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Abstract

It's 7 a.m., and Intermediate School 218 is open for breakfast.
Before school officially begins, students play sports or attend classes in
dance and Latin band. Located in a new building in Washington Heights,
the school offers students a choice of five self-contained academies:
Business, Community Service, Expressive Arts, Ethics and Law, or
Mathematics, Science and Technology. A store in the school’s attractive
lobby sells supplies for students.

At the Family Resource Center, parents receive social services,
including immigration, employment, and housing consultants. Social
workers and mental health counselors are also on hand to serve students
and their families. A primary health and dental clinic is on the premises.

After the official school day ends, the building stays open until 10
p.m. for educational enrichment, mentoring, sports, computer lab, music,
arts, and entrepreneurial workshops. Teenagers are welcome to use the
sports and arts facilities and to take classes along with adults on topics
like English, computer work, and parenting skills. The school also sta ys
open weekends and summers, offering the Dominican community many
opportunities for cultural enrichment and family participation.

(Dryfoos, 1996, p. 20)

This vignette describes Intermediate School 218, a poor urban school in
New York City that is one of the few community institutions still standing in its
neighborhood. The vignette also describes a new trend in comprehensive
educational reform that is increasingly becoming popular among school districts
and schools in the United States. This narrative moreover, is descriptive of one
school in which administrators have taken a holistic approach to education by
offering its community members social services, community services, and by
offering its étud_enté mbre t:h-an -an académic éducaﬁon. The lpurposé of lthis /
paper is to examine how, in some schools, the community-school link is being
redefined and to examine what researchers are writing in regards to schools that

offer services to the community.



Introduction

It is undeniable that schools that exist in urban neighborhoods do not
have advantages. Unequal educational opportunities haunt students in low-
income schools. For example, as supported repeatedly throughout existing
research, school achievement scores can be almost perfectly predicted by the
socioeconomic status of children within the school (Traub, 2000). High student
achievement scores are often associated with high and middle class levels, while
low achievement scores are often associated with low socio-economic
backgrounds. Lacking advantages, it would seem, limits the capacities of a vast
majority of children that live in poverty to realize opportunities for learning.

As such, it is evident that schools do not exist within a vacuum. Life
circumstances and educational attainments are irrefutably interconnected and
interdependent. For example, many children that live in poor urban
neighborhoods suffer high rates of malnutrition, prenatal and childhood disease,
emotional trauma, neglect, and too often suffer from abuse (Newacheck,
Jameson, and Halfon, 1994). These conditions affect the extents to which these
children can realize an education.

For example, an examination of the health differences among poor and
nonpoor children conducted by Newacheck, Jameson, and Halfon (1994)
reported that youths from the lowest income backgrounds, as defined by'an
annual family income of less than or equal to $10,000, had significantly lower
levels of visual acuity, lower levels of hearing sensitivity, were at twice the risk of

experiencing tooth problems, had 50% more skin conditions, and had



significantly .elevated blood lead levels in comparison to children from families
with high incomes. Higher income families were defined by an annual family
income greater than or equal to $35,000. Poor youth also had 32% more
restricted activity days, 78% more bed days, 55% more days absent from school,
and exhibited 38% more behavioral problems on average than children from
families with high incomes. Maeroff (1998) elaborates further, stating that the
devastation of poverty, the uncertainties of employment, violence and crime on
the streets, forbidding parks, and even dangerous front yards complicate and
threaten the lives of these youngsters. in these settings kids cannot help but
atrophy. Furthermdre, these circumstances directly affect the ways in which
students experience schooling.

As such, the circumstances these students face al home and invariably
bring with them to school and the challenges that accompany poverty are
increasingly being accounted for by school and school district personnel. Some
school administrators are trying to account for what happens inside and outside
of the schoolhouse walls by providing support to students who live in these
environments. These administrators are acknowledging that a child is an
inseparable part of his or her environment and, according to Bronfenbrenner
(1975), are beginning to concentrate on a child’s ecology by compensa-ting-for
the imbalances between the student and his/her surroundings.

These district and school personnel, in turn, are arguing that a more
comprehensive vision of social change is needed and, consequently, are offering

community and social service programs. They are acknowledging that schools



exist within larger socio-political contexts and are suggesting that in order to
improve schools, and the educational experiences and achievements of students
within schools, schools must account for a greater definition of a students’ well-
being. ’

For purposes of illustration, transferrin‘g a scientific principle offered by
Van Horn (1989) may explain the ecological ideology these schools have
adopted to better serve their students. Biologists frequently use the law of the
least limiting factor that states that “the growth of an organism is limited by the
variable that is in shortest supply, not by the variables that are in abundance” (p.
292). In other words, a child’s academic achievements are directly affected by
the needs that are not met in conditions of poverty. While school personnel
attempt numerous reforms, a child’s successes in school are restrained by the
child's most basic needs. Likewise, student success in school can also be
promoted by the variables in the child’s life that schools work to make abundant.
As such, school administrators that are providing necessary social services have
fronted an attack, in a sustained way, in order to compensate for the side-effects
of poverty sb that children and families can surpass the hazardous factors that
affect their lives and realize the educational opportunities to which they have
access.

The purpose of this paper is to examine what is known in the scholarly
literature about the extent to which the social services provided by schools, in
actuality, are affecting education. Specifically, in this paper | attempt to come to

an understanding about the extent to which schools that take an ecological



approach to schooling promote a sense of efficacy among the neediest children.
Following is a brief historical discussion that will present some key moments in
history and policy that have influenced the evolution of social service schools.
An Historical Overview of the School-Community Link

The concept of schools as community agents and social service providers
is not new. As noted by Jehl and Kirst (1992) immigration in the early 1900's
expanded the schools’ social responsibilities by engaging schools in the
assimilation of newcomers into the Unitéd States. The economic depression of
the 1930s gave rise to school lunches, and the civil rights movement in the
1960s stimulated new school programs into existence that were intended to
equalize educational opportunities “for all children, regardless of race” (p. 153).

In the 1980s, Jehl and Kirst (1992) add, hopes for comprehensive reform
increased while the intensification of schools and the advancement of
components of schooling (curriculum, workload, extended school hours) were
viewed as less effective as these reforms were insufficiently taking into account
the students’ barriers to learning. At this point, in other words, reformers began
to acknowledge that the environments the students were bringing with them to
school were not being abandoned outside the schoolhouse door. Subsequently,
in 1988 congress passed the Educational Partnerships Act to stimulate the
creation and implementation of community parinerships in schools so that
schools could increase their capacities to account for broader student needs. In
the same vein, in 1990, Chief Justice Weilentz of the New Jersey Supreme Court

wroie:



there is solid agreement on the basic proposition that conventional

education is totally inadequate to address the special problems of

the urban poor. Something quite different is needed, something

that deals not only with reading, writing, and arithmetic, but with the

environment that shapes these students’ lives and determines their

educational needs (372)

(Anyon, 1997, p. 182)

In the ensuing period of the 1990s, a majority of states provided start-up
funds for school-based health programs. The federal government also created
the national Center on Families, Communities, Schools and Children’s Learning
and enacted the Improving America’s Schools Act in order to promote
community-based organizations in schools and parent involvement. Thereafter,
states and local schools began to coordinate services between state agencies,
local educational agencies, cities, counties, and communities.

Current Status

Through time, the role of American schools has expanded. Many school
administrators now offer the health, social service, and social training functions
traditionally associated with community organizations or social service agencies.
According to Dryfoos (1996) and Davies (1991), full-service schools are
becoming more visible and are providing quality educations in conjunction with
support services that include health and welfare services, recreational programs,
extended school programs, life-enhancing opportunities, family support services,
and famil_y education, for example education about nutrition and child care.
Family-student relationships are also being fostered.

All over the country, states Dryfoos (1296), leaders involved with these

‘one-stop centers” are addressing the educational, physical, psychological, and



social needs of students and their families both rationally and holistiéally. Large-
scale initiatives, for example federal programs like the free and reduced lunch
program, the 21* Century Schools federal grants program, and granted initiatives
funded by the Mott Foundation, have been enacted. Small-scale initiatives
implemented by local schools and supported by schools and the community are
also well underway in embracihg school-aged children.

In fact, according to Tyack (1992), “few ideas have caught on in public
education as rapidly or as widely as the notion that public schools and other
social and health agencies should collaborate to provide more effective services
for children” (Cfowson and Boyﬁ, 1993, p. 143). These school personnel,
Crowson and Boyd (1993) suggest, are being driven by

a sense of national crisis in the conditions of life for children in

urban America...widespread evidence of reduced access to

'suppon services for families in inner-city environmenté...a renewed

sense of the vital ‘ecologies’ of relationships between schools and

their neighborhoods, a sense of the importance of complementary

societal investments in the lives of children, and an appreciation of

the benéfits in child development of linking teaching and social

services.(p. 171)

According to these supporters, the needs for these types of services are
commonsensical.

These programs are also becoming less unique and the varieties of

programs being offered are diversifying. For example, Davies (1991) describes



Vaughn Elernentary School in California stating it is a “one stop hub of social
services for the family” (p.6). Vaughn Elementary personnel provide a family
service center, parent education, employment training, immigration services,
family resources, daycare, and organizes community block captains that link
community members in need of assistance with professionals in events of
domestic violence, for suicide counseling, and other social needs.

Comprehensive reforms vary, but the efforts are derived from the same
concerns. It is hoped these programs will enjoy a tenure in urban educational
reform because regardiess of their effects on academic performance, they do
help children. |

Benefits Accrued

There are numerous benefits to using the school as a hub for community-
based services. According to Gardner (1993) and Dryfoos (1996), one benefit is
simply accrued by the fact that schools are the most logical care-takers of these
students’ special needs. As noted by Smrekar (1993), “schools provide the
organizational context for the most sustained and ongoing contact with children
outside the family setting” (p. 175). Schools have express access to their
students and, as such, enjoy greater access than what is afforded the social
© service agencies traditionally attributed these responsibilities. Simply put;
traditional forms of social service agencies exist in isolation in the community
and are, therefore, limited in scope. Further, Gardner (1993) argues, the schools
have better data on the children and simply know them better. Overall, these

scholars argue, school personnel have the capacity to react more quickly to the
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needs of students. Offering services on site can allow the children the attention
needed immediately.

Capper (1994) notes another benefit in that school-community programs
empower students and families to become involved in the community and in
schooling. Jehl and Kirst (1992) commend these programs stating that “with
families coming onto the campus frequently for services, [i.e., child-care classes)]
it is likely that parents will visit the classrooms more often, creating a much more
family-oriented school as well as a greater potential for parent-teacher
interaétion” (p. 163). Further, through such programs parents and their children
hav‘e increased opportunities to be together in the school environment and to
share in the process of education.

These outreach programs also provide services that are more accessible
to both the community at large and its residents.. Furthermore, community
residents, parents, school personnel, students, and others have input on
services provided and service delivery. Whether community members volunteer
time on site councils, community councils, accrue benefits from participation, or
provide service-oriented schools with monetary or resource donations,
community members, through some form of participation, embrace the
community by engaging with these schools. Consequently, according'to Capper
(1984), community members are also more likely to engage in community
improvements and are more likely to promote community pride. Most

importantly, the empowerment of the participants, according to Capper (1994),
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enables them to tailor services to meet the cultural, ethnic, and racial needs of
their community.

Lastly, Maeroff (1998) suggests that these enhancement efforts are most
necessary in that they “persist in their attempt to build social capital for children
in need so that they will have something remotely resembling the support system
that advantaged children enjoy as they pursue their education” (p. 431). She
continues by arguing what these programs “attempt to accomplish happens with
regularity in advantaged” neighborhoods and familieé, “where parents ensure
that their children have every possible experience to bolster their sense of
.knowing" (p. 431). She contends these programs are invaIQable and necessary.
They are one part of providing students with equitable opportunities to learn.

There are many benefits to be gained from these programs. Even if these
programs do not directly affect academic achievement, although limited research
suggests they do, the opportunities these programs offer to children cannot be
overlooked. They are, in fact, necessary to any child’s well-being. The
opportunities afforded children in these programs are invaluable. The
opportunities are, however, limited by many roadblocks as well.

Barriers to Success

Radical critics of these outreach programs argue that regardless of their
vastness, these programs do not go far enough. According to Adler (1997),
these programs do not induce radical changes in communities because they do
not effectively compensate for the communities’ weak economic bases. Porer

(1994), as cited in Adler (1997), states that jobs and fruitful economic
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opportunities must precede new social programs because, without a stronger
economic base, these programs will ultimately fail, lacking financial resources for
prolonged sustainability. In consideration of the ways in which full-service
schools are currently operating, the services provided are not integrated enough,
nor are they comprehensive enough, to initiate grand economic changes in the
greater community.

In another vein, conservative critics note that schools should not be
responsible for anything but learning. These critics believe schools exist to
provide an-education to students and to build “character,” but should not be held
accountable fdr health and other social serviceé. These other services should be
left to social service agencies and professionals, and they should not, therefore,
be included in the responsibilities already given to school administrators. These
critics, according to Jehl and Kirst (1992), also argue that these social services,
panticularly day care, should be discouraged in that they will encourage more
women to work and will enable more women to hold full-time jobs. These
services, according to these critics, will contribute more so to the continual
deconstruction of the family core.

Other critics note governance issues as barriers to community-school link .
successes. According to Drytoos (1996), “the more complex the model, the -
more demanding the administrative arrangements” (p. 21-22). School leaders
already organize and administer a great number of services, and adding to the
list of responsibilities by integrating outreach services has great implications for

the quality of the administration, and the quality, of these programs. Further
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governance barriers include difficulties when organizing personnel and
restructuring personnel roles and responsibilities outside of a school's traditional
system, an issue Crowson and Boyd (1993) term “bureaucratic intractability.”
Questions regarding who is in charge and to whom others should report become
complicated, but more so, general bureaucratic mechanisms are likely, these
critics suggest, to impede on the capacities of these programs to create change.
Without changing the bureaucratic mechanisms that structure these schools,
they contend, effective social service integration will be circumscribed.

Dryfoos (1996) adds that “turf” is also a major barrier. The question of
who owns the school building or room in which community-based organizations
offer their services in schools is debatable and can interfere with the progress
and quality of the implemented programs. As noted by Gardner (1993), simply
finding space on theschool site is also a challenge in itself.

Politics are an issue according to Gardner (1993) whereas funders,
because they fund certain projects, feel they have ownership and legislative say
over the projects. More commonly however, Gardner (1993) states, in other
programs school leaders tend to step forward and take ownership over the

interagency partnerships. When this happens, regardless of the level of

~ involvement of the community-based par‘(riér, the paﬂnér usually steps back and

allows the school leader to take the lead. In other words, defining the nature of
the leadership roles of both partners is a complicated matter; hence,
asymmetries in programmatic control may disrupt partnering entirely. Leadership

incongruencies defeat the ideal partnership. Inevitably then, Gardner (1993)
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states, the community partners reduce the project to “that school project” and
denounce the partnership. According to Gardner (1993) “a system that needs to
be co-equal in mobilizing resources from many agencies becomes merely
unilateral” (p.148).

Stakeholder issues are also noted as barriers to these types of innovation.
Crowson and Boyd (1993) note that teachers tend to undervalue and claim
ascendancy over “such ‘ancillary’ professionals as social workers, nurses, child-
protection workers, community-relations representatives, recreation specialists,
and librarians” (p. 167). Jehl and Kirst (1992) add that in the past, “teachers have
typically communicated with outside agencies only in times of crisis” (p. 161), so
it is difficult for teachers, they argue, to respect the roles these service agents
may play in schools. Further, Crowson and Boyd (1993) suggest that teachers
“‘may perceive few benefits from involvement in coordinated services because of
their tradition of isolated autonomy and their sense of already being
overburdened with responsibilities” (p. 162). Further, parents are to be valued as
stakeholders, defined by Crowson and Boyd (1993), "but are seldom offered
incentives beyond a chance to participate in program governance or to receive
program services” (p. 162). The extent to which parents are involved in these
programs is still limited. The only disadvantages apparént in the literature for
student stakeholders were noted by Gardner (1993) in that students are
susceptible in that these programs “stigmatize at-risk students” (p.147). As such,
the ways in which the service providers target students for services must be

deliberately and purposefully planned with care. For example, schools that are
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not purposeful in the ways in which they recruit students for participation in these
programs routinely serve students that need the services least. Other schools
that deliberately recruit students and families most in need of such services,
seem to be more effective. Personnel running these programs are methodical
and conscious of the manners in which limited resources are distributed.

One of the largest issues confrohting the successes of these programs is
sustainability. According to Gardner (1993), “if funding is restricted to short-term,
nonrecurring funds, funding issues will come up each year and may threaten the
stability of the whole effort” (p.148). Likewise, these programs are costly to fund
and as such, are commonly susceptible to budget cuts.

Finally, one last barrier relates to the extent to which these programs are
integrated throughout the school. Crowson and Boyd (1993) argue that “it
remains a reality that services for children in schools and in the community at
large are far more likely to be fragmented and independent than coordinated and
complementary” (p. 160). They further argue that “add-on efforts,” do not
sufficiently supplement the school. Gardner (1993) adds that “additive projects
cannot change institutions, because they operate as new activities grafted on top
of the existing system. School-linked services are especially at risk of becoming
additive, because they often develop out of a perceived need to addréss the “
problems of at-risk youth” (Gardner, 1993, p.142).

Discussion
So far in this paper, an historical synopsis of the community-school linked

program has been offered along with basic tenets of how and why these
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programs exist. Furthermore, the benefits accrued from these programs and the
barriers to their success have been presented. It is my purpose in the last
section of this paper to discuss what is empirically known about the effects of
community-school programs and to discuss the implications of what is known for
further action in the area of comprehensive urban school reform research.

The results of studies conducted thus far on community-school programs
are mixed. Some studies suggest these programs are truly enhancing the lives
of students and positively affecting academic achievement. One study, as cited
by Dryfoos (1996), illustrates that schools that offered health clinics reduced
instances of substance abuse, reduced dropo'u't rates, and increased student

| attendance. Dryfoos (1996) further states that in schools that offered
reproductive health services, student birth rates lowered. Finally, he notes
“students, parents, teachers, and school personnel report[ed] a high level of
satisfaction with school-based services and particularly appreciate[d] their
accessibility, convenience, and confidentiality” (p. 22). Researchers in another
study which was conducted on comprehensive schools and cited by Dryfoos
(1996), also concluded that attendance and graduation rates increased
significantly and that reading and math scores also improved in conjunction with
the implementation of these programs. Finally, the Carnegie Corporation found
that these schools were “stimulating, nurturing, and respectful of cultural values.
‘Parents [we]re heavily involved as classroom aides, and a'dv'isory board
members, in classes and cultural events, and with case managers and support

services. Property destruction and graffiti ha[d] diminished, and neighborhood
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violence rates ha[d] definitely decreased” (as cited in Dryfoos, 1996, p. 23).
Lastly, according to Jehil and Kirst (1992), parents in these schools “trusted the
school and saw it as a safe place for them and their children” (p. 163).

In Robert Stake’s (1986) book Quieting Reform, Stake, a highly esteemed

evaluator, evaluates the Cities in Schools federally funded program. Stake found
that these community outreach programs were more or less underimpressive in
that no statistically significant changes were found nor were effects uncovered
that could have been directly correlated to the implementation of Cities in
Schools programs. According to Crowson and _Boyd (1993), Stake found “little
evidence that Cities in Schools had been successful in integrating services, in
measurably affecting youth, or in overcoming discrepancies between a launch-
the-program rhetoric and a far-different reality of program operation” (Crowson
-and.Boyd, 1993, p. 153). -Conversely, according to Crowson and Boyd (1993),
Stake discounts his own findings in this book due to the quantitative nature of
inquiry he used to conduct the study. So although these findings seem
conclusive, Stake argues, the difficulties in studying these programs in isolation
of the socio-political contexts in which these programs are situated threatened
the validity of this study. .

As such, in light of the controversial and inconclusive nature of these
findings, needs for further research are evident. While comprehensive programs
are becoming more fruitful, scholars suggest more extensive research needs to

be conducted. Jehl and Kirst (1992) suggest that in order to judge the merits of

these programs attendance and retention effects need to be studied, health
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outcomes need to be gauged, and family and parent involvement variables need
to be examined. Furthermore, the overall effects on students, their senses of
efficacy and empowerment are in need of examination.

Whether or not these programs are directly related to achievement gains
is arguable and more or less unknown. What is commonsensical, however, is
that these programs do help children. A school that has the capacity to offer a
child a root canal or a school that has the capacity to support a grocery store on
campus cannot produce, it seems, ill effects. Studies are still needed, however,
to test these hypotheses.

Conclusion

According to Davies (1991), “only an ecological approach is likely to
succeed...an ecological solution to an ecological disaster” (p.5). Trying to fix
inner-city schools without-accounting for the ecological environments in which
the students that attend these schools are situated borders on absurdity. As |
have argued, urban schools cannot exist independent from the influences
children bring with them from outside the school house walls. Urban school
adrﬁinistrators need to account for the ecological well-being of the student by
acknowledging that what happens outside of school permeates everything that
happens in school. In order for schools to succeed in ‘;reforming” education for
the poor, school personnel must come to an understanding that some variables

in a child’s life are not solvable by reading, writing, and arithmetic alone.

i9 18




19

References

Adler, L. (1997). A proactive role for educators in local economic
development: Shaping the future. Education and Urban Society, 29 (4), 524-
547.

Anyon, J. (1997). Ghetto schooling: A political economy of urban school
reform. New York, NY: Teachers College Press.

Booth, A. & Dunn, J. F. (Eds.) (1996). Family-school links: How do they
affect educational outcomes? Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Publishers.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). Contexts of child rearing: Problems and
prospects. American Psychologist, 34 (10), p. 844-850.

Capper, C. A. (1994). “We're not housed in an institution, we're housed in
the community”: Possibilities and Consequences of Neighborhood-Based
Interagency Collaboration. Educational Administration Quarterly, 30 (3), 257-
277. ' '

Crowson, R.L. and Boyd, W.L. (1993). Coordinated services for children:
Designing arks for storms and seas unknown. American Journal of Education,
101 (2), 140-179.

Davies, D. (1991). Testing a strategy for reform: The League of Schools
Reaching Out. Chicago, IL: Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No: ED 331 178).

Dryfoos, J. (1996). Full-service schools. Educational Leadership. 53 (7),
18-23.

Fowler, R.C. and Corley, K.K. (1996). Linking families, building
communities. Educational Leadership, 53 (7), 24-26.

Gardner, S.L. (1993). Key issues in developing school-linked, integrated
services. Education and Urban Society, 25 (2), 141-152.

Hobbs, N. (1966). Helping disturbed children: Psychological and
ecological strategies. American Psychologist, 21, 1105-1115.

Jehl, J. and Kirst, M\W. (1992). Getting ready to provide school-linked
services: What schools must do. Education and Urban Society, 25 (2), 153-165.

19



20

Maeroft, G. |. (1998). Altered destinies: Making life better for
schoolchildren in need. Phi Delta Kappan, 79 (6), 425-432.

Mawhinney, H. B. (1994). Institutional effects of strategic efforts at
community enrichment. Educational Administration Quarterly, 30 (3), 324-341.

Newacheck, P., Jameson, W. J, and Halfon, N. (1994). Health status
and income: The impact of poverty on child health. Journal of School Health, 64
(6), p. 229-233.

Smrekar, C. (1994). The missing link in school-linked social service
programs. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 16 (4), 422-433.

Smrekar, C. E. (1993). Rethinking family-school interactions: A prologue
to linking schools and social services. Education and Urban Society, 25 (2), 175-
186. ‘

Traub, J. (2000, January 16). Schools are not the answer. The New
York Times Magazine, section 6.

Van Horn, R. (1999). Inner-city schools: A multiple variable discussion.
Phi Delta Kappan, 81 (4), 291-297.

21 20



®

U.S. Department of Education =
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OER)) g |_[—‘} H@
National Library of Education (NLE)
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

UD033954

REPRODUCTION RELEASE

(Specific Document)

.. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Tte: efool Nt:ips\ﬂc Programs: Tmpiadivas & Sdwal Leadwghip and
e Brvpowty

of Peonemically- Disadvantagol Stududs

Authors): Audren L. Amveins O -

Corporate Source: ?akybf @V‘L%uﬂ-ld ect UY\}VU'S'\\Q towner '%’* Publication Date:
Fhucehonod Admiinidvatiot e Nowentbty, 2000

REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents announced

in the monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users in microfiche, reproduced
paper copy, and electronic media, and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). Credit is given to the source of each
document, and, if reproduction release is granted, one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

if permission is granted to reproduce and disseminate the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following three options and sign

at the bottom of the page.

The sample sticker shown below wil! be The sample sticker shown below will be The sample sticker shown befow will be
affixed to all tevel 1 documents affixed to all Level 2A documents affixed to all Level 2B documents
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS MICROFICHE, AND IN ELECTRONIC MEDIA DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL IN
BEEN GRANTED BY FOR ERIC COLLECTION SUBSCRIBERS ONLY, MICROFICHE ONLY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY
TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)
1 28 ' 28
Lavel | Level 2A Levei 2B
8 8 8
\ YA
] < e [ —> B
7/
Check here for Level 1 release, permitting Check here for Level 2A release, permitting reproduction Check here for Level 2B release, permitting
reproduction and dissemination in microfiche or other and dissemination In microfiche and in electronic media reproduction and dissemination in microfiche only
ERIC archival media (e.g., electronic) and paper copy. for ERIC archival collection subscribers only

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Sign Signaturg: )J . Printed Name/Position/Title: _
here, AUMC,V AYY\/"CLA
Organizal nIAddre@ Te&ip one:

please

Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits.
If permission to reproduce is granted, but no box Is checked. documents will be processed at Level 1.

I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce and disseminate this
document as indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic media by persons other than ERIC employees and
its system contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and
other service agencies to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries.

A

5des. 3201 7480, 9051880

feone. Sade Univerity
Colege of Educahon Y
Xo &ax 7241

Tompe, A2 85187~ 24((




E-Mail Address:

Ao @ cstedd " J e 30,200

. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of the document from another source, please
provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document unless it is publicly available,
and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection criteria are significantly more stringent for
documents that cannot be made available through EDRS.)

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHT/REPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant this reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and address:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

However, if solicited by the ERIC Facility, or if making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC, retum this form (and the document being contributed)
to:

ERIC Processing and Reference Facility
4483-A Forbes Boulevard
Lanham, Maryland 20706

Telephone: 301-552-4200
Toll Free: 800-799-3742
FAX: 301-552-4700
e-mail: ericfac@inet.ed.gov
WWW: htip:/lericfac.piccard.csc.com
1 EFF-088 (Rev. 2/2000)
(&
ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



