- to be conducted on the effect that community edu-

cation has on creating an open bureaucratic process in institutions and

community agencies other than the publi{ schools.

. A

(3) "Since the scope of this investigatiqn-was limited to rural,

EN —

§ettings further study of urban areas is needed to see if ‘the same

iy
v

conditions exist,

’

.

7

«

'
.7 - . .

LS

’ ’

‘research methodology drawn from other fields of study. s

’

«

(5 Further studies are needed to exploéé in g:eaterodébbﬁ pﬁe

® . -
bureaucracy of the school systé
’ 4

.. N

e

-

m (and other community service agencies) and

how the community educator's role relates to that 9ureaﬁcracy.°“

@

3

i

~t

£

A

k4

ab
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f&) Community edgcation should be enEoufﬁged to search for appropriate‘
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INTERVIEW SCI'EDULL

t

. Community Education Survey
Community & & /
' Name of Respondent ‘. ’
. R T i Sex ) e - .
A 1. Uhat rolg do you fill in the \cémunify education project? ;
1 ' A '
é\‘ E * 2. Number of yéaxjg assaciated with this community education project? i
\ N ‘ ’ . : ' ' *i ] ©\ }
3. Have you ever been associated with a cormunity education program »_‘__f:
before? - i . o _“ ‘ ¥
! Y"eg - £ I‘TO ) " . '_" e N b
. . e .
i " 1f so, where?- . e S N
. ) . . N -
’ » "?dhen? : ’ o years
- 4. What are your..spécific duties in the community education, program?
) 'List geveral specific things that: you do (student, advisogxy
. couneil, etc. ¥y -, . ‘p R \
, : (o
% ! ¢ -
5 - . ; .

» ) \
5. 1Is your work in community education your primary occupation?

g .
oy . »

. . Yes , Hlo ..

c ——— ) .

i1f not, what is your ocsupation?

)

- —n .
- -
4 E
. T A L
L ol 4 3 9
o — - i -
- - = ’ -
. R ¢




[ -2- —_— ! Q ¥
A - ‘, : - - ) . ¢ >
T e : e
. 6. Who are the people, that you work with- most frequently in the community aad
catio ogram? e :
ejp ation program i : , .
X o S
kN .o, ' . P b
N AY
4 » .
. [ « . . ) ‘ .
~ . v
» & ' N
7.. How much time.per week do you spend in preparation for ybur community ‘
education activities? . . - . ..
) héurs , ‘
2. How much time do you spend in partié&gation in community education - A .
N activities? - oo ‘ ' '
. . \ o hogrs - ' f
. VUhat programs in the community education prOJect in this community J |
are most popular? . ] SR R
3 N ".“ * . * - i
- ) - a J ¢
”‘ ] S ' . .
1 KA P ';
L X N
- s 3 ‘
. e — e Sap . ) e .
o A - 4 - > -
.W T P < .
. T - C L, e & / *
' 10. . Wh/éh programs are most useful to the individual people in the . .
i7mmuni%y . < #F ' et )
. . . 3. -
¢« / - T . . g
‘/ Ed —
/ N \ » M - PERN
/ h - -—t :
L ‘ - . ‘ '
. AN \‘
‘ L ) ’ Y \
v - ° . .
. AY -
N - P . 3 . '. ]
]
i , 40 ‘.
[ . ¢ ‘ l'
| T : ‘ t % ; . L, - . t,oew "
:‘,,;".,‘*e‘ o N < . A i3 1\.,




11. Uhich programs are most useful to the community? :

. »
K ; . A > .

! ~

- . 12. Do you feel that community e ur //
schbol? ) < -
te Positive or
. o !
- » %’ - N
.’&. ~
' . 3
5 . > w s " '
. - . \‘ / . - -
13. 1Is there any relationship between the community education advising ’ -
councils andwother decision-making groups such as the school board T
O or county government?
. - ‘Bes No
If yes, which agencies? .
. - P "
N . ) . - 3
. l 1 -~ '
L]
Semy ; l‘*- R s
: - ] \ L 5
t o '
. / N
- § /\ /M . s ' S

«
. !
’ « L ' r
S5 . ¢
. a ' « - .
- ' ¢

\‘ \ o™ % / "
. - .
l Re: Lo o e

g .
; B . /
, .
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14, Are there areas _of conflict between services offered by the community
_education program-and other agencies (recreational, health, etc.) in
the community? If so st the agency and the program.

YJ ,v—l;R gency P

Apency Community Education Progtrem

L4
B

~ ’
15. Who are the people who have the most to do with the operafion‘of the
cormunity education program?

v N ' . -

- A
<

o %

'}6. How often do you meet with the coordinatcr/director of the community

education program? - .

daily
"geveral times a week .
veekly # "
. - . several times a month
monthly . o
less than once a month
Y ‘ ¢
: never - ,
a“l : : d
\ L
. ' ) }
A
. .
r 3 .
» " . .

&




. -5 .
Al

. s ’ °

17. How often do you wqrk ‘with other peoplz in the community education
. pregram? Specify with vhom you work (say class, if, class).

- s

.

Names——-

daily

.

several times
. a week . .

~§, weekly )

several times . °
. a month.

monthly

less than a
month

i8. what area of the community education pragram works ‘the best?

.
«

‘
“

19. Vhat areas of the community education program need improvement?

&
Rt~
LW
/

I‘
. T
4

e : ' - L =
,
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III.

.

Site A

Ny

General Descyiption,

Site A is a small community education py¥ogram in a rural
county with a small population. The project county'is im an
extremely mountainous area. Travel is difficult any time of
the year, with a travel time of at least 30 minutes between

the few small towns in the county. It is a. typical Appalachain .

rural county. .
. - " T

The community education projeEE has only one staff member

‘who is under the adult education director in the scghool system -

organizational chart. The director is in charge of all programs.
The project includes classes in arts and crafts,. emergency medical
training and various sports activitles.

. _ )

Structure of the Program - . .

There is.only one advisory council for the project, and its
members are scattered over a wide area. The council acts as
advisory to the director, but on an individual basis. It does
not behdve as an active group of directors. The director relates
to the adult education director, the principals of several elementary
schools and the high school, and the superintendents as the "core
group" of advisors. The project is viewed as a regular part of
the school system. Five elementary schools and one pigh scheglbare
part of the project. S . .

Open Structure . o _
\

- While this project has nqt developed the°openness of the other
projects studied - note the-major advisors to, the director are
school personnel - thexe are clear signs that it is becomming more
responsive to the larger community. Ties have been established .
with the extension agent's office. Students come from all geographic -
and social areas of the county and there are a wide range of courses.
Emergency medical training and a crafts fair are its most popular
programs. Ce

’

Relationships ~ . - ’ ‘ "

The pre-bureaucfatic nature of the project is emphasized by
the lack of reciprocal relations among - the peopleAinvolved. It is
pre-bureaucratic because, as can be seen ‘in‘ chart 5 of the main
report, the director is the center of the project. There are no
offices, no division of labor, no staff.™ The director is, :, '’
reciprocally rélated to a number of discrete people. -

Ny

Programs e y

This is a new system. It is‘making clear inroads in community.

* involvement by offering widely popular programs. The emergency - .

medical training, -dance, and arts and crafts classes are the most .
popular. The project has not been in place long enough for the °
working relations between adult education and community education. .

.o
* . . *

K s ,
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The developmental stage of this project is too unclear to perceive
a clear direction for the future.

VI. How the Program is Seen by the Community

[ - - { ) .
The project is seen by the community has having great potential.

The use of the schools, the types of classes and activities are

positively viewed by community members. The project is too new to =

receive negative criticism. None was given. Perhaps, the best o

Summary statement is provided by a respondent who said, "If it keeps .

growing the way it is, they'l]l have to add to the school building."

-

>

Researcher's Over-All Evaluation :

This is the most ‘difficult evaluation fo make of the three
‘Projects because it.is the youngest. After two full years of
+ operation, ‘there are programs and activities in five schools and
there is broad participatgon in the program. The director's major . ¢
goal now is to establish a group of people to help in the administra-
tion of the project. The advisory council has not cdalesced as a

group, but each member acts as an advisor to the director. As a
young program, this project is off to an excellent start.
1
) - - N N .
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I.

II.

ITI.

IV.

_Superintendent's staff.

_ staff and the instructors and students. The advisory councils meet

_ the community. - As different people were interviewed, different pro- .

SITE B

General Description

Site B is a large community education project 1oca£ed in a very
large rural country. There are significant differences in the va ious

geographic and social regions of the country. One part of the' county .

is a resort area. The rest of the county is a typical southern county. .
The community education project consists of a senior coordinator, an .
assistant coordinator and three directers. Each director is im charge

of a region of the county. The coordinator is a member of the ) g0

»

The project runs in excess of 120 classes, with an enrollment of
over: 12,000 students. :In the resort area, the classes tend to be -
arts and crafts, in the rural areas, trade classes and general educa-
tion classes are popular.

Structure of the Program : : .o . )
Each director has an advisory council. In no case did the °'.%
advisory council or its members form the "core group" involved in N
the direction of the compunity education program. - The.staff of thé RN
proJect (coordinators and directors) are clearly in charge from both
the public's and superintendent's point of view. The school system
measures the success of the project in terms of the number and .

variety of programs. The same is true of the community education -

@
& ®

*e

only irregularly (one had not met in over a year). Planning’ ande T
coordination are both a function of the staff. Each director had
programs in four to five schools. . <YL p

.

Open Structure

This is perhaps.the most open of all projects studied. Instructors .
and students range from people with 3 high school degree to people with
graduate degrees., Programs range across‘a number of topics?! bread | i
making, art, music, clerical training, judo, automobile repair, welding, c L,
and general education. No program emerges as the most popular because -
of the wide diversity of the student population. The project is - v, L.
committed to meeting any needs identified. It is a perfect example * .

‘¢

of an open bureaucracy - a strong response to any need. . 9

Relationships ‘ ’ . .

The bureaucratic nature of the project is emphasized by. the lack
of reciprocal relations among people involved. The staff is named "
often, but among others are named only once or twice. This indicates o
a strong central authority meeting a wide variety of needs. (See . 4
Chart 6 in Ege main body of the report.) . 2 '

P T ) E . .
Programs . . .

. ? 2 .un.

A clear indication of the openness of the system is that no pro- .. )
gram is clearly the most popular or the most useful to individuals or ‘ LY

®
<

«
LN
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grams were named. The only differencéé in choice of popular qr
important programs were in the resort versus thé rural areas of
‘the county. The resort area programs were more 'intellectually"
directed - reading groups, arts and crafts - while the rural area
programs were generally more practical skill oyiented. The per-
sonalities of the directors, by the way, seemed to reflecf these
differences. }

\

— -

Vi. How the Program is Seen by the Community. -

K

-
.

In general and in specific, the project received positive feed-
back from the community. Whilé most respondents viewed the projeat
from their particular location ig it, “they were aware of the
county-wide project. The only complaint dealt with’ the absence of
particular progiams, a lack of administrative response and remarks
about the behavior of some of the students. Positively, respondents

. » saw the programs as a wiable part of community life, filling an -

; . important void.' Most respondents felt the project would grow.
‘'VII. Researchet's Overalf_Evaluation S '

- -

- Site B is by far the most visably active program studied. It
receiyes very high marks in the knowledge® that the participants haye
° about community® education. .The” directors are capable of generating
classes to fit. the needs of the various segments of the coun;y's
. o . population. " Relationships to the school system, to ather agéncies,
_»and to the local schoels are excellent. The staff is large ‘enough
* to relate well to adult education, remedial reading programs and to°
! special educatipn programs. The community education program at

.. . site B is well integrated into both the school system an 2
communhity, It is a bridge dcro$s which mang’good things happ for
. both, * %
) ° k ‘. °°

&
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< I. General Description :
- 4 . - . -~
) Site C is a ruridl county in the Piedmont region of a Southern -
. state. The program is twelve years old. This project is the only .

- one to have been in exigfence prior to the development of the "process"
concept. It is dominated by a fairly large taown with a community

. ) college. 5
- : * g ’ -
~ The project has a director and four area coordinators in four
. . sbﬁools. Each coprdinator has an advisory council. The coordinators
act’ as "night principals" in the schools. -The advisory councils meet .

regularly’ and seem to represent the population of the area served by
the school. As in the provject in Site B, the programs are varied

' .~ with a large student enrollment. -

@

‘
11 Str&gkure of the Program ) -

As rioted there are five advisory councils, five coordinators | .
' and a director in this project. The councils act as advisory, but
4 not as policy settfng groups. By in.large, they act as sounding
. boards: to solve faitly technical problems. Yhe coordinatofs each
* § o .are in charge of the programvin a single school (they are sometimes
called "night principals'"). The director serves all five schools
and serves as the liason betweén the project, the school superinten—
. dent, the community college and various community agencies.
o - -

ITI. DOpen Structure /1:—\5

This project has developed in over 10 years as the most
effectively open of the three, particularly at the upper level.
) .. The advisary councils are active in the technical divisions of the
" program’ in each school, but most important is, the linkage to the
- community college. The President of the college sees the proJect
as part of the .college's mission and offers it the college's~full '
) supports. The flow of talent and material is excellent between the
proJect and the college. , L

~

- iv. Relatlonships .
t - ' R “
The project is a bureaucratic structure, but an open one.as
¢ L, evidenced by the reciprocal links between the director of the . o
project and the college president. Despite several important .«
reciprocal linkages, most relationships between participants are
unilateral. A clear sign that this program is bureaucratic. '

L}

E.

V. Programg : ‘ ' e
This is the oldest of the three projects-studied, It, there- .
fore, has the most settled set of programs offered. Arts, crafts,
® ) sports and general education classes Kave beenjpevelgped and have

been offered continuously for a number of yearg. Vocational courses
., are offered as requested. Constant. program enhancement is part of
. the -toordinators' maimefforts.
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VI. How the Program is Seen by the Community C
In the other two projects studied, there was a sense ‘of
\ excitement and growth concerning community educagion. In this
i program, there issmore a sense of satisfied achiévement on. the
o - part' of thexparticipants. An excellent program is in operation
and they know it. While the expectationm is that the program will
be innovative, the largest number of paxticipants see it as an .
. integral part of community life. Its pYograms are normal .
. expectations, not major challenges to be met. In short, this
' is vlewed as a mature project. )

- N

VII. .Researcher's Over-All Evaluation

9

1Y
I

If all community education pro;ects were as healthy as this,
one after a decade of operation, the concept of community educa

. would be a overwhelming success. The importance of a bureaucraf
. .. structure is best emphasized by this prdject. - While it is staffed
by active and competent professionals, the programs could’ survive
. ’ on their own. -
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