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Forewvord

In the late 1960's the National Center for Educational Statistics
published data chat accurately forecast the end of the baby boom popula-
tion entrance into elementary public schools and the beginning of an acute
imbalance in the supply and demand of teachers. For the first time In two
decades the general supply of certified teachers in the United States ex-
ceeded the demand. Ironically enough, this imbalance did not arise only
from the simple fact of fewer children in the public schools. It was ag-
gravated by the severe financial crisis the schools faced in meeting the
inflating costs of gocds and services, spiralling school persornel sal-
aries and voter rejection of bond issues and levies. These phenomena re-
quired a major reexamination of public policv, university policv, and
school policy, particularly with regard to the recruitment, selection,
training and hiring of new teachers into an already overcrowded market.
This was clearly a quantitative crisis.

At the same time a great deal more data had been generated showing
(1) the effects on society and schooling from technologv and the know-
ledge explosion, (2) new behaviors and attitudes displayed by students,
parents and the general citizenry in the emergent societal and cultural
context, (3) teachers already hired and working in the schools felt in-
adequately prepared to cope with existing requirements for transmitting
the cultural heritage, (4) court litigations (Lau vs. Nichols and Right
to Education) were being started, and (5) new skills are required to pre-
pare young people to live in a post-industrial society and cope with the
forecast open learning system of the year 2000 and beyond. Clearly, these
qualitative issues required immediate deliberation and respvonse. This was
supported by the fact that the Mort studies of the 1950's and the Brickell
studies of the 1960's had indicated that four or five decades would be re-
quired before major educational innovations and changes would be diffused
throughout the ertire ongoing education systems.

The Federal Government raised many questions in examining this criti-
cal issue. The first of these was "where are the most acute problems fac-

ing the teacher today in the real world of teaching kids and running schools?"

Further questions dealt with strategies nceded to cope with these problems.

"Wyhat strategies are the most effoctive?" '"What resources arc available
for thé achievement of these strategies?'" How should these resources be
allocated?" .

While the answers to these vital questions seemed self-evident, time,
manpower, and energy were used to studv and verifv both the issues and
answers. The major decision, of course, was to deal with the qualitative
issues first. A second was to recognize that while the qualitative prob-
lem existed throughout the United States, the greatest priority was to fo-
cus on areas with high concentration of children from low income families.
Data showed that as problems .in the United States increased arithmetically,
problems in poverty areas increased geomeprically.
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By 1970, three conditions related to the use of limited resource
allocation for inservice education at the Federal level: (1) a number
of local education agencies (school systems) had appropriated sums from
their general operating budget for inservice training of their teachers,
(2) the U.S. Congress in the major Elementary and Secondary Education
Act programs (Title I, Title III, Titles VII and VIII) authorized some
expenditures for inservice training, and (3) the nine million dollars
allocated from the Bureau of Educational Personnel Development for the
Urban and Rural School Development Program (URSDP) could not meet all of
the inservice needs of teachers in poverty areas, let alone the inservice
needs throughout the country. These considerations were the basis for
the formulation of a demonstration strategy at the national level, by
then Asso~iate Commissioner Dr. Don Pavies. Once field tested and vali-
dated, this demonstration could be made available to other school dis-
tricts. Most districts had either their own operating budget resources
or resources from Federnl Elementary and Secondary Education Act program
funds, which could be used for the purpose of installing the processes
and produccs derived from this inservice demonstration effort.

The extensive studv of the problem led to two basic realities, which
became the underlving assumptions for this demonstration effort. First,
change is a slow process. Diffusion of change from one ingtitution to
another is a function of the acceptance and credibility of both the prac-
tices and products developed, and of the institutions involved. There-
fore, an institution must have a time span long enough for it to develop
and demonstrate its inservice education programming. Tt must also have
the wherewithal to compile and share the documentation of these practices
and products as an education institution with credibility. Programs deal-
ing with the critical problems faced by teachers and pupils in poverty
schools must focus on the schools and the staffs, as they exist. TIn addi-
tion, they must have a five year funding commitment after the planning
year to ensure continuity of purpose and to provide the time needed to
develop and orchestrate the basic or modified designs generated from the
complex endeavor of bringing about change.

The second reality was that schools are social systems—--formal organ-
izations. Therefore, systems theory and organizational behavior theory
must be used in the conceptualization of the demonstration program. The
basic assumption was that good and talented teachers in those schools saw
themselves unable to work effectively because of constraints imposed upon
them by the hierarchial structure, administrators and/or supervisors, and
by that significant environmental field force--the community. Both find-
ings indicated that a sense of alienation and a sense of powerlessness
had to be overcome. Tt was concluded that if schools are to be changed
for the better, as organizations and social systens, all who had a role
or an investment in the education of kids must be involved in the change
process, in roles of equality to whatever extent possible. Hence, the
term "parity" was defined as the deliberate, mutual collaborative plan—
ning and decision-making on the part of those giving the service ‘as well
as those receiving the service. To operationalize the parity concept.was
the major problem.
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That the Urban and Rural School Development Program was a bold and
innovative step forward ir inservice educational personnel development is
unquestioned. It involved parity. The data published in this first-phase
report clearly attest to it. When data from the second-phase Urban and
Rural School Development Program training activities which focus on the
substance and content of teacher retraining are repcrted next vear, they
will reinforce this finding.

Of key importance in this very progressive venture was the deliber-
ate and calculated commitments to risks Don Davies and his planning staff
took in implementing this unique training design. In 1970, Davies put
together a task force from his immediate staff. Dr. John Lindia, his
Special Assistant, chaired it. For more than a year this educator task
force searched the literature and observed.schools and communities through-
out the nathion for valuable evidénce to formulate program policy and pro-
gram imple&entation strategies. These data were then turned over to the
program operations staff in the Division of School Programs within the
Bureau of Educational Personnel Development. The program operations group
was asked to test the pelicy task force's underlying assumptions against
the realities of the practitioners in the field.

Orientation and feedback working sessions were scheduled with the
American Federation of Teachers, the National Education Association, the
American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, the Council of
Chief State School Officers, the American Association of School. Adminis-
tratovs, university groups, commurity groups, and other significant role
groups involved in day-to-day education processes. Each group provided
valid revisions to the program design. The most striking pertained to
differences between education in the urban sector and education in the
rural sector. Urban and rural communities and community groups held dis-
tinct and significantly different roles in local power politics. The sec-
ond major revision centered on the legal and moral roles the community had
played and could play in education. What the initial policy task force
had recommended in community involvement (in the ideal state) had to be
modified to meet the realities of existing legislation. This point must
be remembered in any analysis of data provided in this report; all the
energies expended had to be and were expended within the system as it ex-
isted. "Community" was defined as the area served by the school and in-
cluded parents and nonparents who lived and worked within the school's
boundary. This definition was most important; it delimited the universe
called community and provided an operational hase for the activities re-
quired to justify within the school community the introduction of another
Federal program.

Three basic tenets were observed by those involved in the program:
(1) 1If the community which was extremely suspicious of Federal programs
(after some of the OEO, HUD, and DOL efforts) was to be legitimately in-
volved, persons introducing the program had to take the information and
the services out to the community. This required preassessment of the
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power structures and relationships in each prospective city before an-
nouncing the program at local sites to ensure that all received the same
information simultaneously. (2) A support system would be required to
provide technical assistance services after the program announcements
were made at a general meeting at the site. Site meetings would provide
the community with informaticm to decide whether it wished to become in-
volved or not. The school staff could similarly decide to become or not
to become involved. It was the first time that a dual arrangement had
been made which provided equal options to both school staff and commun-
ity membcrs, for initial involvement in a Federal ecucation program. Tf
either felt that their integrity would be compromised by the program, it
could not be implemented in that school area. This criterion contributed
importantly to the enhancement of the parity concept; the decision to go
or not to go forward with the project was in the hands of those who would
be most affected by the project. (3) If the first two tenets were to be
achieved, persons other than Federal or state staff had to deliver the in-
formation and options to the local site.

The two men outside the Federal and state governments who played the
most significant role in the overall development of the Leadership Train-
ing Institute were Dr. Robert Bush and Dr. Robert D. Hess at the Stanford
University Research and Development Center. Dr. Davies could not have
found two more conscientious and dedicated persons to carry out this very
difficult and sometimes thankless assignment.

The activities of the LTI at Stanford covered two phases. Dr. Hess
and Professor Barbara Hatton assumed responsibility for the development
of Phase T support system activities. Dr. Bush subsequently addressed
himself to the Phase IT training activities. This document results from
the Phase T activities conducted by Dr. Hess. A Leadership Training In-
stitute (LTT) was established with three major purposes: (1) to help
local projects orient co the goals and objectives of the Urban and Rural
School Development Pregram, (2) to facilitate the process by which the
School/Community Council at each school would bhe established, and (3) to
provide a support system to meet project needs at the local level through
construction of a regional facilitation system. This system, designed by
Professor Barbara Hatton, began as an objective facilitating process, but
as the project moved through its first years of operational planning and
implementation, the regional facilitators became advocates for the en-
hancement of goals and objectives of the School/Community Council at the
local project.

Dr. Bush later assumed leadership (with a totally different LTI staff)
in delivering technical assistance with pedagogical content, materials and
training design expertise to the local projects once Phase T had ended.
While this document does not address Phase IT activities, reader will note
that some overlapping between phases occurred.

The Phase I regional coordinators had the major responsibility for
working with the cities that had been recommended as potential candidates
by the state educational agency. Superintendents of the school districts,
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upon advice from the state education agency, had provided the U.S. Office
of Education with data on the two or three schools in their districts that
met "greatest need" criteria. A special task force team (a Federal pro-
gram officer, a State education agency officer, a local university staffer,
a central administration school system supervisor, and members of the Lead-
ership Training Institute) visited and examined these schools and communi-
tics to cross-validate the criteria for selection. The team made the final
recommendation as to target school and first alternate school needed in
case the school staff or community members in the target area did not de-
ire to participate in the Urban and Rural School Development Program.

Here, again, was evidence of an imaginative and proper collaboration
between Federal, State and local agencies in the preparation and implemen-
tation of a new program design. Once the regional coordinators were in-
formed of the superintendents' agreement with the task force.recommenda-
tions on the specific target school population their task was to get into
and learn that school community, its power relationship and its linkage
needs over a period of weeks. They visited street groups, church groups,
P community centers and any other legal or extra-legal agency that related

to affairs of the community. Tn rural districts they visited post offices,
the county store, the bank and all other power positions unique to commun-
ity influence. Once this work was done, announcements were made on local
TV, on radio and in the newspapers, through the distribution of literature
at schools and social services agencies, of the date and place of the first
basic orientation session for the introduction of the Urban and Rural School
Development Program. .

In all twenty-three cases this proved in toto to be extremely success-
ful. The information distribution system employed to meet the ‘unique needs
in each local site redched every knowm group. In every case but one the
original target schcol staff and community members agreed to participate.
In the case of the one exception, the alternate school staff and parents
agreed to participate.

It was at this point that the support system designed through the
Leadership Training Institute at Stanford University assumed the major role
in helping local projects begin the arduous task of collaboration. This
included election and selection processes for the formulation of the School
Community Council, orientation and decision-making on the part of the tem-
porary council members for the planning of the activities, and, most impor-
tantly, the provision of human and material resources necessary to complete
the planning and proposal development process. A very low profile on the
part of the Federal and State offices allowed credibility among the role
groups to be enhanced at the local level by the Leadership Training In-
stitute. It proved to be an extremely successful model.

’

This report will unfold to the reader the extent to which each site
created its own design within the context of the program guidelines, em-
phasizing the importance attached to schopl/community integration in the
education process. The Federal and State governments have earned plaudits
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for self restraint; nothing was done that could prevent the projects from
demonstrating these unique models. The Leadership Trdining Institute
(Phase 1) staff earn.our gratitude for maintaining integrity through all
of the technical assistance process, imposing no value constraints alien
to the needs and desires of the local projects. The local education
agency projects themselves earn greatest praise for seeing their own edu-
cational needs as unmet and striving to do something about it. Hess and
Terry are to be commended for the documentation of output variables from
the Phase T activities.

As a final note, the Federal Government is keeping its five vear fund-
ing obligation even though organizational, personunel, and Program prioritv
changes have occurred just about yearly in the Office of Education during
this period. Applause must go to USOE's OPBE, DHEW, OMB, arnd the U.S.
Congress for their recognition and support for a demonstration effort f{rom
which many good lessons will flow and be learned.

Dr. William L. Smith
Director, Teacher Corps
.8, Office of Fducation
Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare
Washington, D.C. 20202
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° ‘ CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION . :

_ ‘ lMore educational decisions are going to have to be made in d -
® . bigger arena than they've been made in béfore and this is '

. . going to benefit the system.-... I think rthe people that we've
involved know the ins and out$ now. They re not going to be N
afraida any mgre to go over to the county “board office and knock
on the door and say, "Hey, now--this isn t right." ,

04 . 3 ~ ':
® : . .ot School Development Team Manager
The community has begun to have a taste of, having“a' part in that
school, and they are not going: to give it up. ' .
\ C.‘ w o ., !
. ’S'c:‘hool/Comnunity gonllcil Chairperson

L ) .-
.

- ”

In 1970 the U.S. Office of Education, through the Bureau of Educa-
7 tional Personnel Developmerft,' initiated.a prog;am promoting community-
school collaboration. -It was called the Urban/Rural School Development
® ] Program. The purpose of this efforg was to demonstrate that federal funds
' could strengthen the educational resou:.f;s of ‘the total school community
through a JOlnt efifort between the school gtaff .and the community. The
- central concept of Urban/Rural was one of parity between school and com-‘
® munity, designed to foster cooperat‘ion between school and community and
thereby 1essen, on the one hand the sometimes aversive implications for
schoo] personnel of the concept of "community control " and on the other
the disillusion in low-income communities With the impotence of ''commun-
® - ity advisory boards." ’
. Much has been written in the past five years about community control
* . and community participation in educational planning, decision—making, and
administration, and it is not our purpose to review this literature or to
® ‘ critique the educational and political issues involved. i’rompted by
heightened awareness of the significance and usefulness of community par-
ticipation and spu'rred by the requirements of federal legislation; parent

>
' or citizen advisory groups or councils have been established in_many

Q,
o . school districts. These now number in the thousands., There are ‘reportedly

h 1,200 such groups currently active in two major cities for,which: informa--

. *

. >
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~ \
tion is availab1e~(Chicagdsand Los Angeles).1 'Some type of community
involvement in the planning and implementaéion of many educationa% programs
has been mandated by both federal and state legislafion since the passage
of the Economic ngortunity Act of 1964 and the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. Special federal and local programs have

been funded that aim to improve the quality of education through in-

creased responsiveness of the local school to the needs of thg client com-

munity. Most_notable among federal pfograms have been Title I (ESEA),
Head Start, Follow Through, and the Career Opportunities Program. Ex-
amples of local programs include the Woodlawn Experimental School Projiect _
1n Chicago; the Experlmental D£i§r1Cts in New York City; Martin Luther
Klng School in Syracuse, New York; the Anacostla project in southeast
Wash}ngton, D.C.; the Federation of Community Schools in Milwaukee; the
Triple T Program (Training Téachers of Teachers) in Chicago Districts 24
and 25 with Northwestern University; and the Springfield Avenue Community
School in Newark, New Jersey.

"The Urban/Rural School Development Program contains several elgments

~

which give it a unique character among federal efforts to facilitate school-

., .community cooperation. These elements are: first, that at least half of

the members of the joint governing body (the School/Community Council) are

drawn from the community; second, that the program for each site is planned

to fit the needs and circumstances of that pérticular.community; third,

.that sthe conttol of funds is in the hands of the Council (with Ehe ex~

- pressed concurrence of the local school board); and fourth that the con—

centration is on tralnlng of educational personnel and development of com-

munity educational resources. It is these aspects of the Urban/Rural
effort that make an evaluation of the initial phase of its operation of
speclal interest to those concerned with school—community relations.
This report may add a modest bit of information” tq the small amount
of'material available about the success of community participation pro-

grams in circumstances where the community members had significant power

'

.
’

B

1As cited by Don Davies in "The Emerging Third Force in Eduéation,"

Inequality in Education, November 1973, p. 7.
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o ) in the planning and administrative operations. Although programs designed
- to facilitate community participation in disadvantaged school districts
have -involved large numbers of lay people and have added a new dimension
to both educational procedures and policy-making practices, they gave’re-
® ceived little attention from researchers. "Don Davies, former Bur.eauuof
Educational Personnel Development (BEPD) Commissioneg, observed: X

Citizen participation in educational decision-making is still
an underdeveloped field, both in theory and practice. The
growing body of literature lacks a strong research base, tend-

® ing toward emotion-laden advocacy or journalistic descriptions
of "successes" and ''failures." . . . Very little information
and almost no research or evaluation about school councils
has been assembled or analyzed nat10na11y.2

The extent of support for the strategy of community particpation as
!. a means of bringing abotit beneficial change in the schools raises serious
issues, with implications of legitimate concern to those responsi%le for
educational policy. The requirement that program control be ,located in
the School/Communlty Council, which was to be composed of both community

® . members and school respresentatives, was perhaps the most sensitive ele- ~—

ment of Urban/Rural. In some instances, it was sufficiently threatening
to cause school §I§Lricts to reject the program as philosophically and ‘
politically incompatible with their own policies. It can be expected thét
® ' the impact of community participation programs will be felt both in cur-
| riculum, with emphasis on Tocal needs, and in school government. The
limited political efficacy of these various community grohps has been the
subject of considerable speciilation; systematic national studies of "the
® ~ ability of such groups to influence ‘educational policdy, however, ngve peen
z lacking. -

¢

5

The Urban/Rural Program

!. Urban/Rural was developed under the discretionary authority of the
Buteau of Educational Personnel Development at the dffice of Education
(OE). De51gned as an experimental effort directed toward training educa-

® tional personnel at a small number of schools in 1ow—income communities

characterized by student underachievement, it is now active at 26 sites

: . %Ibid., pp. 6-7. - ‘ b
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throughout the United States.3 This review covers the program as it
applies to more than 45,000 students enrolled in 66 participating schools.
See Appendix A for demographic,informatioh on each of the sites.

The Program Information Document (PID), the OE guidelines for Urban/
Rural listed tihe following objectives:4

1. To improve performance in schools attended by high concen-
trations of underachieving students from low-income families.

2. To make training for educational personnel more responsive
to the needs of the school, its staff, its pupil population,
and the community by means of concentrating training and pro-
0 gram development resources in a single school or in a limited
number of related schools.

3. To develop decision-making capabilities’ in school and com-
munity personnel; to develop their ability to make decisions
based upor the recognition and utilization of -the interde-
pendence of students, parents,-teachers, paraprofessionals,
administrators and concerned community residents.

4. To develop within the school/community a capacity for iden-
tifying critical needs and assembllng ideas, resources, and
strategies. to meet those needs in a continuing process which
provides for adjustment as the ‘program evolves.,

5. To provide for the school and community the context In which
administrative, fiscal and ideological decisions are subject
to those ‘constraints generated by a collaboratlve process at
‘the school/communlty level.

6. To effect a process through which the individual school and
its community accepts responsibility for its decision, and
is accountable for its actions regarding the utilization of
resources, formulation of strategies and development of a
program to improve pup.l performance. '

~

To introduce, through the initiative of the school and its
comnunity, constructive change in the life of the school
which will affect the quality of education in such a way as
to increase the performarice,;and range of opportunity for
pupils.

These goals were to be accomplished through the voluq;ary adoption

by local education agencies (LEA's) of a model within which training was

3This review is concerned with only the 23 sites associated with the
original Leadership Training Institute at Stanford Univeérsity, from
September 1970 to September 1972, .

4"1970 Program Information, Urban/Rural School Development Program,"
mimeograph, Bureau of Educational Personnel Development, USOE, October 1,
1970, pp. 1-2. :

- v




c0 be designed and administered by a local organization established for’
that purpose. It was hoped that such a provision for local governance
would produce training designs that were innovative, of practieal value
to teachers, and consistent with community needs.

The assurance of iocal program control by a joint community-school
governlng body resulted in a program that stands alone among federal nro-
grams in the 1eg1timacy that it affords to decision-making by community
members. In the Foreword to the Program Information Document, Don Davies
set the tone of this venture: ’ i

They [school personnel] will join' all the people concerned with

the education offered by the school-—administrators, paraprofes- .
sionals, students, parents, and the community--in writing a new

script for educational performance within the school. The

0ffice of Education will not dictate to local projects. Local

school superintendents will not design them. “They will be the

creation and responsibility of the entire school staff and local
community. B

'Decision~making authority was to rest with the School/Communi ty Coumé
cil (SCC), composed of "elected representatives from the ranks of teachers,
administrators, and other school staff; and the community (which will in-
clude students)."6 The acceptance of this program component by LEA offi-
cials was required by OE prior tc school district participation. Spelled
out in a "Letter of Intent," this commitment read in part:

We agree to give this duly elected Council authority for plan-

ning the Urban/Rural Pfogram in the school or schools where it

is to be located. This includes programmatic, administrative, ,
and fiscal decision-making powers.

The sanction given thus>recognized the paramount importance of the School/
Community Council. Participating LEA's thereby accepted the OE assump- .
tion that. educational change might follow changes in the power of com-
munities to help plan and operate their own educational activities. The
authority of the Councils was bolstered by. funds, which were expected to

be approximately $750,000 for the five-year duration of the program.

The respoﬁsibrlity of the School/Communrty Council was to design,

administrate, and implememt training programs that in tme judgment of the

»
L

SIbid., p. iii”
6

Ibid., p. 11
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Council would alleviate educational problems it had defined. OE guide~
lines specified that the SCC should "be free to develop and operate edu-
cation personnel training programs in designated schools and to make such
decisions requisite to that resbocsibility. Such freedom must also in-
clude che right to expend funds for activities required to support the
development ‘and operation of the t,raining.programs."7 The question of

what activities legitimately could be interpreted as training was broadly

~ A

answered by.OE:

Any training is appropriate which develops whatever.skills are
lacking and reeded for the conduct, of the school, regardless of
vho lacks the skills--vwhether superintendent, priacipals, com-
munity participants, parents, support personnel, teachers, clerks,
aides, or others. The skills selected for development must be
those which contribute to thé&:management of the school, or to
improvements in the school programs. School programs may in-
clude social, recreational, health, nutritiomal, transportation,
ingtructional, or other activities specifically judged by the
school community council to be consistent with school objectives.8

Community involvement at each site was assured through the application
of a concept of "parity" to the composition of SCCs, with 'at lYeast half
the membership represented comprising Jiher than the school staff."9 All
those persons, not employed by the school system, who re51ded in the area
served by the Urban/Rural schools were designated as community members.

One of the original advocates of parity at the Office of Education,
William Smith, has defined the concept as: ) h

the dellberate, collaboratlve or mutual, declslon—mak;Ag on the
> part of those rendering sérvices and those receiving services.
It touches on theewhole notion of power equalization and focuses
on the assumption that people with an emotional stake in an
enterprise will take more care to perfect that enterprise. In
the case of a school, the education of children becomes that
enterprise. School staffs deliver the service while the com-
munity delivers the clients to receive that setvice. Both staff

and community have a major investment in the enterprise and must .

mutually decide outcomes.

7"The Role of School Communlty Council," supplementary program materials,*
mlmeograph Urban/Rural School Development Program, USOE, November 23, 1971.

8"Purposes for Which Project Funds May Be Used, " undated mimeograph to

the sites, USOE, received by Stanford LTI, January 1972 ‘ < N
9"1970 Program Information," p. 11 . ;o
10 "

Smith, William L., "The Need for an Urban/Rural Strategy, undated,

unpubllshcd manuscrlpt, pp. 5-6.
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Parity, conceived to guarantee significant community involvement,
together with the decision-making capability of the SCC, offers the stu-

- dent of citizen participation a unique opportunity to observe the dynam-
ics of power as shared between groups that in most cases lacked coopera-
tive experiences with each other.

Beginning in 1970, technical assistance to the sites was provided
through an administrative mechanism called the Leadership Training Insti-
tute (LTI; one of several such units funded by OE) located at Stanford
University as an affiliated program of the Center for Research and Develop-
ment in Teaching and directed by Robert D. Hess. The Urban/Rural LTI's
role was unique.in the sense that it was designed, in‘effect, to facili-
tate the implementation of the program; central to the field operations
were seven Regional Coordinators, each of wh%m was to maintain a close
and continuing relationship with a group of the local sites. I ereas the
Office of Education had the 1ega1 responsibility for the program, the LTI
served as the interface between OE and the sites. They were dssisted 1n
this effort by local people recruited and trained by the Regional Coord1—
nators and hired as Field Facilitators by the LTI. This assistance was
provided during the first two years of the program; the involvement of the
Regional Coordinators with their sites ended by September 1972.11 )

~

Goals of this Report

During the "early stages of discussion of the role of the Stanford LTI
in the technical assistance components of the total Urban/Rural program,
it was agreed that attempts would be made to describe the operation of the
program and to document its progress. . ) X

This paper is a descriptive and evaluative reporc of the first three
years of the program, the two years during which the LTI was active at
the sites and the following year when the sites were operating with the

combined resources of the special funds and their own experience and com™

11At the request of the Office of Education, technical assistance
was again provided beginning approximately a year latsr*under the direc-
tion of Robert N. Bush, who is also the Director of the Center for Re-
search and Development in Teaching, and continues to the date of this
report, January 1975. . " o

[
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petence. The purpose of this report, prepared by the original LTI, is

to describe the factors involved in developing the organizational struc- o
tures needee for communiEy—school coliaboration, the variety of patterns
that emergea at the sites, and the degree of effectiveness they were able
to achieve. It is directed to a consideration of those elements that have
helped shape the influence of community members on local educational o
policy. Where it seems reasonable to us, given the nature of the avail-
able data, we offer some observatlons and 1mpressions about the condl—
tions_ that made some sites relatively effective in establishing and im- ‘
plementing fhe program and the circumstances which seemed to hinder efforts ¢
in ather communities. This report assembles information from the 23 sites
which indicates progress or lack aof progress toward these goals. It is’
both a description of the status of the program and an evaluation.
The analysis prese;u:ed in the following chapters is dependent ‘upon o
information about the operations and structure of the Urban/Rural program
common to all sites. The information that the sites were asked to submit
to the LTI was that which related to the make—up and procedures used by
the local School/Community Council. This paper is directed to questions ®
of who the SCC is, how it accomplishes its goals, and to what effect.
- 5
. ‘ @
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. . CHAPTER 2
@ ' )
DESIGN OF THE SURVEY AND OVERVIEW OF THE SITES

-

This is the first time, that I know of, in the 20 years I've
been in the school systgh here that we've got something that
[ ] somebody else wants.,

School Development Team Manager

The Ufban/Rural Site Survey was designed and conducted by the Leader-
ship Training Institute (LTI) at Stanford University to‘gather data for
the description and assessmént of the status of the Urban/Rural program‘at
the 23 sites at the end of the third year. _The resources, in terms of
funds and number of staff available, were modest and set const&aints upon
the extent and detail of the survey procedures.

The survey activities began in late spring 1973 with a planning ses-
sion to identify the objectives of the study and the types of data to be

e ' sought. . )
) Although Urban/Rural activities at each site are directed toward im-
proving academic achievement of the pupil population, it was not our intent
to evaluate the program in ;he usual terms of student progress bﬁt rather
to describe most or all of the effects of implementation and their possi-
ble relationsﬂip to the success of the program. T
The concept of ''success" of a program such as this cannot be taken
from typical notions of proéram accomplishments. One of the measures’ of
"success" in this type of endeavor is the extent to which the creative
ideas that provided the origihal impetus for the program-have .become . e
realities iﬂ'the local arenas, with their uniqué and complex qualities.
The 23 sites were vastly different from one énother, though the\common
characteristics of economic p;verQy and low educational achievementmay
create an illusion of similarity. o V

+

A

<
R . lA description of .the program implementatign practice folloWed by
four selected sites is presented in Alan Weisberg, The. Urban/Rural ' School

'. Development Program: _An Account of the First Two Years of an Office of
Education Experiment in School-Community Parity, U.S. Of fice of Education,
"February 1973. N R
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The goal of the first part of the program, then, was to establish

-

relationships between the communities and the schools which would in each

case give the instiCution and the community roughly equal parts in the

¢ program.

A complete analysis of the extent to which equality of power

exists in such an intricate and complex situation is probably impossiblé.

Who can say what influenced a particular decision? Was it the status of

the school prinecipal who made the suggestion? Or had he rephrased an .

idea that he saw taking shape in the comments of a.community member of

the group? Did faﬁiliarity with educational jargon and practice give the

school faculty members an undue advantage? Qr did the ability of one mem-

ber to talk until he prevailed turn out to be the key element in.a pdr=

-+ ticular decision? While we might by careful analysis have been able to"

answer such qliestions with firm data, to obtain the data on these deci-

sions from thewmany meetings of such diverse School/Community Councils

would have been an impractical and probsbly unfeasible task.

We tried to obtain information that could be used as indicators of

the success with which the initial phase was solidly established. Eval-

uations of the further success of the program may well call for different

criteria and different data. From our perspective the central goals of

the program which guided the decisions about what information to gather

were these: .

. 1.

2.

3.

A}

4.

To establish an administrative structure which would give the
community parity in the plénning, decision-making, and imple-
mentation of the brogram;

To establish a Council representative of the low-income com-
munity in which the schools exist.:

To\develop the resources of the local community for partici-
pating in educational activities of the school. .
To develop fraining programs which would meet the specific .

educational needs of the community.

* The design, as shown in the following outline, was prepared to se-

cure information relating to the program objectives described in the

previous chapter.
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Information on the following aspects of the program were sought:
1, Organization and structure of the School Community Council.

A. Membership, officers, communlty and. school representatives,

tenure of members on SCC.

i. ; B. SCC meetings. Meeting times and loration, attendance,

! ability to function as a decision-making body, number of
; o 4 decisions made, minutes of meetings.

%/ C. SCC and the community. Presence at SCC meetings of guests
L N

and community members not on the Council, public announce- '
.,
N

ments of meetings and SCC actions, relation between school
A/ i ané community representatives.
~ ’

D. The School Development Team Manager.

Characteristics,
® N o background

Repreééntatives of SCC

S
A‘

ey
Level of educdtion, occupation, residence of both school
and community members.

PY B. Ethnicity of SCC members, ethnic proportions in school

population, sexual balance of SCC membership.

The programs planned and implemented by the SCC.

A. Types of programs developed, extert to which these reflected
ne&ds of the community.

B. Evidence of training of teaching staff about the nature of

the community and its special educational needs. 5
. C. Evidence of efforts to develop educational resources in the

community through training or experiences provided by*the
program. ‘

- 4., Relationship between the program and other parts of the school

and community social and political network.,
PY - : A. Interaction with the principal, the LEA, and the state
educational authorities. )

B. Interaction with teachers'

unions and groups--AFT (American‘

Federation of Teachers), NEA (Nationmal Education Association).

C. “Contact and coordination with the Model Cities agencies or
other relevant federal programs.




5. Program impact and problems of implementation.
A. Attitudes of participants toward the program.
B. Evidence of changes in the schools involved or in the
district. . .
C. Indications of diffusion to other schools or districts.
. Informat{on was gathered through interviews, qﬁeqtionnaires, and
‘ written materials submitted Py the staffggt\?ach site (seé p. 14). Sur-

. vey field activities were begun in spring 1973 with a visit by the senior
qythor to eight of the Urban/Rural sites. The remaining 15 sites were ‘
visited during the_sqmmer. At e?ch location inter&iews were usually con-
ducted with at least two peoplé: the School Development Team Manager.

\ (SDTM), and the chairperson of the School/Community Council. Information
\ was gathered-aboutiihe operation of the program, especially the training
activities and the relationships between the program_and other parts of

N the school system, as.well as'the operatién of Ehe’Council, the involve-
.mgnt of community members, procedurés for reﬁlacing Council members, and
other aspects of the Coun%}l's organization and actions. The interviews,
which covered many of the topics outlined above, were tape recorded and
provided both factual information and subjective observations about the
program and its operation. Information gathered through the interviews
was generally not available in written form. It offered a context in which
to' analyze and understand the more formal types of data about site activi-
ties. The site visit also provided the opportunity tolmeet with SCC mem-
bers and staff and to observe the local Urgan/Rural facilities and the
educational and commdhity environment in which they were located.

Written materials, obtained ddring the site visits and by correspond-
ence, were.of two types: existing documents and questionnaires pgepared
for the purpose of the survey. Eachfgite-was asked to submit cépies gf -
these documents: ‘ ‘ p

1. A coﬁplete set of minutes of SCC meetings covering the period
"from June 1, 1972, to June 1, 1973. These minutes provided
information about meeting times, location, attendance, and

- decision-making:. . ) V W
2. The SCC Constitution and/or Bylaws.

25
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The two proposals most recentlv submitted to OE for continuing
funds to pursue the program. .

Any materials, such as evaluations done by‘outside agencies;,
reports, newsletters, etc., that would document in’ greater :,.
detail the activities of the local program between June 1;'19%2,
and June 1, 1973. . . L

These materials, together witn the interviews, provided basic

data about local program operations and the documentation neces-
sary to resolve factual. questions and help to asseSS the .accu- .
racy of the completed questionnaires. In many cases,  the informa—
tion requested in\the questionnaires required the_accumulation of
data not previously recorded at,the site. Several sites, for ex-

ample, had not maintained anvaccurate listing of all ScC members,

and the support documents made the compilation of "a complete « ¢

LN

1ist possible. ) ‘ . \,?‘"

«

The Urban/Rural site survey questionnhires (see Appendix B).
These were. designed to elicit infoimation not otherwise avail—

‘able. The forms were distributed and explained.during the site

visit, and the School Development Team Managers agreed to monitor

their complétion. In most cases, indiwidual Sce members filled
out their gwn Membership Profile form, and the two remaining
forms (Staff Profile and Training Activities) were completed by
the SCC staff. T b a
a. SCC Membership Profile—-a separate form was to. be com-
pleted for evefy person who had served ou the SCC from
the formation date until September 1, 1973 It included ‘

questions relating to both the charactenistics of SCC

members anduthe organization and structure of the Council, ¥

- 3 .
i.e., member residence, offices, tenure, educational ,

level, ethnicityys etc. Loy
The information on SCC size and composition derived ‘from these °

forms was used fof the analysis of parity and representatiod in
& , .

Chapter 3.

0
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

,//-' " its special educaticnal needs. .. . PR

&

-
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* b. SCC Staff Profile*-a seéarate fo:m was'td be filled out

. v for every pérson'who had been employed.by the SCC in a .
nontraining cgpacity from the formatimn date until .

‘ \ , September 1, iQ?gi !

The SCCs had‘the author;ty to hlre an administrative staff with

-

a School Deveiopment Team Mapager as their chief administrative K
Offlcer. _This form provided 1nformat10n on the SDTM and support
\\%\staff and dncluded questions about r£51depce, ethnicity, sex, .

dates of employment, educational background, job descrlptlon,

, and eXPErlencee 2 T . T
TN ¢, Iralnlng Act1V1t1es Form——completed forms were to,indi-
. ) cate‘informatlon for every training activity for which

. :funds had'peen ehpended duxing the period June 1, 1?72,

. to Juné 1; 1973. _This pévered the purposes of the train-
ing, where it tooﬁ place, the numbé&r and type of parti-
cipants, the participation of‘outside consultants or-

agenc1es, the format, and other pertinent 1nformat10n.
4
. Partléular attention was dlrected to those trainlng

|
activities concernlng the nature of the community and

3

, -

This report iS divided into four major sections. Chapter 3 concerns o\

~ N .
the structure of the local SCCs and the degree to which these organiza-
tions have demonstrated parity and have been representative. Chapter &

reviews the operations and procedures of the SCC and the yays in whicl | T
. ( 14 »»

these have enhanced parity and community input. ‘Chapter 5 concentrates
on training programs, with emphasis on the degree to which they have re-

sponded to local deeds. In that chapter, the sites are_compa%ed~on the
L]

basis of estimates 'of the amount of community input in the program.
Lhapter*ﬁ is a summary of the major findlngs of the survey together w1th

some cqnclus1ons appllcable to similar community involvement programs.

~

.
~

.. - The National Setting

The following analysis of basic program dimensions prov;des a con-

text for the more detailed examinaticn of council operations in the




chapters which follow. These data indicate in a general way the scope of
the.program and the characteristics of the schools it involves.
Thevdistinction between urban and rural sites, implicit within the

program title, encompasses many of the variables of school size and com—

. position important to an understanding of the inter-site program varia—

tions. In recognition of the given situational differences between urban
and rural sites, this .study distiﬁguiehes between urban and rural sites
in the presentation of our information:

" The 23 sites dnder consideration ere located in 19 states, and the
program is operating in 66 schools. Table 2.1 gives the distribution of
sites and schools. The average rnumber of schoole per site is 2.5,.with
urban sites having 2.4 and rural sites 3.3. The range in number of
schools, however, indicates more variety: seven sites heve only a single

scpool while one sitée has 9.

-

Table 2.1

Distribution of Sites and Schools

Area Sites Schools -
Urban 12 ( 52%) 29 ( 44%)

Rural 11 ( 48%) 37 ( 56%) :
Totel 23 (100%) 66 (100%)

In the majority of sites (14) the Urban/Rural schools represent only
part of the larger school district, having been selected as a_Sample or
model from among the total number of echools‘under LEA jurisdiction. This
situation exists at all of the urban sites (12) and two of the rural ones.’
Eight of the remaining nine rural sites have instituted the Urban/Rural
program in all of the schools within the school district. The one_yemain—
ing rural site has a single school in each of three districts. Sehoel
board approval is necessary for SCC-initiated proposals, and the potential.
common interest in and necessity for communicationlnetween the 'SCC and 'the

board at the eight rural sites where all schools in the district are in-

M .
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cluded‘ls one example of the different circumstances faced by urban and ¢
.. rural SpCs. The program was less salient at the urban sites and would be
expected to receive less attention.

'Although the rural Councils are working with a larger number of schools,
the size of those schools is smaller than at the urban sites. The average
rural school has 387 students, only 36 percent of the urban average of 1,089,
The five sites with ‘the largest studeng pbpulation, all urban, share 47 per=
cent of the total Urban/Rural student ‘population among them. The teachiné
staff averages 122 at urban 51tes, with a total of 1,460, and 63 at rural
sitgs, with a total of 691. The range for individual schools is from a

. two-teacher rural school with 45 children to one ﬁrbaﬁ school with over ' ,i
2,500 studenﬁs and 88 teacﬁers.

‘ ’ Student distribution between élgmentary_(73%) andstcondary (27%)

- levels within the'Urban/Rural schools (see Table 2.2) is similar to the -

national dlstributlon statlstlcs, which show 70 percent for K-8 and 30 per-

cent for 9—12 The situation faced by several 1nd1v1dua1 SCCs in the de-

sign of training programs, however, is not indlcated by the figure in

Table 2.2. Only % .of the 12 urban sites are.working with K-12 or 1-12

programs in contrast to 8 of the 11 rural sites. Thé remainihg 11 sites -

are located in elementary and junior higﬁ.schools. This restricéion of

program activities to a segment within the educational system, most

] y .'
apparent at the urban ¢ ites,, imposes planning restraints on the SCCs that .
1imiq~their impact oi the total system. "

Table 2.2 ’
. . ‘ . L
¢ " Distribution of Students by Elementary and Secondary Levels
within Urban and Rural Areas
Area . K-8 . 9-12 Total
_ Urban 22,361 (71%) . 79,006 (29%) 31,367 (100%) : ®
, Rural 10,989 (78%) 3,059 (22%) 14,048 (1007%)
Total , 33,350 (73%) 12,065 (27%) 45,415 (100%) K o
. v . . S
' s

2Betty J. Foster, Statisticsof Public Elementary and Secondary Schools:
Fall 1972 (Washington, D.C. National Center for Educational Statistics,
'6PO, 1973), pp. 18-19. '

» : ' -
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Not surprisingly, total teaching staff figures.rcorrespond to the
pupil statistics; more urban than rural teachers are involved in the pro—‘
gram. " The number'of teachers is particularly important since they, rather
than the students, are the participants‘in the training programs arising
out of local Urban/Rural projects. //

The student ethnic composition (see Table 2.3) differs markedly be-

tween urban and rural sites and provides a further persbective on the

A

dimensions of the program. - e
Table 2.3~ .
‘Ethnicity of Students by Krea
(percentages)
Native Spanish ) ]
Area American Black ".Surname White

Urban 0 76 .12 12 ‘

Rural 5 6 5 } 84

- Total 1 '/ 54 . 10 35

The concentration of minority students (88%) at urban sites and
white students .(84%) at rural sites takes on particular significance
when contrasted with information about the ethnicity of the teaching
staffs, as shown in Table 2.4 The fact that the Urban/Rural schools

.

‘Table 2.4 .
Ethnicity of Teaching Staff by Area
(percentages) .
£,
Spanish l
Area . ’ Blgpk Surname " White
Urban 44 3 53
Rural ) 3 5 92
Total 31 3 66

Note: There were no Native Americans on the
teaching staff at any Urban/Rural school.

‘30 \ . g
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have' a majority of white teachers has implications for the urban sites
where student ethn1c1ty figures indlcate d largely '‘minority community
population.  Of the 29 urban schools, only 5 (at-a single.site) have

a majority of white students. TIn the ‘resolution of differences betyeen
school and cqmmunitf educational priorities; the urban sites thus are
faced with a racial imbalance that is not characgerisric of the rural
sites. 1In this situation, where white teachers are responsihle for .the
education oﬁ minority students, the design of traiming programs that re-

flect community needs places additional demands on the planning skills of

the overview of the natlonal program presented here does point up ‘the

dlfferent condltlons (in terms of ethnlc distribution of students, school
size, etc.) faced by urban and rural SCCs. The SCCs have been charged with
the task of introducing changealnto their local educational systems and are
themselves. a part of those systems. The latitude of decisions available to
the Couocil members is determined both by the talents that they are able to
atﬁract and by ‘the constraints imposed by the local situation. The general
conditions existing at the rural sites appear to be more receptive for the
establishment -of a viable Urban/Rural program than those at the urban sites.
Typically, the program at the rﬁra\ sites operates in smaller schools that
often have a fﬁ 1 K~12 schédule ani\involves all the schools within the
district. The magnitude of the program relative to the size of the dis-
trict is greater, affording more attention, visibility, and status. These
observations are nor meant. to imply that Urban/R@ral success was deter-
mined entirely by preexisting conditions but are- made for the purpose of

recognizing the advantages inherent in those .conditions:

By




- CHAPTER 3

REPRESENTATION AND PARITY IN THE SCHOOL/COMMUNITY COUNCILS

~ The parents d1dn t understand the teachers, the teachers didn't
understand the parents, and the students didn t understand either
one of them. By coming together, we learned to respect one an-
other and to more or less work together.

.School/Community Council Chairperson

e se—

I think what we are trying to get “across’ to parents today is: )
You don't fight the system; you join with the system, and to-
gether collectively you can come up with something constructive
~~for the school for the system. g

School/Community Council Chairperson

School system participation in the Urban/Rural School Development
'Prcgram followed~recognition by'the local education agencies that the
School/Community Council (SCC) was the legitimate decision~naking body
responsible for all programmatic, administrative, and fiscal matters re-
lated to the program. With this authority, assured by both the Office of
Education and the LEA, the SCCs have provided a degree of community in-
volvement unique among federal education programs. Guidelines issued by
OE defined the role to be aSSumed by the SCC and laid out general criteria\
for its membership. .

The ability of the program to achieve change in the relationship with-
in and between the school and cohﬁunity is linked directly to the composi-
tion of the Council. The’local viability of the program is determined by
the legitimacy extended é% the Council by both school personnel and com-
munity residents. Thus, the degree to which the Council is representa-
tive of the community and the school and provides a stage for parity be-
tween these respective groups is of particular importance for understand-
ing the on-site functioning of Yrban/Rural. . ) o

Representativeness and parity are difficult to measure precisely and
directly but are indicated by several aspects of the’ program and its

operation. This chapter is devoted to a donsideration of data on the

characteristics of the SCC and its members that relate to these two c¢oncepts:

s -
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The indicatgrs from the survey data- that were taken to signify rep-

resentativeness were:

Proportion of community SCC “members who were residents of the area

served by the school.

s Proportion of community SCC members who were parents of children
in the participating schools.

Balance of males arid females among the community members of the
scc.

Ethnic membership of the community SCC members in comparison with
the ethnic distribution of the student population.

Occupation of the community members.

Distribution of school staff among the school members of the SCC.
Indicators of pardity (comparison of school and community member charac-
teristics) included: ’

Proportion of SCC members who came from the community.

Comparison of educational backgrounds of school and community
representatives.

~ Comparison of male/female ratios between community and school
representatives. k

Comparison of school and community parents.
Comparison of ethnieity of community and school representatives.

The Urban/Rural program is locally designed by the School/Community
Council. The success of the total Urban/Rural program is dependent upon
these Councils, as is the local fate of this unique experiment in citizen
participation; It is this organization that is central to the OE design
and is the locally identifiable unit distinguishing this education pro-
gram from others. . ’ ) ) .

The initial OE guidelines were specific in their insistence that
each Council fulfill two major criteria: that it be representative and
that it reflect the concept of parity. A significant‘degree of autonomy
over local programs has been granted the SCCs end each ‘has been tempered
by local constraints.‘ The federal requirement for parity within a Coun-
cil that is representative is thus a common denominator of the program.

The réllowing description of the SCCs at each of the 23 Urban/Rural
‘sites is focused on Council composition as it relates to representative-

ness and parity. During the period prior to the cut-off date of this

'
-
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teachers. . e

¢

study (September 1973), the School/Community Councils had been in opera-

tion an average of just over two years. Each Council has experienced the

.normal membership changes that come from resignation and new elections.

A totai of 904 persons participated as voting members prior to September
1973. With each new member the accuracy with which the SCC represents

its constituency and the parity between the school anﬁ community compon-
ents may shift. The attention of this chapter is directed to Councils
that have existed over time--that is, to all of the people who collec—
tively have madé up the membership of the Councils during the period under
consideration.

Representation

Urban/Rural was predicated on qhe 1dea that the people most imme-
d1ate1y affected by the 1oca1 educational enterprise should have a voice
in the decisions made in their behalf This was understood to include
both the school staff and community residents. Teachers would be given

the opportunigy to take part in the design of trainlng programs in which

~ they would later partlcipate. Input would be sought from both parapro-

fessionals and nonprofessionals in recognition of the extensive contact
that they often have with the students, and training would be designed

to upgrade their educational skills. School staff involvemen; was also
dictated by pragmatic consideratioms; their exclusion from program design
would possibly create resistance to the planned activities. .A similar
consideration waé?iiplied in behalf of community.involvement. Training
undertaken without community support or understanding would be unlikely
to have any lasting impact. ’

Community involvement was based on the idea that 1oca1 residents
would have a unique local perspective_and would therefore have important
quaiifications necessary to pass judgment on community educational needs.
This first-hand knowledge of the neighborhood, together with a concern
for the education of the community's youth, would provide a realistic
basis for the deliberations of the Council and would in turn result in
progrdms tailored to each of the local sites. This scenario calls for a

Counéil that is representative of the community--both resi&ents and

3i
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School Staff Representation

-~ -

'SCC members selected to speak for the school were to represent all

groups within the school (or schoolso at sites with several schools, each
school was represented) The Office of Education had defined "school
staff" as "all employees as well as volunteers who are assigned to a spe-
cific school partlcipating in the Urban/Rural School Development Program,"
a definition which encouraged membership by toth certified and noncerti-
“jfied staff. ' . - n
An important aspect of the representatiye character of the‘schoolf

component is illustrated in Figure 3.1. Among those members represent-
s N

ing the school staff, teachers comprise the largest group.: Differing

* R

‘ _ Figure 3.1, - ?
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o i "from one another by only a single percentage poiht, urban and yrural sites
together draw 67 percent of their school staff membership from this group.
This is comparable to the figure, for all public schools in the {1.§., where
., 69 percent of the total school stafﬁ are inst:ruct:ional.2 P
Py Likewise, there is little distinction between urban and rural sites
in administrative representation. The average fof all site,s is i9 percent;
all but two have had’a“dministrative @npt;t. Paraprofessiongls have fared
. less well, since '10 sites have not included them as members. :Councils in N
e urban areas have 14 percent paraprof.essionals, and rural sites have 9 per-
cent. Only 4 of the 23 sites c’our);: nonprofessionals as members, and 3 of
those are rural. Because paraprofess\ioné‘ls and nonprofessionals are likelv
., to be iocal resident’sﬂa{ey may be expected to represent 1oea1‘concerns, al-
® .. though within the Urban/Rural guidelines they are counted as school staff
members.k Nine sites have neither ,parapréfessionals nor nonprofessionals
on the Council. Where they égg included, the comﬁuniﬁv origins and affil-
jations of these two groups of staff members augment the local representa-
9 . tion while maintaining the parity guidelines. .

Figure 3.2 shows the proportions of each sex among school staff

F'igure 3.2 . ‘ ,
-8 ’ Distribution of School SCC Members )
by Sex, by Site, and by Area
FEMALES MALES FEMALES .  MALES
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S

2Ranking of the States, 1973, Research Report 1973--R1 {(Washington,
< D.C.: National Education Association, 1973), p. 22.
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representatives at each of the 23 sites. Females tend to be predomihant
at both urban and rural sites due to the large number of elementary
schools (where there are more female teechers) in tﬂe Unban/Rural program.
Urban sites show this most markedly with a mean of 72 pércent females in
contrast to the rural me§; of 58 Percent females. These figures cannot
be used to document the fairness of the distribution of the sexes since
L comparable figutes are not available for the total school staff, but the
outcome is not surprising in light of the corresponding,national figures

~which show that of all teachers in public schools, 66 percent are female.3

Community Representation .

¥

The represéntative qualities of the community component of the SCC

|

are of particular importance to the Urban/Rural model. The inclusion of
local residents in the decision-making process is intended to ensure that
change may occur in response to community needs. It is the composition
L of this SCC component that establishes or denies local credibility for ‘

- the program, and it’is through these members tbat the larger community
i becomes involved. The identification and ese of local educational re-~ ,

sources-can be facilitated or thwarted by theése Council members. Perhaps

most importantly, they must help serve .as the conduit for knowledge- about

: the educational system to their fellow citizens: ® <
OE program designers had recognized that a prerequisite for locally

sensitive‘ehange was an increase in the, educational sophistication of

- the client community. Many new community SCC members had not had oppor—
tunities to develop such sophistication. For them, the "Council meetings
thenpselves were often the source of valuable training in both organiza- ‘
tional skills anhd educational know-how. Funds were available to the SCCs
to extend this knowlédge into the larger community and provide an informa-
tional base for any school/community dialogue. The presence on the Coun-
cil of representative commuﬂity members would help to ensure that the’
methods adopted for any community education program would allow it to
reach the desired audience.

‘ Community Council members were to be dravn from the adult population
served by the Urban/Rural schools, and the guidelines did not specify
that they mus¢ be parents of children in the participatigg schools. Onfe

‘ ‘: n

3bid., p. 23. 37 . T
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*
formed, the Councils wrote their own constitutions or bylaws, each of~
which provided for the pos;ibility of future chaages in composition within
the OE guidelines for representation and parity. ’

Information received from the 391 people who have served as commun-

ity representatives on .their SCCs indicates that 97 percent were local :

residents during the time they served on the Council. Five urban sites
reporcéd thac’nbc all of their cpmmunity representatives were local regi-‘
dents; nonresidents ranged from 4 to 21 percent. Althqﬁgh this is clearly
contrary to\PID specificatiéns, no explagation for the situation was of-

feréd . . & A , -

a

Community representatives tend to be parents of children in the ~
participating schools. Several Councils specified that only parents were
eiigible for membership, and seven sites have 100 percent parents. Eight
sites have~1ess than 75 percent; the program average is 82 percent. Al- _
though these figures are not surprising in view of the higher interest
that might be expected of parents and the prior experiences that the’ e
school syvstem has had with such groups as the PTA, they do indicate that,
in the period being examined, the community components aré not represent-

ative of the total community.

The distribution between male and female community members 1is*shown

in Figure 3.3 As with school representaﬁives, female community members

Figure 3.3
) Distribution-of Community SCC Members
by Sex, by Site, and by Area E
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predominate at the urban sites. The mean figure for females at urban
sites is 81 percent. Males predominatg slightly at rural sites (53%):
The absence of urban male'community representatives refleéts a family
pattern that exists in many ghetto communities. )
Disparity charts are used in'this chapter to present information
about the differences and s}milarities betweén the school apd community
"members on each of the SCCs. Each point on thé chart, or figure, repre-
sents one SCC. The positioﬁ of the points along the horizontal axis is
determined by ranking: those SCCs showing greater disparity are at the
left and those with less are at the right.' The horizontal distance be-
tween points is arbitrary, but uniform. fhe lines connecting all urban
and ;11 rural sites are deant to méke possible an‘overall comparison of
urban aﬁd rural areas. The distance of the point from the base line
(0 percent disparity) indicates the aggregate hisparity of thée SCC from
the inception of the Council until September 1973. Disparity, for the
purpose of this study, refers to the lack of congruity between th; school
and community representatives as indicated by the particular quality or
characteristic being measured (or, as in Figure 3.4, between the commun-
ity and the community members of the SCC). For example, &f 25 percent of
a Council's community members have Bachelor's degrees and 80 percent of
the school staff héve the same degree, there ig a 25 percent overlap and
a 35 percent disparity. i

Figure 3.4 shows the disparity between the ethnic backg}Ound of each

-

Figure 3.4

Disparity in Ethnic Background between
b ] Pupils and Community SCC Members by

Site and by Area
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munity representatives on the various SCCs share certain traits in common
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site's pupil population and its community SCC representatives. The

assumption here is that the ethnic background of the ‘pupils will be simi-

lar to that of the community. Thus, the chart graphically displays the

percentage difference between these two groups as a method'of\judging the

degree to which the community representatives on the Council are of the L

same ethnie background as their.fellow citizens. A site at which the, :

ethuic composition of these two groups is identical would therefore be

indicated on the O percent disparity line. " )
Although nine sites have community representatives of only one race,

and only three sites have an equally homogeneous student population,

Figure 3.4 demonstrates that most sites ﬁeve achieved an equitable ethnic

distribution that fairly represents the larger community. v
Occupational data expands upon the information already presented.

More than 50 percent of the comﬁunity representatives at eight of the

urban sites are classified as homemakers or laborers. This contrasts .

w1th the rural sites, where only one site has as high as 47 percent- of

these categories. The total average oE homemakers or laborers among com-

munity representatives for urban sites is 51 percent and 28 percent for

rural sites. Professionals or people at the managerial 1eve1 ‘comprise

more than 30 percent of the community membership at five of the rural

sites, whereas no urban site has more than 21 percent in this category.

An average -of 12 percent of the urban and 20 percent of the rural com-

munity representatives are so employed. -
In addition to school and community representatives, most of the. -

SCCs have members drawn from the student body. 1In all, a total of 119

students hare served on 18 SCCs, representirg grade levels from 4 tﬁrougb

12: The impact of their presence, with a few potable excebtions, has

been negligible. According to interview infortmation, they hesitated to

participate in SCC activities as advocates of student priorities.

In these measurements of the degree to which the 'school and com-
’ )

with members of their constituencies, several trends are apparent. Not

.

e -

many school representatives have been drawn from the ranks of paraprofes-

sionals and nonprofessionals, and the education level of these schodl-
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i .based SCC members is thus higher than it might have been had a more equi-
'. . table distribution. been emplqyed. This* characteristic is apparent at
Yoth urban and rural sites, as is the predominance of female school rep-
» resentetimes.. .

Commdmity representatives nearly all 1i§e‘within the area served by
the Urban/Rural schools, and 82 percent of them are parents of children
‘attending these scho.ls. Community members who do not presehtly have

S children in the partichating schools are underrepresented Underrepre-
sentation alsp occurs at‘the urban sites because of the low proportioir of
s+ male commugéty members. Ethnic ddta do not indicate any marked Misparity
- . between community répresentatives and pupil populations. Overall, the
s - .. sites may be judged to have done a credible job ip~involving representua—
tive members fronﬁboth the schodl and qpmmunity.

Community members from the rural sites tend to ha%e a higher level

of educational achievement than those at qrban sites. Occupationel cate-

- v vt

-gories also reflegt,a higher educational.level among community members at

L}

the rural sites. ‘

A more accurate picture of the internal dynamits of the Councils is-
. * ‘ . .
Y presented when school represeirtatives aﬁe viewed against their counter-

parts from the ‘community. +I§ is in this context of the two groups work-

- ing togetheér that the concept of parity assumes its significance..

K4 * s

/ . .

, Par}tz
o o
. The requirement, that the SCCs operationalize parity between repre-

sentative members from both the school staff and the community présents
eQEB.Council with a dilemma. The two qualities of representativeness
and parity are to 'some_degreb mutually exclusive at Urban/Rural sites.
In economically depressed areas a truly representative group of the local
citlzenry will not contain e%:cational att:izutes, training, . and experi-
énce nermally associated with those necessary for ''power equalization"

. with the school staff. Certified staff members normally must possess at
least 'a Bachelor of Arts degree. They have the advantage that comes

with considerable experience within the school syStem and are comfortable

S 4i .
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® . with edpcatfonal jargon. Their income is often far in excess of the com-
_munity norm, and in urban areas they usuelly do not have the vested in-
terest in the school that comes w1th local residency and parenthood. A
community group w1th the qu“11ties of education, occupation, and adminis-=
- trative know-how to match the ‘school group would not in turn, be repre- : '
sentative. ’ .
Parity, as envisioned by OE, was to be the goal for each School/ . «
Community Council. Defined partly by numbers but more importantly as b
equality of power within a relationship between differing groups, it is
neither static nor readily discernible. The emphasis in this discussion
will be on the indicators of the potential power of both school and com—
munity groups working within a single organization--the SCC.
'? : ’ The OE guidelines oevote only one sentence to parity:
*The concept of parlty‘should be reflected‘in the composition of . .

the Council, with at least half the membership. represented com-
prising other than school: staff.

L4 The opportunity was thus afforded to form the Council in such a'way as to
approach. a balance of power. When the SCC is viewed as a negotieting

- N body it will be seen that the effectiveness, or power, of the members of
one éronp on the Council will be determined by the credibility that they
are able to establish and maintain with members of the other group. It

~ 'isfassumed here that when these $€wo groups, school and community, share
certain common gqualities they are more likely to achiéve negotiating suc-
cess than when they have little in common.

L “ Figure 3.5 shows’ the disparity between the school and community

components of each Council in Dercent of males.‘ why is this comparison

important? Recognition or attrlbution og equal status contributes to
1)

parity. Status within the group helps to define,power within the group,
® and it may be ascribed for a variety of reasons, including sex. TFor ex-
ample, a group of predominantly male school staff SCC members in inter-

action with a predominantly female tommunity component might be reluctant
\

- £,

® Ve
4"1970 Program Information," p. 1l1. /
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Figure 3.5

* Disparity in Representation of Males t,
between School and Community SCC Members
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to see the community group as equal For reasons of sex rather than com-

munity origins.

duced into this discussion of parity.

It is for this reason that sex characteristics are intro-"~

~

A Council ' in which the percentage of males and females within the

Eommunity component is exactly balanced by an equal percentage of males

and females within the school group would fall on the 0 percent line.

Only two urban sites exhibit such congruity. The majority of rural sites

have a disparity in the direction of more males that favors the community

©

group; at the urban sites.there is a disparity in the direction of more

females in both groups, but there are more males in the school group than

“in the community group.

A similar measurement of disparity between the ethnic backgrounds

of school and community SCC members is shown in Figure 3.6. With a mean

disparity of 18 percent for the total program, the average urban site
\

shows a 28 percent disparity in contrast to the rural average of 16 per-

cent. Only three of the 23 sites have ethnic congruity between school

and community groups.

r
!

v
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Figure 3.6

Disparity in Ethnic Background bétween School
and Community SCC Members, by Site and by Area
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The disparity between the school and community groups as it relates
to re51dency at the Urban/Roral site presents a dramatic contrast between

urban and rural sites (Figure 3.7). The mean disparity is 45 percent;

3

Figure 3.7

Disparity in Representation of Distric¢t Residents between
School and Community SCC Membets, by Site and by Area

-

® 100% o - ® URBAN SITES
‘ O RURAL SITES

3

DISPARITY |

1]

[v
)
¢




the average for all urﬁ;n.51tes 1s 70 percent and for rural sites 14 per—
cent. These figures do not indicate a peculiar failure on the part of
the urban sités but portray the typical situation in which inper-city
teachers do not live in the area in which they teach.

This' situation is also reflected in;the-information presented in

Figure 3.8. There exists a considerable difference between the school
.

- 0

Figure 3.8 ) .
Diéparity in Representation of Parents : c
X . between'School and Community SCC Members "
. , - by Site and by Area -
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» and community groups in the degree to which they are parents of children

attending the Urban/Rural schools. The average disparity for all rural

sites is 41 percent and for urban sites 64 percent.

The pattern that has been evident in these charts of member charac-
* tefistics continues to operate in Figure 3.9, which illustrates the dis-
parity between the educational level attained by members of the two
groups. Again, the urban sites are located at a greater distance from
the ¢ percent-line that signifies congruity. In this instance, the
dif ference between urban and rural is not dramat{c (urban average, 78

percent; rural average, 72 percent) but the tendency persists.

45 '
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Figure 3.9

Disparity in Level of Education between
School and Community SCC Members
Y by. Site and by Area
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The presentation of overall disparity percentages belies the dyna-
mic nature of the Councils, in which relationships change week .by week,
The charts do suggest, however, that differences exist among the various
sites and between the two major groupings of urban and rural. Rural sites
exhibit greater male membership than do urban. This fact takes on partic-

nlar importance when negotiation with the LEA is considered. School

. systems have males in 1eadersﬁip positions, and the effectiveness of the

SCC is' partly determined by. its ability to ne?otiate with the LEA officials.
Based on the information available it would be justified to assume that

. the greater proportion of males at the rural fites would contribute to

success in establishing and maintaining their autonomy with local school
officials. -

The measurement of ethnic disparity within the Councils relates to
parity in the sense that ethnicity introduces a sensitive dimension. The
assumption is that the greater the disparity the greater the poteatial
for misunderstanding and conflicting priorities.

\
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‘of the 23 School/Community Councils.

¥

Residency. disparity data present a sharp contrast between urban and

rural sites and are presented in the belief that the neighborhood experi-

\

ence when shared by both school and community members will possibly lead
to a Sense of commonality of goals that will facilitate SCC deliberationms.
Similarly,'the degree to which school ané community members have children
attending the same school is likely to contribute to shared educational

1

prlorltles and concerns. X
he disparity between the educational level of community members
and school representatives is perhaps the mcst obvious indicator that
the two groups have not entered into SCC membership as equal partners.
This chapter has been directed to an“eiamination of the qomposition
The evidence, presented indicates
that the rural sites have established Councils that more ciosely apbroxi—
mate the federal idea of parity, but the concept gaiﬂg Significance only
throggh action--in this case the dec151ons made by the Council. In the
following two chapters we w111 look at how thé Councils conducted their
business and some of the decisiong they have made, in order to review

“ b4
the on-site implications of representativeness-and parity.

e »
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COMMUNITY INVOL

M

.

. L ‘These meetings are open and” they are posted. We grappled with
@ this idea of a tight little group that would, in effect, be-
P come the same thing that the school is--a structured thing that
nobody can reach, nobody can touch, nobody can make a dent on.

School/Community Council Chairperson

o . -
The School/Community Council is résponsible fé%.gncouraging ané
attending to program input from all sectors of the school and community.
Evgn though the ZOmposition of the SCC may be representative and provide
o a significant degreef of power to bot’:'h groups, SCC activities can take
place either in relative isolation from the constituency of the Council
or in a climate of exchange and communication. The ¢ontinued communica-
tion between the Council and the community and 'school depends upon Coun-
“ cil efforts to maintain open channels and up? the confidence that the
school and the community afford the SCC.
The degree of access to the SCC and its deliberations and the confi-
: dence placed in its adtion are, of course, difficult to observe, measure,
® and quantify. ~The evidence we have gathered is only indicative and in-
‘ direct, but 1£AALy serve. to describe the profile of the overall program
and the variation among sites. The indicators discussed here were selected
to reflect something of the spirit of the relationship between the SCCs and
9 the school/community context in which they ha\{e operated, particularly com—
munity accessibility to pr&gram delibefations and operations. These in-
dicators are: !
1. Degree of access to SCC meetings. ) .
K ) : 2. Organizational continuity of the SCC. |
3. Characteristics of the SCC sFaff.
4, Qecision-making capabilities 6f the SCC.
Despite the attention given to "community involvement'" in recent
® . years, the term defies precise definition. "Community'" is defined for

the Urban/Rural program to mean residents within a school area together

-
.

43 .




-36-

A

with parents of children outside the area who attend the school; the pre-

.c1se meaning of involvement is not nearly so clear. Acknowledging the

deflnitional difficultig,, in this report we take community involvement

R S

to refer to those activities that allow community people to know about
the program and to exert influence upon the decisions that shape it and

affect its operation.

»
&

Although the community is reéresented on the Council through the
membefship of local éeoplq, their présence does not guarantee further
community involvement. Ig ‘the. absence of a specific design for involve-
ment, the SCC might be incorporated into the'échool system to the rela-
tive éxclusion of nonschool people. Federal program guidelines encour-
aged extensive involvement but left the question of how this was to be
accomplished to éhe discretion of the SCC. In this chab;er we have )
summarized some of the information which indicates the nature aﬁd ekgent
of that involvement. i

The newly formed Councils faced many organizational’ protlems in
their early phase of operation, many of which have been resolved in
various ways. Thié chapter, except where noted, covers the circumstances

that exigted following program installation, i.e., the period from June

1972 through September 1973.

” .
[y

Access to School/Community Council Meetings

The School/Community. Council was .established as the executive organ—
ization responsible for policy-making and overall administrative control
of the local Urban/Rural p}ogram. Its meetings, which bring together
persons with diverse backgrounds, skills, interests, and expe}iences,
are important not only as business sessioﬂs but as forums for the ex-
change of ideas and the dissemination of information. Although both
school and community Council members have often had only limited exp;ri—

ence with either educational bureaucracy-or curricular alternatives, the

teachers' familiarity with the local educational system gives them a clear

adbantage'in Council deliberations. Community members must often develop

an expertise in these areas in order to be able to make informed decisions

to establish parity with school staff representatives. SCC meetings

19 .
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serve an important trgining function; if the educatioﬁél benefits of these
meetings are to be fully realized by the larger community, access to them
should be ‘encouraged. Involvement by cormunity members in addition to those
on the SCC could demonstrate support for community represeﬁtatives on the ,
Council and assist in community ﬁﬁde;standing and acceptance of educational

change within the school. Parity between school and community means, at

the very least, that members of, either group should have equal access to

, program information and the opportunity ‘to participate in program activi-

>

tiese ' .

Access to SCC meetings is indicated, in our data, by these features
of the SCC operations: meeting locatlon, frequency, and openness; atten-

dance; and publiC1ty given to the meetings and to the SCC.

-

Location of SCC Meetings

. e .
!

The question of where SCC meetings were to be held was one of the

-

first decisions facing the newly;fofmed Councils. 1In addition to the
usual consideration of suitable facilities, many SCCs also sought to meet
—

in locations that would encourage public attendance.

Regular SCC meetings are held at each#of the Urban/Rural sites, and

~

at the majority of sites the Council meets in the school (see Table 4.1).

Typically one of the larger rooms, such as the 1ibrary or cafeteria, is

used;, although one urban site has chosen to conduct its business from

the Board of Education offices located several miles from the Urban/Rural

school.

Table &.1

. i
- Place of School/Community-Gouncil Meetings
R by Area
S (percentages)
Area School-based - Community-based ,
Urban 75 25
Rural « 45 . 55

Total - 61 ) 39




. Frequency of SCC Meetings .

At three of the urban sites and six of the rural sites, meetings are

conducted apart from school facilities, often in buildings that have b#

.renovated by the SCC to provide space for both training and SCC meetings.

Store—front offices have been established at four sites, .and their dis-
tance from the scgool serves both to symbelically identify the indepen-
dence of the program and also to provide a convenient drop-in center for
interested residents’and teachers. Faced with similar goals and an ab-
sence of suitable structures, two rural site have purchased mobile homes

and another two have designed and built their own buildings.

.

Frequency of meetings is one indiéation of the-opportunity available
for SCC members to deliberate and take action. In the absence of meetings,
decisions tend to be made by staff or other “authorities in the school.
Access and frequency of meetings are thus related.

The majority of rural Councils meet biweekly in contrast to ghe
majority of urban Councils, whose meetings are scheduled monthl& (see
Table 4.2). Committee work continues during the period between meetings,
with most Council members serving»on one or more of those smaller groups.
The only meetings to which nonmembers may have ready access are those of

the full council.

‘Tablq 4.2

Frequency of School/Community Council rleetings :

by Area
‘ (percentages)
Area Weekly Biweekly Monthly
Urban 8 42 750
Rural 9 64 27
Total .9 52 39

51
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Openness of SCC Meetings

Nearly all of the SCC meetings are conducted in public; that is, the
meetings are open to anyone who may-wish to attend. This is true at 91
percent of the total number of sices: 83 percent of the u;ban sites and
all of the rucal ones. Only eight of the sites, however, are noteworthy
for the number of visitors that they have attracted. As for the rationale
for closed meetings, one Team Maneger expressed it as follows:

You couldn't possibly have a meeting where you'd open up all the
issues to the general public. When we fight among ourselves,
that's one thing, but to get in an open meeting and fight among
ourselves is another thing. We fight among ourselves privately,
but to the community we present a kind of united front, which is
the way it. has to be..

Member Attendance

Most of the Councils have been able to sustain participation by Coun-
cil members. SCC minutes and interviews conducted at the sites show that
only 13 percent of the Councils have been plagued by quorum problems (17%
of urban sites and 9% of rural 51tes). Where this problem has occurred,
however, it is chronic. Necessary busicess has often been postponed be-
cause of an absence of voting members. There is no e;idénce that quorum

difficulties can be attr1buted to the absence of members from one group

rather thec the other. '

Council members are.reimbursed Eér babysitting and other necessary
expenses, and in addition most Councils (urban, 83%: rural, 82%; total,
83%) pay members for attendance at meetings, anywhere from $2.50 per hour
to $15.00 per meeting. The position taken by most Councils has changed
over time and$several that did pay members no longer do, while others

started such payments.nearly a year after the Council was formed.

Publicity of SCC Meetings

Of the 23 Councils, 18 publicize the time and location of SCC meet-
ings. Publicity has become a major concern of several Councils. News-
letters, de51gned both to provide information about the program and to

encourage 1ncreased community part1c1patlon have been distributed bv

e

most Counclls (urban, 83%; rural, 64%; total, 74%), but few have prospered.

’
[
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- iny the publications from six sites "have appeared with regularity. Rather ®
, than generate their bwn materials, most SCCs have turned to locally estab-
l#shed media. Over half of the sites indicate that they have made exten-
sive .use of radio, TV, and newspaper coverage. One site has produced a
16mm film for local and national distribution that highlights the achieve- N ®
ments of a summer training program, and another has contracted for pro-
gram coverage by the local cable TV station.’ ,
Publicity can, however, be the source of unreasonable ‘expectations, '
and s,everal sites 1Jimited c¢overage during the first year of operation, °®

as explained by one of the Team Managers:

We've got an extremely low profile here, and that is just as it

should be. One of the biggést weaknesses that you can get into

in education is to call the papers in, or do it yourself, and

constantly say what you're going to do. . . . The only thing °®
that you should ever tell the papers is what you did and, of

course, we haven't really done too much that is usefuyl yet.

This review of some of the characteristics of SCC meetings points
out several of the ways an SCC can encourage éreater communication within -
its school and ecommunity coastituency. There is, it appears, a greater o
tendency at the rural sites to condyct the program o as to encourage
. community involvement. For example, rural SCCs are more likely to hold
their meetings in community facilities located away from the school.
Their meetings, which are generally held more often, are also more of ten ‘@
open than are those at the urban sites and have been less troubled by
attendance problems. Urban and rural sites do ot differ in the policies
that have been adopted about the payment.of members for attendance at SCC
rr;eetings; these payments., however, seem to have little impact upon other > ®
aspehts of SCC operations. Interes?ﬂhgly, those sites that have had dif-
ficulty in attracting a quorum are also among those that pay their SCC
members. Most sites have used several informational media, but the urban
sites have produced more newsletters., This is nTt surprising in view of v ®

\

the much larger communities that the urban SCCs Wust inform.
t

The Organizational Continuity of ithe SCC
. !

. ! .
The Urban/Rural program at each of the sites is subject to the scru- ®
3 .

tiny of those whom the SCC members represené. The lasting success that

- /
25
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the SCC can achieve at the 51te will depend upon the credlbllity and con-
fidence it inspires in a significant portion of the teacher staff and the
rAesidents from the surrounding community.

Community confidence is facilitated by situqtions in which community
representatives on the SCC are in a position to influence the direction
of the program. One indicator of such influence is the degree to which
community members hold leadership positions Gnﬁebe Council; another is
the willingness of community memvers to serve and to continue to-serve.

Community continuity on and leadership in the SCC therefore have possible

‘implications for involvement of the extended community.

SCC MembershigﬁTurnerr i
I

By September 1973, the School/Community Councils had been i, obera-
tion for am average of 25 months. Urban SCCs maintained larger memBer-

ship during that period (see Table 4.3). "It is apparent.that the total

.

Table 4.3
Average Number of’School/Community Council Members
per Site by.Area *

Percentage of . .
Original Members as of Original Members ‘' Total Members

Area  Members September 1973 Still Serving Since Formation
Urban  29.5 28.5 . 44.9% 45.8
Rural  20.5 19.6 42.4 32.3
Total 25.2 2.3 43.6 - 39.3

number of people who hgfe been members is considerably greater than the
memberthp at any given time. Membership turnover has occurred naturally,
and there is no evidence at any of the sites of multiple resignations
having been employed as a protest. None of the Cougcils have retained

their entire original membership.

AY
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. S6C Membership Tenure . -+

Table 4.4 compares the tenure of school and community representatives

of

¢ Table 4.4 . . !
S J .
. Average 1>nure of School and Community SCC Members
> - - by Area
B “ Community School
Area Representatives Representatives
) ». Urban 14.8 months . 16.3 months _ b
’ Rural "17.4 - 17.7
. ”~

) Total 16.0 17.0

4 ;

on the SCC. Tne date\inaicate that whereas in both,urban~and rural sites

school representatives have experienced a longet‘tenure, the difference

is smaller at bhe rural sites. Cons1stent w1th the stronger community

orlentatlon at the rural 51tes, representatives from both schogl and

community tend to stay on the Council longer at the rural sites. ThL

number of rurai sites with community tenura greater than school tenure

also exceeds the number of urban sites, four rural and three urban.

Seven urban sites have had lqnger tenure of school representatives; five
' rural sites and four urban sites have had the same tenure fog both groups.

. Although one urban site retords an ll—month advantage for school repre-

sentatlves, the difference between the two groups is three months or less
at 17 sites.

The fact that the tenure of school and community reoresentatives is
similar at nearly‘all of the sites indicates that community representa-
tives believe that membership on the Council is worthwhile. If commun-
ity input were interpreted by'SCC members to be only a token gesture, the
discrepancy between school and community tenure would probably be far

“

greater.

i )
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SCC Chairperson .
® . P

An indication of the confidence that-community members ﬁave in the
SCCs is the percenﬂbge of time that community people have served as SCC
chaiipersoni“ overall this ﬂas been 64 percent: 58 percent at urban sites-
@ . and 71 penceﬁt at rural sites. Council chairpersons are elected by their
colleagues on the Council, and it is significant that for nearly two-
thirds (64%) of the progfam duration a community representative has had
this leadership position. The readiness of community members to assume
o the additional tasks and responsibilities of chairing the SCCI shows, in
our view, a sense ,of personal effectiveness as SCC members and a commit-

- ment to program goals. At 11 of the sites &5 urban and 6 rural), all '
chairpersons have been community representatives. In contrast, at 4 of
@ the sites (3 urban and 1 rural) community representatives have never

served as chairpersons. It should also be noted that at the rural sites .
Community members have served as chairpersons for a greater percentage of
time than at urban sites.
@ Prior to September 1973, 49 persons had serveichl as SCC chairpgrsons,
24 at urban sites and 25 at rural sites. (See Appendix C for informa-

tion on chairpersorns.) Table 4.5 shows the groups within the Council

o Table 4.5 . <
“Groups Represented by SCC Chairpersons
: by Area
(percentages)
P . : .
- : School/ School/ v School/
Area- Community Administrator Teacher Paraprofessional -
)

Urban 63 -0 : 33
Py Rural 72 12 12

Total 67 6 22 4

that these people represent. The fact that 67 percent of the SCC chair-
® persons have been community representatives contrasts sharply with the

6 percent who have been drawn from the ranks of school administrators.

D6
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Of the total of 49 SCC chairpersons, 22 percent have been women. The
sites have averaged just over .two chairpersons eacﬂ from the form;tioh
'/ of the Councils to September 1973. ‘ ’ ’
Table 4.6 shows various charactéristics of those who have served as
- i SCC‘chairpersons.A There i§_a high pegcenthge of parents and a lack of
' emphgsis given to‘educatioﬁal credentials. The tenure figures suggest a
cergain amount of flexib}lity ih Fetms of changes in leadership.

. ¥
v

o . Table 4.6 o
Educational Characteristics of SCC Chairpeféoné
by Area K
’ " Percentage with %ercentage Average = -

Percentage with High School Who Are Tenure

Area BA or Above . Piploma Parents . (in months)o
. Urban 38% - 62 41% 12.0
- Rural 52 48 72 11.2
Total ~ 7 45 Lo 55 , 57 11.6

The SCC chairpersons occupv responsible leadership posigions in the
" local Urban/RurEl programs and serve without compensation beyond that
received by other SCC members. Asﬁ;he ébove discussion indicaﬂes, the
sites geéera}ly have selected community people to fill this poét, a situ-
ation which gives legitimacy to community-input and a community orienta-
tion to the SCC. The éommunity interests that these SCC chéirbersons rep-
resent provide the program with important information about the local cir-

cumstances and encourage wider participation through' demonstrated cred- -
- .

’ r

ibility.

Ay

School/Community Council Staff

' Just as the decisions made by the SCC regarding the procedures for
meetings and the election of community representatives to lgadership
poditions imply a particular stance with implications for community in-
volvement, the selection of a School Development Team Manager (SDTM) also

bears on the question of parity. -'Since Team Managers are responsible for

5 N
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the day-to-day implementation of Urban/Rural activities and training pro-
. grams, their experience with and sensitivity toward the community have‘a
strong effect on the operationalization of parity. -
The role of the SCC is specified in the Program Information Document:
As the primary policy-making body wof the Urban/Rural SDP prbject,

the Schodl/Community Council has a crucial role.? It must select
a School Development Team Manager.

The importance of this selection arises from the definition of .the Team

Manager as the person '

'resDonsiBlé for the development and implementatioh
of the entire program."2 This section will review the results_of thé
se}ections.through a presentation of descriptive information about both
the School Development Team Managers énd any supporE staff that may have
been ;mployed to further the progfam goals.

Whereas the School/Community Council is expected to be responsible
for overall program)policy, the administrative responsibility is assigned
to the School Development Team Manager. The' influence that the Team
Manager could develop within the program and the necessity for an unusual
blend of expertise both in education and community affairs was recognized
by most SCCs, several of which initiated a national search for their Team
blar{ager . ‘ i

School Development Team Managers have been emploved at each of the
23 sites, and befqre September 1973 only three sites had experienced any
tﬁrnover. (See Aépendix D for information on SDPTMs.) Of the 27 managers
that have been hired, 85 percent have a background in public'educatiog,
q'generally both as a classroom teacher and in an administrat%ve capacity
within the school system. Nearly half (urban, 43%; rural, §42; total,
48%) were residents of the Urban/Rural site prior to their employment by
the SCC. Almost all of tﬂé Team ﬁanagers (93%) have a BA or above, in-
cluding two with PhD;é.

Although it is difficult to assess accurately the relative nowver of

the Team Managers vis-a-vis the Council, there is little evidence that

1

2Ibid., p. 13.

un

"1970 Program Informationy"” p. 12

AR Y




the advantages of their education and experience have enabled their views
to dominate those of the Council. The following comment on the SCC by

s
one of the Team Managers is illustrative, if nct typical, of the situa-

tion.that exists at some of the sites:

They still have extremely strong control. They have total direc-

. tion over me. If they pass a motion saying that next week 1'll
spend four days over at the . County Board of Educa-
tion office interviewing their personnel, I'd be there four days.
It's total. And,if they say they want a particular kind of pro-
gram and I'm to set it up, I set it up. .

At other sitas the Teap Managers have assumed or been granted greater s
latitude in defining their authority, and their influence is often con-

J
siderable even while operating within the constraints established by the

Council. r .

!

School—Commun&ty Coordinators

‘In_addition to their role in implementing training programs, several
Team Managers have been delegated responsibility for community involve~
ment, and have recruited school-community coordinators. A typical job
announcement from one‘of the sites lists the following duties of the coor-
dinators: ’

1. Establishes programs for all community-school related activ-
ties.

2. Promotes, publicizes, and interprets all programs to the
school staff and community. ‘

3. Conducts surveys and makes personnel visits in the community
to learn the educational needs of the community.

4. Establishes rapport with lay leaders in the community (busi-
ness, religious, and social).

That the position of séhool—community coordinator does not appear in the
federal ‘guidelines undoubtedly accounts for the fact that few SCCs héve ‘
utilized Urban/Rural funds for this purpose. SCC staff members not
directly associated with training activities are often limited to secre-
tarial duties. Only 30 percent of the sites (36% urban and 25% rural)

have hired staff members specifically to ensure community involvement.
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PY The fact that School/Community Council members have often felt most’
deficient in the areas of educational methodology and bureaucratic pro-
cesses has prompted the Cpuncils to retain the service of persons with

\\the iequisite experience. The responsibility for community involvement

PY has, at the majority of sites, been assumed by the Council itself--both

through the design of training programs that incorporate community people

as‘pgrégcipanté or resource consultants and through neighborhood activ-
itieé\of individual Council members. The priorities evident in staff

Py selecti ion hav; not, however, been entirely of the SCCs making since the
1n1t1a1 ‘task facing the Council, that of writing a proposal for the Office
of Education, emphasized technical skills over community development skills.

i

Decision-Making Capabilities of the SCC

_ . The influence and authority of the SCC grew out of the procedures and
actibities'initiated by the local Ufbag/Rufal program. At almost every

site, there were a minimum of vested interests involved in the organiza-

tion and structure of the Council. The program originated in Washington
and did not represé&nt the desires of any local interest group and therg-
fore did not have any previously developed political influence within the
local educational system. The authority and effectiveness of the SCC had .
to come from the program rather than from connections with an existing
mpolitical unit, agency, or community organization. It is thus important
to ask whether the SCCs were able to develop and maintain a significant
degree-of autonomy over the direction of the program.

There were groups at each site in a position to interfere with the
autonomy of the SCC. ' In the negotiations that established the program
at a given site, at least two agencies (the local school board and the
state education agency) had to agree to proposed plans before the pro-
gram could begin. In some sites, sign-off power aléo was granted to the
teachers' union and the Model Cities agency. Perhaps ‘the concept of com—
munity participation and parity at that time was sulfgciently compelling
to deter any inclination these agencies might have had to take advantage
of the vulnerability of a new program. It is also possible that they
saw the program as no real threat to their own interests and Were in-

clined to leave it alone. In some sites, they'may have regarded the

Q
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goals of the program as supporting their own. In any casé, the com
bined advantages of protection and funds from the Office of Education,
the assistance of Regional Coordinators and local community organizers
of the LTI (Field Facilitators),- and the general-appeal of the idea of
community participation have Seen enough éo makg a significant degree
of autonomy possible. N

Opportunities for outside‘interference in the legitimate affairs
of the SCC are also built into the design\of the program. Continuation
ppoposais prépared by the Council for submission to the Office of Educa-
tion must be approved by the LEA and, where applicable, the local Model
Cities agency (one rural site -and all urban éicas are located within a
Model Cities area). Cash flow is controlled by the fiscal gepartmenc of
thé LEA, and all Urban/Rural debts must be referred to that office for
payment.

Other considerations sometimes seem to ¢onstrict the‘autonomy-and

innovative scope of the program. For example, at some urban sites where

’;the program is located within only a few of the system's schools, the

LEA seemed to inhibit the brogram lest the excluded school staffs com-
plain of the preferential treatment of their colleagues. In a fgw
districts, the program conflicted with other projects that already had
high priority. Theré were, then, suitable conditions and ample oppor-
tunities for local adminisQrative units to restrain and limit the Urban/
Rural program.

Although such restraint did occur, it was not typical. When ques-
tioned aboué outside interference with SCC deliberations and activities
that have resulted in problems for the p}ogram, participants gﬁ only 22
percent of the sites indicated that such intrusion existed. This grob—
lem was more evident at the urban sites (33% as opposed to 9% at rural
sites), which is not surprising given the complexity of the urban educa-
tional infrastructure.

In each case where outside interference was cited as an impediment
to program implementation, the source identified was the LEA. Although
both the Model Cities agency and the State FEducation Agency (SEA) have
legitimate roles within the guidelines eéstablished by OF, neither group

61




o ~ has exerted its influence to the detriment of the program, and at most !
of the sites they have virtually removed themselves from Urban/Rural
activities. ' )

In addition to direct administrative interference with thg program,

o . there) are,' of course, opportunitiesl for more subtle types of influence

and control. Even though the Urban/Rural program generally exists in

an atmosphere of noninterference and sometimes strong support, this

{

does not necessarily mean that the SCC has acquired the capability to
o make decisions and do the planning required to produce a vigorous pro-

gram. The data related to SCC decision-making, therefore, are indicators

i of the degree of autonomy developed by the individual Councils.
The figures presented in Table 4.7 were derived from the minutes of
@ School/Community Council meetings. Decisions made at those meetings
Table 4.7
Average Number of School/Community Council Meetings
@ and Decisions by Area
) Decisions Zero-Decision
Area Meetings per Meeting Meetings
: 2. ' 5.2
® Urban 16.0 2.0
' Rural 25.5 3.6 2.6
Total 21.5 2.8 3.9
@ during the. period from June 1972 through May 1973 were tabulated for that

time period.3 These data reveal significant differences between the ur-
ban and rural Councils; the latter typically met more often, made more ,
decisions, ‘and had fewer meetings at which no decisions were made. )

o A further indicator of autonomy is evident in the degree of influ-
ence SCCs have hdd in hiring program personnel. A considerable portion
of each SOC'sbudget is available for salaries, both for the SCC staff and

for the many resource people and consultants employed to conduct training

3All decisions were counted with the exception of those relating to
the acceptance of the minutes from the previous meeting and the motion
to adjourn.
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programs. The decisions on whom to hire‘iegitimately belongs to the Coun-
cil, but a review of the SCC minutes indicates that several Councils‘have
had minimal input into such décisions. Although 12 (six urban and .six
rural) of the 23 SCCs appear to have been actively involved in the writing
of job specifications and the screening of applicants, the remaining 11
apparently have had little to say about the selection of employees.

A third indicat9r is found in gvidence of SCC control over the selec-
tion of educational programs. SCC minutes reveal that a majority of sites
(seven urban and five rural) appear to have accepted and funded programs
submitted to them by universities, research organizations, and private
consulting firms after minimal debate at SCC meetings. This did not
necessarily bring in inadequate educational programs, but it does indi-
cate that decisions in these areas are being made outside the Council.

In this chapter wé have 'limited ourselves to a consideration of those
locally designed procedures and practices likely to influence community
involvement and common to most sites. Few of the.criteria discussed here

are normally identified with educational programs. The unique character

. of the Urban/Rural program comes not from the significant variations that

ex1st hetween sites but from the apparent emphasis on community involve-
ment evident at the majority of sites. The importance of the indicators
presented here, along with those discussed in the previous chapter, can
best be"determined through théir collective impact on the design of train-

ing programs--the primary task of the SCC. .




CHAPTER 5

TRAINING ACTIVITIES ’

[

When we see a particular need we feel that it is very unlikely
® that anybody has already designed exactly what it is we need.
. We'd much rather have somebody look at our particular situa-
", tion and call for something geared more for us. We've kind of
’ stayed away from the program things and pre-written things. We
bring in people cold and we try to acquaint them with our prob-
lems and say ''Now, what would you suggest that we do rlght here?"
® --and it's worked fairly well. .

. . ‘ School Development Team Manager .
" f {
Although Urban/Rural was established under legislation drafted pr1-—
® marily to train educational personnel (EPDA, 1968), OE planners sought,
through the imposition of a new decision-making body with assured commun-
ity involvement, to tie teacher training to systemic change. The fact
that the training design was to be locally derived from the new sthool—
@ community relationship distinguished Urban/Rural from prior federal
teacher training programs.
The School/Community Councils were set up to bring abo:xt educational
- change, but the fundable options available to them were limited to those
@ activities that could be defined as training. We have already examined-
the composition and operating style of the SCCs and in this chapter will
describe the training programs that have been undertaken, together with .
the differences in priorities that are related to the varying degrees of
@ ) community involvement on the Councils. The specific concerns of this
" chapter are the nature of the training activities funded by the SCCs and

- the degree to which their design and implementation have been *influenced

by community participation within the local program.
@ During the first months of the program most SCCs were preoccupied

with the administrative and organization probfems associated with becom-

ing operational, and training designs formulated during this period were
often tentative and written to satisfy USOE's requirement that a proposal

@ be submitted to them within a few months after the first SCC meeting. .
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The information presented here,, therefore, is drawn from an examination
of the training activities that took place between June 1, 1972, and
June 1, 1973. Data were gathered from on-site interviews, the proposals
submitted to OE by the sites, and the "Training Sessions" forms (see
Appendix B).

As mentioned, individual sites were responsiblegfbr the decisions
about the types of training that were to be conducted. This resulted in
considerable diversity among the sites, of couyse, but it also gave the
program a local orientation and sense of responsibility in keeping with
the spirit of community participation in the planning and implementation
stages. It is possible, without specifying program content, to identify

several conditions which seem to indicate that a training program is

operating within the context of a collaborative school/community relation-

ship. 1In general terms, such a training program would identify and util-
ize the educational resources available in both the school and the cbnmun;
ity. (An example might be the employment of local citizens to provide
school staff members witlh;nformation about the community and its un%que
qualities.) Training would take place at the local school or in the com="
munity, and participation would not be limited to members of any particu~

A
lar group. The total craining package would include activities that would

help SCC members develop the educational and organizational skills neces-

sary for the drafting and implementation of training programs. Such train-
ing would both Llessen dependence on educational entrepreneurs and help to
demystify the educational enterprise. ’

Tdeally, each SCC was to make an assessment of the local educational
needs and devise a plan for training that would be directly related to
these needs. In a general seunse, the needs were similar--student achieve-
ment was relatively low in all of the Urban/Rural schools. The SCCs, how=
ever, saw this problem and its related facets in quite different wavs and
defined the needs of their school-community system in terms that often
reflected their own sense of local problems and of possible approaches to
solutions. o

The flexibility of the program together with the message that the

sites were to address their unique needs, resulted in a wide variety of
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training activities. These varied in almost every conceivable way--

length of training program, location of training activities, type of

personnel involved, content, type of staff engaged to conduct the train-
T

ing, and cost. Although any system for categorizing training programs

of such

e v
diversity will conceal much of the unique character of the activ-

ities that were conducted, it is worthwhile to try to summarize, even in

a general way, the training activities that were developed to serve the

needs of the 23 sites. The following criteria were developed for pro-

gram identification. The letters and numbers are keyed to the rows and

columns

in Figures 5.1 and 5.2.

Format of the Training Program

Formal Class: Instruction conducted in a classroom setting
either on- or of f-site and normally involving academic credit
when an institution of higher education is the source of ex-
pertise. :

Seminar, Workshop: Shert-term training conducted on-site
without academic credit and often with a limited objective.

Trip, Conference, Other: Visitations to educational resources
including both public conferences and those specifically de-
signed to meet U/R needs. (Exemplary and demonstration educa-
tional programs have been visited by site participants and
both U/R and other educational conferences have been attended.)

Source of Expertise /
Institution of Higher Education: Ifcludes all assistance pPro-
vided as a result of a contractual agreement between the SCC
and a college or university. -

Private Consultant: TIncludes both individuals and private
consulting firms. .

Government Agency: This category includes OE, SEA, LEA, LTI,
and the Burecau of Indian Affairs (BIA). .

SCC, Other: Training programs conducted by the SCC members or
staff.

Content of Training Program

Academic: Focus on teaching skills applicable to the needs of
public education but not specific to the unique circumstances
at the site.
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E. School-Community Interface: Training directed to the develop- ’ P
ment skills necessary for U/R program implementation and mutual )
understanding between school and community.

F. Community Oriented: Emphasis on information and techniques”
designed to translate the local situation into educationally .
relevant programs, i.e., Black studies, Chicano studies, o .
Indian education, bicultural education, local history, etc. ]

Target Population
Although the primary target papulation was identified for each
training program from the following three groups, members {rom .‘
the other groups were often encouraged to attend.

5. School Staff.

6. School/Community Council members and staff.

7. Community at large. ®

Two matrices were developed. The first (see Figure 5.1) is an inter-

: sect of the type or format of the training program with the source of ‘
Figure 5.1 ’ o
Intersect of Type or Format of Training Program
with Source of Expertise or Tnstruction .
\ ) o
ForwaF of Source of Expertise or Instruction ’
N Training Program o
. Institution of Private Governmental SGC,
Higher Education | Consultant Agency Other
Formal Class A R 3
Seminar, B o
Workshop
. . -
Trip, Conference, C
Other
1 2 3 % ®
Q .
technical assistance or expertise. The second (see Figure 5.2) is an
intersect of program content with the primary target population. These
. . \
two matrices permit us to develop a rough categorization of each of the .i
490 reported programs. . |
|
' ' ?
\‘ "
ERIC 6 ( )
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Figure 5.2
Intersect of Content of Training Program
with Target Population

Content of
Training Program

. School Staff scC Communi.ty

Primary Target Population :

Academic ' . D.

School-Community

Interface s E o
1 : .

Community F

Oriented 13 .

. 5 6 ) 7

.

An additional tally‘was made of the extent to which there was com-
munity participation-in activities where the school staff or the SCC was
the primary target of the. training program.

The distribution of training activities for all sites along these
various dimensions is shown in Table 5.1. As might be expected, there

* is considerable variation both in the number of activities and the tvpe

of activities condurted. The figures for all Urban/Rural-sponsored train-
ing point out that the bulk of the programs (ézi) have been directed to-
school staff members and that a majority of the programs (53%) have util-
ized the worksﬁbp or seminar format. Formal classes (23%) have been used
less. Less than half (46%) of the training has been of a strictly aca-
demic nature and nearly one third (30%) has dealt with site-specific
educational and cultural concerns. The sites have tended to rely on
private consultants (35%) and colleges and universities {32%) for tech-
nical assistance. i

In line with the breakdown of data into urban and rural areas,

Table 5.1 also presents the distribution of training activities by these
two majo; categories. There are several notable features in this con;
trast between Urb;n/Rural sites. Percentage differences among program

types between urban and rural sites are most evident in the format of
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Table 5.1

Distribution of Types of Training Programs by
Format, Source, Content, and Target

H

Urban Rural Total

Type of Program . % N z N % N
Format

Formal Class 19 44 26 68 23 112

Workshop or Seminar 62 142 45 118 53 260

Conference/Trip 18 42 29 76 246 118
Expertise Source
. Institution of Higher

Education 28 63 36 94 32 157

Private Consultant 40 91 31 82 35 173

Government Agency 18 42 21 55 20 97

Self - SCC 14 32 12 31 13 63
Content

Academic : 52 118 42" 109 , 46 227

School/Community Interface 26 60 22 58 24 117

Community Specific 22 51 - 36 95 ., /30 146
Target Population :

School Staff 64 145 60 158 62 303

scC 29~ 67 28 73 29 140

Community 7 16 12 31. 10 47

training sessions; urban sites have conducted 17 percent more seminars
and’horkshops than have rural sites. Rural sites haye relied on both
trips and conferences and formal classes to a greater degree‘than the
urban sites (a difference of 11 ahd 7 percent respectively). Program
content has been more site-specific at rural sites. The urban sites have
placed greater emphasis on academic programs and, to a lesser degree, on
the problems oﬁ school/cormunity interface. The source of expertise
drawn upon by both urban and rural sites reflects the overall priorities,
although rural sites .avz tended to draw more heavily on institutions of
higher education and governmental'agencies. Likewise there is little
difference between urban and rurdl sites in the primary target populatiq?s
selected for training programs, although it is noteworthy that the rural
sites have placed more emphasis on programs specifically for local com-

munity members than have urban sites.
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Perhaps the most important question of this survey }s whether there
exists a rélationsh?% bewween the Qegreé of community participation and
the type or format of training prograps developed. An indicator of such
a velationship would be the extent to which parity and representative-
ness have been achieved and the Council's implementation of procedures
to ensure community involvement. In order to answer this question,
criteria were identified which tould be used to draw up a general Index
of Community Input. This Index is based upon the indicators described
in preceding chaptersé The various indicators are weighted according to
a scheme that represents the authors' bias about the significance of the
indicator in reflecting community input. These criteria and the weight-
ings given to each are presenQed in Table 5.2. The possible range of
‘scores on the’Index oé Community Input is 4 to 31, with a median score
of 17.5. The distribution of urban and rural sites is shown in Table 5.3.
Of ccntral interest, however, is thé comparison between sites of rela-
tively ggeater community input and those with less than average input.

To facilitate such comparison, the 23 sites were divided into two groups;
the ten sites with a total score of 18 or better being identified as those
with greater community involvement, and the 13 sites with less than a to-
tal score of 18 identified as having less community involvement. The dis-
tribution of their activities along the lines of the two matrices described
earlier is shown in Table 5.4.

The point of these data is quite cléar. Those sites with greater
community input have produced programs that differ in nature and are di-
rected to a different population than those with relatigely less commun-—
ity input. Sites with greater community input devoted a smaller percent-—
age (21%) of their training activities to formal classes than did those
sites with a lesser dégree of community inph{\igék)'and instead tended
to design programs with a seminar or trip and conference format. The
difference between the two groups takes on added significance when pro-
gram content is considered. The sites with less community input lead in
the emphasis that they have placed on academic subject matter--56 percent,
or 17 percent more than those sites with greater community input. The

'problems of school/community interface and community specific educational

70
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* ’ Table 5.2 .

Criteria and Weightings for Indicators of Community Involveménc

Criteria Weighting
1. Location of SCC Meetings " Community 1
- School 0
2.  Frequency of SCC Meetings Weekly 3
Bimonthly 2
Monthly"’ 1
3. Openness of SCC Meetings to Public Yes 2
No | 0
4. Publication of SCC Newsletter Yes 1
. No 0
5. Proportion of Time Community Representative 80 -°1.00% 3
Served as SCC Chairman 40 - 79 2
0- 39 0
6. Average Tenure of SCC Membership Community 3
Greater for School or Community Same 2
School 1
7. Gommunity Membership of Original Council 60 - 100% 4
. 51 - 59 3
41 - 50 2
31 - 40 1
0- 30 0

8. Community Membership of Council in

September, 1973 . ' (same as #7)
9. Education of SCC Community Members, 50 - 1007 2
Not High School Graduates 25 - 49 1
) 0 - 24 0
10. Education of SCC Community Members, 0% 2
_BA or above 1- 10 1
11 - 100 0
11. -Occupation of SCC Community Members, 0 - 197 1
Professional, Technical, or Managerial 20 - 100 0
12. Parents among SCC Community Members , 0 - 84 3
85 - 100 2
13. 'Females among SCC Community Members 30 - 70% 1
: other 0
14. Employment of School/Community Coordinator Yes 1
- No 0
~
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Table 5.3
e
Distribution, Range, and Median
of Community Involvement Scores
by Site and by Area
(possible range, 4-31)
* Scores of Scores of
Urban Sites : Rural Sites
22 25
' 22 24
A \ 20 21
18 . 20
17 19
) 15 ' 19 ,
’ 14 17 .
t, 17
14 17
13 13
¢ 12 ' 11
11
Range: 11-22 Range: 11-25
Median: 14.5 ‘Median: 19
®
concerns received greater attention (by 14%) where there was greater
community involvement. Although over 60 percent of the programs were
¢ QQrected to school staff members, there is a marked difference between
/Ehe content emphasized in this training by the two groups, as 11lus~
’ trated in Figure 5.3 Sites with greater community input gave higher
” priority to both the local situation and the need for improved qchool/
L community relations. |
o
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Table 5.4
. . ' .
Distribution of Types of Training Programs N
(June 1, 1972, to June 1, 1973) 1
Sites with Greater Sites with Lesser 1
Type of Training Community Involvement  Community Involvement -
Format of Training Program Q
Formal Classes Conducted by:,
Institutions of Higher Education  21% 20% )
Private Consultants 0 4
. Government Agency 0 1 ‘
Subtotal 21 (N= 59) 25 (N= 53) o
Seminars or Workshops Conducted by:
Institutions of Higher Education 10 9
Private Consultants 24 22
Government Agency 10 14 .
sce ) : i ,i
Subtotal 53 (N=150) 52 (N=110) ."l
Trip or Conference Session Conducted by: P }
Institutions of Higher Education 1 2 d |
Private Consultants 8 14 .
Government Agency 9 5 |
sccC : 1 2
Subtotal 25 (N= 69) 23 (N= 49)
TOTAL 99% (N=278) 100% (N=212)

Academic, Aimed at: ;

School Staff 337 477

SCC Members and Staff 5 4

Community 1 5
Subtotal 39 (N=110) 56 (N=117)

.

School/Community Interface, Aimed at:

School Srtaff \ 3

SCC Members and Staff 17 . 19

Community 4 0
Subtotal 25 (N= 70) 22 (N= 47)

Community Specific, Aimed at:

School Staff 23 15

SCC Members and Staff ", 5 7

Community 6 1
Subtotal : 34 (N= 98) 23 (N= 48)
TOTAL 98% (N=278) 101% (N=212)

Note: The percentages differ from 100 because of rounding. N =
. number of programs.

3
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Figure 5.3

Content of Training Activities Directed toward School Staff <.
at Sites with-Greater and Lesser Community Involvement

50% .
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— — — _.Lesser Community Involvement :3 O Academic

. A
Greater Community Involvement "y /A School/Community Interface
}

30O Community Needs
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Community involvement in the design of training programs is also
evident in the number of activities specifically directed to community
members. Sites with greater involvement had community residents as -the
target populétion in 11 percent of the programs--5 percent more.than sites
without such input. Further analysis of the data reveals that the former
group of sites had csmmunity members as participants at 35 percent of- the
training activities that were not specifically designed for them. This
partiéipation by local residents in training activities is indicative of
community orientation. At sites with less community input, only 18 per-
cent of all tr;ining ;ctivicies were attended by community members.

Some examples may give a better idea of what this means in te¥ms of
specific activities. One of the sites, noted for its community involve-
ment, established a visitation program that permitted a team cémprised
of a teacher, a paraprofessional, a student, and a parent to visit an
innovative sqhool of their choice for one week. The differing pérspec»

tives provided by this group were available to the SCC upon their return

{
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and led to implementaéion of both curricular and administrative changes in
the local school. Another site has directed a considerable portion of its
activities to the local citizenry with the idea of training them to become
certified teachers in the school. Local people are taking courses toward

a BA degree in facilities provided by the local school and under the direc-
tion of a professor recruited from a regional college. This arrangement has
been adopted at three rural sites and brings the res;hrces of the college to
the local school and community in addition to providing the dnivegsity
personnel with valuable hands-on experience. One Team Manager, reflect-

ing on the impact that this new procedure has had, reported:

A real good spin-off has been that the area college here is
changing their policies on a lot of ideas and they say they
have learned more from Urban/Rural than we have learned from
them, and what they like is the way in which the community
is being involved in the planning of the educational program.

Still another site with strong community input has requested all
visiting consultants to make an eQening presentation to the community
?ollowing their work with the teachers during the school day. Many of
these sites havé invited interested community members to accompany SCC and
teacher delegations to educational conferences. Although there is, of
course, a great variety among sites in both categories of community input,
sites with a stronger community emphasis have generally tended to adapt a
broader definition of training. C

Training programs established by SCCs with less community input have
often adhered to a more traditional format, typically piacidé a premium
on university courses (oﬁasn conducted away from the site) and academic
credit. There is often little to distinguish elther the content or the
format of such training from that being undertaken by other teachers not
associated with thé Urban/Rural program.

While it is not possible to assess the impact of the individual
\training programs that Havé been designed and implemented, it is clear
that Urban/Rural has enabled teacher training to be conducted with a new
regard for the local setting. The evidence indicates that the inclusion
of community members on the Counclls and the invitation egtended by the
Council to the larger community have, where présent, had ah impact on the

style, content, and direction of training.



CHAPTER “6

SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Urban/Rural School Development Program was an ambitious, perhaps
idealistic, attempt to demonstrate the viability of a coilaborative effort
between schools and communities to develop educational programs that will
meet local educational needs. DeSigned with an awareness that low-income

comunities have had neither necessary educational resources nor a signifi-

* cant voice in educational policy—ﬁéking, the program acknowledges that the

responsibility for planning in education must be shared by school staff
and community. The central concept of the 'program was parity. The attempt
to establish a parity relationship was the most daring and venturesome fea-
ture of the program.

Community involvement and participation has often been problematic.
The relationship between schools and their communities are especially
unstable when the community and school staff begin to develop an active
partnership in the educational process. The Urban/Rural program sought
to infuse the gducational system with a more complete knowledge of the
values and the experiences of children from the community and with more
information about the specific educational needs of the area. For this
task, community input is needed, since knowledge about the culture of the
local communities was often not a part of the formal training of the teach-
ing staff. A parity relationship between school and community establishes

a forum for mutual education about local viewpoints and needs of both resi-

dents and teachers. ,

Joint policy formulation by school and community members of the SCC
is a viable possibility in the long run if the relative, contributions of
the two parties are recognized. One of the most important aspects of the
program, then, was to elevate the status of the community members to a

point at which their values and opinions in areas of educational planning

" could be heard and respected. The program also gave‘them a route through

which to express their views and a legitimacy which encouraged partici-
pation. Parity provided the mechanism for this input and legitimacy and

is therefore a valld prior step to subsequent planning.
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In the light of Urban/Rural's unique contribution to’school-community ®
relations, i.e., parity, the results of the program are especially signifi-
cant. They have been presented in more detailed fo.rm in previous chapters
°but may be usefully summarized here. They are:

1. Parity between the community and school has been achieved at most X ]

of the Urban/Rural sites. The data presented in Chapters 3 and 4 on the

composition of the SCC and the participation of community members in lead- —

ership positions on the Council seem to us to demonstrate that parity in a

numerical and organizational sense is a workable concept ~for a joint: school/ ®
community organization. It 1s true that financ\ial support from an outside

source facilitated the decisions by the local educational authorities to

extend a measure of autonomy to the SCC, but there seems to be no reason

that funds for special programs or other arrangements could not be made @
available by schools and school districts to engage the community in com-

parable joint efforts. Perhaps the example of Urban/Rural may make it

possible for communities themselves to persuade the local school board

that more specific community power in program planning is needed. In any ®

case, once there is sufficient determination from a source with strength, -

parity can be made a reality in program planning and administration.

2. The program has involved persons who represent a cross—section of

the community population. The importance of this finding can scarcely be : ®

overestimated. In community participation programs, a major hazard is

that community members who are atypical in that they have 5pecial educa- —
tional or professional backgrounds will be chosen to represent the com-

munity. It is apparent that this need not happen and that citizen§ who @
are more nearly typical of the community_can bring valuable resources to

the school through participation and can develop the necessary competencies

to deal with the special tasks of educational planning. This should not

be seen as a threat to the professional educator. It means, in our view, )

that the community caun adequately perform its functions and not be pre-
empted in those parts of the educational process that justly belong with
the families of the children who are being educated and with the community

at large.




3. Despite the similarities of funding and a common set of guide—

lines, vast differences emerged among the sites in their program develop-

ment and in the success with which their councils were ‘representative and

achieved parity. This finding is not surprising, but it is an important

one, since it permits us to look for conditions in the local site or in
the way the program was introduced to the site that may help explain the
intersite differences in thefdegree of community input and participation.
Our survey did not permit gathering the types of data that would give
firm information about the elements affecting the success of the goals of
parity and representacivenegs\:t the'different sites, but we do have some

more speculative conclusions to draw, which are developed later.

4. The depree of community input at a site affects the design of

training activities. The initial goal was to establish an organizational
framework in which innovative or at ieasc different educational training
could occur. The pfemise of the pragfam planners and of the(Stanford
Leadership Training Institute was that. input from the community would
change the nature of the training proce§§. This was indeed the case.
Sites at which community input was relati%gly high included more commun-
ity~oriented training for the school faculg}\gnd staff than did those )
where input was relatively low. Low community=input sites tended to rely
more on formal instructional programs and to inc‘qse community members in
their training programs less often. Since one of the goals of Urban/Rural
was to bring to the educational process more information about the needs
of the local community so that the experience of the children in the
school could be more congruent with their outside~of~school lives, the
achievement of this goal seems to us to represent a significant accom- )

plishment by the sites which established greater citizen participation.

Conclusions
The results of an evaluative survey of a program with the complexity
and diversity of the Urban/Rural effort can be stated in terms ranging
anywhere from descriptive and factual to impressionistic and speculative.
The information gathered in the corvrse of this suryey allows us to report

some findings that are based on fairly adequate data. These need to be
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placed in a context that the results themselves do not properly include,
and it seems appropriate to summarize some of the conclusions that we
draw from the data. These conclusions are influenced in part by direct
experience with the program and from the reports that members of the LTI
and pérsons in the field have given us about their perceptions of ‘the

\ ‘ program and its operation. They thus draw upon objective data and sub-
jective experience and judgment.

Perhaps the most significant conclusion of this review is that

parity in community involvement between the school and its communitv is

. a viable and effective possibility. It does not happen without ¢ertain

prerequisites and there is a varying degree of success in the effort from
one location to another. It is not altogether clear just what gonditions
are required for more or less successful programs at different Sites, al-
though there are some patterns in our information that seem to/suggest
what some of them might be. . ’ }

Whatever the preconditions and the supplementary supportsL the in-

stallation of Urban/Rural programs did restructure the relatidnship be-

_tween the community and the school. Community perceptions of;the school
and of the possibility that community people could "influencg" the sys-
tem changed positively at sites where collaboration was effe?tive. There
is also some evidence of spill-over effects from the Uroan/Rural sites

into neighboring school districts. The program had a perceptible ‘impact
i

1

at its own sites and outside its initial boundaries.

. . - !
The participation of community members had a definite effect on the

nature of the training programs developed locally. It seen#reasonable
‘to conclude that programs with community involvement produée different
educational decisions than those with little community input. The direc-
tion of difference is generally toward includi;g more community-oriented
and lFocally relevant material and experiences in the trai?ing sessions,
It is also toward including community members in a largerfnumber of the
training activities of the district.

One concern ahout school-community collaboration is the possibility
that administrative arrangements would be cumbersome and inefficient and

would, in the long run, aevolve to the familiar centralized pattern of

79 .
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administrative control. This review of the Urban/Rural program, however,

indicates that, at most uf the sites, the School/Community Council has be-

come a workable administrative ‘unit. The School Development Team Manager

can establish reasonably efficient relationships between the program and
the school admfnistration, and, in our view, the collaborative arrangements
are practical and capable of long-term implementation,

There is informal evidence from interviews and comments about the

program to suggest that community perceptions of the school were changed

in a positive direction by the Urban/Rural project. In particular, a new

sense of access to persons of influence in the school appears to charac-
terize the program. Community people who had not experienced the school
officials as approachable or responsive to’community needs gained a new
perception of the school faculty and principal. This came as a result of
the greater opportunity by community persons for interaction with school
personnel. The Urban/Rural program was also a vehicle through which
school personnel couid express their willingness to,interact with citizens
from the community. Although it is possible that the program may have
changed some attitudes of school staff members, it is also true that the )
readiness of the school to interact with people from the community and to
plan joiq}ly is facilitated by appropriate administrative structure.

The interaction between the community and school across the 23 sites

was, for the most part, without serious conflict. The apprehensions that

are sometimes expressed by school administrators and faCu1Cy About the con-
sequences of community "eontrol" were, in most 1nstances unfounded. Par-
ticipation by community residents has not resulted in disruption at any of
the sites, and cooperation in support of the program by the local educa-
tion authorities seems to have increased during the early phases of the
program. It would appear from our informal evidence that the experience

of working together has been rewarding for both school and community per-
sonnel at many of the sites.

In contrast to the access teachers have to educational and instruec—

tional innovations and to recent developments in educational thought,

“people in the community have few channels to development in cemmunicy

education and participation. The school-community exchange has tended

8() -
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to be somewhat one-sided. At many sites, teachers received substantial
training about the values and culture of the community and its relevance
for their teaching. There was less training of the community about the
realities of the school, the educational community in general, and ways
in which community people can successfully relate to it.l The 1'rban/
Rural program, although oriented toward innovation in teacher training,
necessarily included efforts to develop the resources of the community

in educational‘planning‘and participation. Teacher training is a rea-
sonably well-developad field, at least in terms of professional experi-
ence, but community training is not. Training of community people to be
effective collaborators in the educational enterprise has received

little athntion, and there has been little developed by way of materials,
concepts, and procedures. The pattern of adult education familiar in
middle~class neighborhoods, where citizens with vollege educations return
to school for spe;ific course work or form discussion groups, is vir-
tually unknown in low-income communities. The success of the Urban/Rural
program in developing community resources is thus of special impoxtance.
This review did not include a study of the various ways in whiéh persons
from the community have heen given experience and have been helped to de-
velop greater competence in educational participation, but such a study
would be extremely worthwhile.

It seems likely that differences among sites can be partially ex-

plained in terms of how the program was interpreted to the LEA, the com-

munity, and the members of the School/Community Council. The initial

orientation and training phase is exceedingly important in setting the
tone of the program at the local site, although we cannot, with confi-’
dence, isolate the various factors_that made for more or less community
participation at the various sites. The informat%on sites received was
from several different sources: adaptations of the program to the local
situation were sometimes slow to develop: and the requ{rements for par-

ticipation, in some instances, ignored the local political historv of

*

1A contribution to help make up this lack is a monograph by Ethel
Lichtman. Educating Parents about Education: A Review of Some Issues,
Methods, and Sources of Information, which was prepared as part of the
Stanford LTT. '




_69_

community participation. Although the program had great flexibility with
respect to the kinds of training that might be provided, the initial phase
of the program followed a relqtively rigid format. Coordination between
the Office of Education and LTI was not always smooth, the division of
responsibility not well worked out; funding delays and changes ‘in the
program as defined by the Office of Educ;tion would alternately put time
pressure on the SCC to produce documents (such as proposals) and impose
delays in funding and approval of program implementation. Some of this,
perhaps, cannot be avoided in a new program, but we mention it here to
point out that program success and effectiveness are influenced by the
tf%e of orientation and start-up procedures used at the ;pdividual'sites.'

Communities can develop the competence and resources required by

collaboration, but they must be given time tp accumulate expérience, and

the degree of pre-program readiness of the community must be carefully
assessed. The Urban/Rural program, with its emphasis ypon community
participation in all stages of planning, encountered a fundamental di-
lemma. On the one hand, the format .gave community people parity in deci-
sion-making and implementation.’ On the other hand, it asked them, in
some instances, to produce and perform in ways for which thev had not de-
veloped adequate experience and competence. The operation of the prog}am
has demonstrated, in our.view, that community people can participate ef-
fectively and wisely in educational\gécision-making and implementation.
1t has also demonstrated, we think,:that some time and experience are
required to allow people in theléommunity to develop competence in these
tasks. The personnel from the community and the personnel from the
school thus began their joint endeavor at quite different places in terms
of readiness to undertéke fhe program. The implementation of the program
did not take thié into account. Time-lines and deadlines were not suf-
ficiently flexible, and the imposition of a deadline seems, in some cases,
to have forced the School/Community Council to go outside its own group
to purchase the talents of proposal writers (sometimes at considerable
cost). Given more time and training, the School/Community Council would

have been able to develop its own resources to accomplish these tasks.

This situation of "too much, too soon" was exaggerated by the guidelines,
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which were intentionally .lexible and pave little structure, at least in
rerms of specifications, and by few expectations about what mightbe re—
garded in the Office of Education as an acceptable proposal and implemen-

, N
tation plan.

Programs ar any particuvlar site ccem to have been more successful if Y

&
they directly involved an administrative unit which had sufficient author-

ity to protect and nurture the program. There seems to be a relationship

between the success of the various lpca;:orograms and the/relative size
ot the administrative units in which they are incorporated. If the Urban/ ®
Rural program, for example, is one of several.major programs in a large

school district, it tends to have less impact and less community partici-

pation than a program which %<>che only major outside broject. The prom-

inence of the program seems to be related to the amount of support that °
is offered by the LEA. If it is one of several programs, or if it in~

volves only a few grades, or one or two schools in a large district, the

local educational authorities seem to be less well informed about the pro-

gram and it commands insufficient attention, priority, and support. The ®
program appears to be more successful wh;n it meshes with exisiting units .

that were designed to carry out some functions.supportive of Fhe Urban/
.Rural program. In short, khe salience and importance of the program to

the local educational authorities is a crucial factor in its effectiveress. _ ®

‘The strength and success of the Urban/Rural program comes from the

participation at the site and from the legitimacy that the program offers

to school-community collaboration. Outside consultants and training pack-

ages were helpful, but they did not provide the essential streng.hs that ®
were needed to energize the program. A history of innovatior or experi-

ence with special projects on thte pa;t of the schocl seemed not to have

been an important factor in determining Urban/Rural s success. Thé School/

Community Councils oftz2n operated with minimal ass.stance from outside edu- °
cational agencies, and thie relative isolatioﬁ of a program {rom centers of

presitnably sophisticated educational technology did not substantiallv af-

fect success. Rural sites, for example, experienced little difficultv in

obtaining effective assistance. ®
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The experience of both community and school members of the program
at sites where che program worked well seems to have been a reinforcing,
revarding experience. It is the competence and resources of people at
the site and the fact that the program is a useful and rewarding experi-

ence that seem to offer the greatest promise for long-term collaboration

of the sort represented by Urban/Rural.




Appendix A
) ¢
A

Demographic Data on Participating Schools
Urban/Rural School Development Prdégram
(June 1, 1972 to June 1, 197%3)

O

“t

A

P




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'ERIC

Demographic Data on Participating Schools

-7

Appendix A

, Urban/Rural School Devetopment Program (1972-1973)

* Puprl Pupil Staff Staff
Site Schools Crades Popilation Frthnicity Population Fthnicity
Thorntoun Iv. Highj 7-9 1,052 80781 59 157 B1
20 Cauc 85 Gauc
Akron, OH
) west Jr. High 7-9 1,136 81 Bl 56 14 Bl
19 Cauc 86 Cauc
v 01 sp
T= 2,188 T = 115
J
Bacon County El. 1-5 1,089 83 Canc 49 90 Cauc
. 17 Bl 10 Bl
Bacon Co., GA | Bacon County 6-8 410" 84 Cauc 22 86 Cauc
(RY Jre. Migh ? 16 Bl 14 Bl
Bacon County 9-12 684 85 Cauc 36 %2 Cauc
Sr. High 15 Bl 08 B1
T= 2,183 T = 107
Coppin El. K-6 725 100 B1 23 100 Bt -
Matthew Henson ElJ K-6 998 100 Bl 28 67 Bl
- 33 Cauc
Baltimore, MD N
v Lemmel Jr. High 7-9 2,352 100 Bl 109 88 Bl
. 12 Cauc
Douglass Sr. High} 10-12 1,800 100 Bl 94 85 Bl
. 15 Cauc
_ T> 5,875 T = 254
Bayfield, W1 Bayfield Joint K-12 477 60 Cauc 30 93 Cauc
(R) School District . 40 A7 07 A1
No. 1 «
Mapler Grove El. 1-8 ' 45 100 Cauc 2 100 Cauc
Celina El. , 1-6 495 96 Cauc, 21 91 Cauc
f . 04 B1 09 Bl
Clay Co., TN Moss El. 1-8 125 100 Cauc 5 100 Cauc
(R) .
Union HilY EL. 1-8 78 100 Cauc 3 100 Cauc
Celina High 7-12 564 99 Cauc 25 100 Cauc
01 B1
Hermitage Spring 1-12 376 106 Cauc 17 100 Cauc
T= 1,683 T= 73

Legend:

Or=Oriental; T=Total.

86

UaUrban, R=Rural; Bl=Black, Cauc=Caucasian; Sp=Spanish-surname; AlsAmerican Indian;
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Appendix A (cntinued)

Pubil Puptl Statf Staff @
Site Schoonls Gtades Ponulation Fthnicity Popnlation Fthnicity
Louise Troy K-3 586 1 | 997 Bl Yo 32% Bl
01 Cauc 68 Cauc
‘ Miami Chapel 4-8 293 | 100 Bl 16 31 B1 °
) 69 Cauc
bayton, CH 'l
(L) Irving K-8 551 99 Bl 35 46 Bl ) |
01 Cauc 54 Cauc 1
1] - ‘
~ - Whittier 6-8 615 29 B1 29 52 Bl |
0l Cauc 48 Cauc l
Dunbar High 9-12 1,358 '} 100 B1 71 47 B1 ®
53 Cauc
T= 3,403 T =170
East Chicage, |James Whitcomb < | K-6 623 60 Sp 35 49 Cauc -
IN (V) “{Riley El. 27 Bl 46 Bl
. 13 Cauc 03 Or
K . \’/ 03 Sp .
Thompson El, K-6 181 160 Cauc : 10 100 Cauc )
Fort Gay, WV fort Gay El. K-6 425 100 Cauc 20 100 Cauc
(R)
Fort Gay High 7-12 541 100 Cauc 30 100 Cauc
T= 1,147 T= 60 /
Liberty School K-8 518 98 Cauc 20 95 Cauc i ‘
. . 02 Bl 05 B1
C'alena, KS Weir El. \) K-8 202 99 Cauc 11 91 Cauc
(R) 7 01 Bl ., 09 Bl
Greenlawn K-6 90 100 Cauc 6 - 100 Cauc
®
T = 810 T = 137
) Hays Public K-8 147 98 Al 10 100 Cauc
. Hays/Lodge Pole| = . , 02 Cauc
m -
(R) Lodge Pole Public | K-8 ' 88 98 Al 6 100 Cauc
02 Cauc
. T=__ 235 T=_16 ®
Indianapolis, |William Watson Wo | K-6 897 98 Bl 35 63 Cauc
N Wollen School 02 Caue 37 Bl
) No. 45
Aroma Park K-3 . 291 87 Cauc 12 67 Cauc :
N 13 Bi 33 Bl ®
Mark Twain K-3 504 69 Cauc 18 ® 89 Cauc
. 31 Bl 11 Bl
Kankavxee, IL |Lincoln Middle 4-5 676 77 Cauc 32 91 Cauc
w) 23 Bl 09 Bl
East Upper 6-8 924 85 Cauc 53 89 Cauc ®
15 Bl 11 Bl
Castridge High 9-12 1,195 85 Cauc 70 90 Cauc
15 Bl 10 Bl
T = 13,590 T = 185
Legend U-Urban; R=Rural; Bl=Black; Cauc=Caucasian; Sp=Spanish-surname; Al-American Indian;
]: \l)C Or=Oriental; T=Total, [ ]
B - .
8 { .
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Appendix A {continued)
L
®
Pupil Pupil Staff Staff
Site School Grades_| Population Ethnicitv | Population Ethnicity
Greenfieid El. R-6 197 1007 Cauc 7 100% Cauc
Heart Lake El. 3-5 193 100 Cauc 6 100 Cauc
L . . Jermyn El. K-6 259 100 Cauc 8 100 Cauc
Lackawanna, PA| Jemyn High 10-12 307 100 Cauc 1% 100 Cauc
(R)
Mayfield Primary K-3 120 100 Cauc 4 100 Cauc
Mayfield El. 4-6 117 100 Cauc 3 100 Cauc
e Mayfield Jr. #High| 7-9 298 100 Cauc 12 100 Cauc »
Scott El. K-2,6 236 100 Cauc 6 100 Cauc
Scott High 7-12 377 100 Cauc 14 100 Cauc A
T= 2104 T = 74
. ' -
Louisville. KY{ Washington K-6 1,114 99 Bl 50 65 Bl
(§13] ' Meyzeek 7-9 01 Cauc 35 Cauc
Neah Bay, WA | Neah Bay K-12 325 65 AL 20 95 Caug
(R) 33 Cauc 05 Al
01 Sp
‘. - 01 or
Newark, NJ Thirteenth Avenue K-8 2,245 94 Bl 118 60 Bl
w) . 05 Sp 40 Cauc
- N 01 Cauc
Community No. 54 K-6 1,932 60 Sp 81 02 Sp )
. 38 Bl 4, 11 B1
o R . 02 Cauc 86 Cauc
New York, NY | Community No. 134 | K-6' 1,168 55 Bl 55 90 Cauc
(U) - 43 Sp 09 Bl
02 Cauc .
! Community No. 136 | 7-9 1,604 50 Bl 100 64 Cauc
48 Sp 34 Bl
® 02 Cauc 02 Sp
. T= 4,704 T =236
San Antonio, H. K. Williams K-6 862 93 Sp 37 76 Sp
9.4 06 Cauc 19 Cauc
[0)) 01 Bl 05 Bl
Centennfal El. K-6 387 99 Sp 15 99 Sp
| ’ 01 Cauc 01 Cauc
San luis, CO |Centennial Jr. High 7-9 161 99 sp 8 99 sp
(R) 01 Cauc 01 Cauc
Centennial Sr. High 10-12 154 99 Sp 13 99 Sp
- I 01 Cauc 01 Cauc
PY ~ 2 T = 702 T = 36 9
Legend: U=Urban,; R=Rural; Bl=Black; Cauc» Caucasian; Sp=Spanish-surname; Al=American Indian;

Or=0riental:; T=Total.

o . /
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Appendix A (concluded)

s Pupil Pupil Staff Staff
Site Schaols Grades | Population Ethnicity Population Ethnicity
Primary K-3 775 88% Cauc 35 1007% Cauc
-12 Bl
Sodus, NY Intermediate 4-6 : * 600 80 Cauc 31 *+ 97 Cauc
(R) ° 20 Bl 03 Bl
Jr.-Sr. High 7-12 1,027 82 Cauc 69 98 Cauc
16 Bl 02 Bl
01 Sp
0l oOr
T = 2,402 T =135
Vashon Kigh 9-12 2,573 98 Bl 88 78 Bl
N 02 Cauc 22 Cauc
sc. louis, MO § Carver Pl. ~-8 591 83 Bl 17 90 Bl
) 17 Cauc 10 Cauc
Dunbar El. K-8 825 100 Bl 23 85. Bl
. - 15 Cauc
T = 3,989 T = 128
Jefferson K-6 856 94 Bl 34 47 Bl
04 Sp 47 Cauc
Treaton, NJ 02 Cauc 06 Sp .
¢i))
Junior No. 1 7-9 1,021 93 Bl 63 57 Bl
03 Sp 41 Cauc
04 Cauc 02 sp
T = 1,877 T= 97
East Stone Gap 1-7 517 99 Cauc 31 100 Cauc
01 Bl
Wise County, | Big Stone Gap 1-7 732 92 Cauc 38 92 Cauc
VA 08 Bl 08 Bl
(R}
Appalachia El. i-7 732 96 Cauc 34 94 Cauc
04 Bl 06 Bl
T = 1,980 . T = 103
Legend: U=Urban; R=Rural; Bl=Black; Cauc=Caucasian; Sp=Spanish-surname; Al=American Indian;

Or=Oriental; T=Total,
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/R Site Survey (Site) SCC - Membership Profile
Ethnic/Racial

Name Background Sex

Address * Occupation

Resident of area served by

Urban/Rura} Schools? Yes____ No____ Children in U/R School? Yes___ No____
Not H.S. H.S. PhD, M.D. or other

Education: Grad. ; Grad. ; B.A. or M.A, ; advanced degree

SCC membership dates: (mo. & yr.) From: To Present

SCC offices held: Title From o

Representing: (please check only one of the folfowing catagories)

School: Commuhity ' ' Student

Administrator
Teacher
Para-Professional

Non-Professional

Prior participatory experience:

Educatioral Organizations:

Federal Education Programs:

Please circle the
grade you were in
when you first
joined the SCC-

56 7.8 9
10 11 12

(please list organizations in which you have been
or are now an active member together with any
leadership positions held)

Community Action Organizations:

~

73
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Appendix C

Personal Profiles, School/Community Council Chairpersons
Urban/Rural School Development Program, September 1973

'
!

i

{

) } Represen- | Reki- ; Educg Occupa-
Site Name ! Tenure Ethnicity | tation® denceb Parent ! tion tion
] »
!
Akron ' | Laurita Sharpp ,6/71-11/72 | Black s- No No Librarian
Thomas Thomas il1/72-6/73 | Caucasian S- o No ! BA Teacher
. H; Lo
Bacon County | R.T. Johnson 6/71- Caucasian S-A Yes Yes MA Principal/
' EleSchool
Baltimore Dorothy Evans 19/72-8/73 Black S-T Yes No MA School
. . Counse lo1
Bayfield Preston Gee 7/71- Caucas ian c Yes ‘Yes BA Psychi-
. atric
Social
Worker
Clay County |John Teeples 6/71-5/72 Caucasian S-A Yes Yes BA School
Adminis-~
trator
John Holoway 6/72- Caucas ian c - Yes No BA Minister
Dayton Fred Hairston [6/71-6/73 Black c Yes Yes Hs Computer
Progr.
Anthony Steele [6/73- Black c Yes Yes Hs, Physical
Testing -
Inland
Stecl
rast Chicago |Louis Vasquez [11/71-1/72 | Mexican c Yes No HS Steel-
American worker
Roberto Chavez {1/72-9/72 Mexican c Yes No HsS Steel-
American worker
Judith Zajdel 9/72-9/73 Caucasian S-T No No | BA Teacher
Fort Gay Larry Pelfry 5/71- Caucasian c Yes |~ Yes BA Electri-
cian
Galena Larry Reynolds {7/71-9/72 Caucasian S-A Yes No BA School
Principal
Robert '.. Scott 9/72- Caucasian c Yes Yes HS Mainten-
: ince
i N Suprv.
i )
Hays/lodge Betty Campbell 6/71-8/71 Caucasian S-T Yes No BA Teacher
Pole John Allen 8/1-7/72 American c ., Yes No NIiS Rancher
: Indian
Granville Hawley 7/72-10/72; Americarn c Yes Yes Hs Rancher
Indian ~
Ron Blake 10/72-3/73 ! Caucasian S-T Yes No BA Teacher/
. | . |Adminis-
! . : ~  *ltrator
Norma Jean Kxng 3/73- American S-pP Yes Yes us Heme/
, {ndian i School
| | Coord.,

a
Keters to group represented on Council. S- A—ﬁchool, Adninistiator; S-T=Schodl, Teacher;

$-PP=School, C-Community,

Paraprotessional:

>1ndicates whether or not chairperson {s resident of Ulban/Rur1l site.
U ndicates whether or not. chairperson is the parent of a student artending an Urtan/Rural School.
Pf=professional degree.

dnnq -not high school graduate; HS=high school graduate;

v

95
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. Appendix € (continued) .

© e e e - -—

Reptesen:

P

L hducys o Soorae

Sate o Nwre _ lenure !ithaoaerew | t.)ﬁtlun‘ dvncv__-'::l‘y"\_tk_"_t_i_gp_‘_ o tren ’
i
Indinapoli. Odrvix ' MGee b Tl- Black S-T i So No BA feacher
Kankakee Mitton shapiro 6/71-1/72 Caucasian C Yes Yes HS Real
| Estate .
' k . Broker
? Melvin fdrvis 1/72-6/73 taucasian C Yes Yes BA Accoun-~ .
+ tant N .
tddie Ravbon ©'73- black $-T ° No No BA . Teacher 2
!.u-k'wanng valter S0 Bloes 7/71-1/72 caucasian C Yes Yes pf | Medical
| : ' .; boctor
Violet Navarro 1/72- taucasian S-T Yes Yes BA . Teacher .
' ' . i ’
toadaviite “Riv tored 5/71-8/72 I lLack c Yes Yee Hs Rec ren=
tional |
! lherapist:
. AP, King .8/72- Black C No No NHS Minister
! : @
Neah Bavy tlatf Hapt 5/71-9/71 Caucasian C Yes Yes HS Tribal
. _i Council
‘ i kmployée '
Lloyd Coltax 9/71-1/72 American C Yes No HS Tribat
i Indian . Council
| " Employee
David Parker 1/72-9/72 American C Yes Yes HS Tribat ~ .
Ind ian Police ) °
leonard Denny  9/72-3/73 Caucasian C * Yes Yes HS USAF- | .
. Civitl
' > ' Service
Dell Greence 3/73- American c Yes Yes HS . Carpenter
Indian !
Sewark Martha Walton 10/71-8/72 | Black S-pp Yes Yes HS Para-pro- —-
' fessional ®
Phillip Gibbs  9/72- Black c Yes Yes HS Machinist )
New York Jares Crawfqrd 10/71-10/72; Black S-T No No BA Guidance
: - Counselor .
Jacques Bonhorme 10/72-5/73| Haitian S-T No No BA Teacher .
Kenneth Drummond 5/73- Black c Yes No HS Pirector,
, D Morrisonia Corp. °* .
+
San Antonio | Elvira Martinez 6/71-9/72 Mexican C Yes Yes HS Houge- .
’ American wife R
e ____)Josephine Teniente 9/72- Mexican c Yes Yes NS | House- .
T e American wife
San lujs Tom J. Valdez. 12/71 = “i-Spanish (o Yes Yes HS _Gas
American ) Station ®
| Operator
}
Sodus Charles Costello 6/71-4/72 | Caucasian c Yes Yes THS | County
Exec.
. . . Div, USDA
Dan C. Davis R/72-7/13 Laucasian c Yes Yes MBA Sales
Adr.in, .
Bernard Gajewski 8/73- Caucasian C Yes Yes BA Elec. . |
: Engineer }
3Refers to group represented on Council, $-A=Sghool, Administrator; S-TeSchool, Teacher; }
s-pPeschool, Paraprotessional; Cstoumupity. . ' |
bindicates whether or not chairperson is iesident of Urbar_\lRural site. . o
cTndicates whether or not chairperson is the parent of a student attending an Urban/Rural School. ) / 1
dypSanot high school graduate, iS=high school graduate; Pf=protessional degree, ".;
3 , 1
N - N S ' ‘

96 . ,\ g
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Appendix C (concluded)

va

i

. ) *Refers to group represented on Council, S-A=Sthool, Administrator; S-T=School, Teacher;
’ $-PP=8chool, Paraprofessional; C=Community.
- bIndicates whether or not chairperson is resident of Urban/Rural Site.

Represen- ; Resi- Educa- | Occupa-
Site Name Tenure Ethnicity | tation? 'denceb Parent! tion tion
.
\ st. louis Freddie Harris | 3/72-5/73 Black c Yes No HS Cormunity
\ . . Organizer
. William Jackson] 6/73- Black c Yes Yes HS Postal.
® \ ! ’ . Employee
\ ; .
\ -
' Trenton Bobbie Fitzerald 11/71- Black c 2Yes No HS Liquor
L Salesman
, ] d ;
. Nsa County | Henry Lane, Jr. 6;71-6/72 Caucasian c Yes Yes HS Audi tor
. ' 4 6/73= - ,
\\\ E. H. Insko 6/72-6/73 Caucasian c Yes No BA Minister-
3
- . ;e

C€Indicates whether or not chairperson fs the parent of a student attending an Urban/Rural School.

dNHS=not high school graduate; HS=high school graduate; Pf=professional degree.

YCRIC
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Appendix D

Personal’ Profiles, School Development Team Managers
Urban/Rural School Development Program, September 1973

ER Previous
Site Name Tenure Fthnicity | Residencv? Educationb Fxperience
Akron John A. Banks 2/72- Black No BA Teacher and |
) School Community
: Coordinator
|
_ Bacon Thomas J. lewis | 6/71-6/72 | Cadcasian Yes MA Teacher/Federal
County Programs Coord.
James E. Deen 6/72- Black Yes MS Teacher/Admin-
) istrator
Baltimore |(Thelma Cox 2/72-6/73 | Black No BA Teacher - Science
and English
Dorothy Evans 8/73- Black Yes BA Teacher
Bayfield Thomas Frizzell| 5/72- Caucasian No BA Teacher/Adminis~
trator
Clay County|Joe Eads 9/71-8/72 | Caucasian Yes BA Teacher
Betty Teeples 9/73- Caucasian Yes MA Teacher
Dayton Mildred Patterson 1/72- Black Yes MA Teacher
East Ogcar Vela 4/72- Mexican Yes BA Human Relations
Chicago American " Commission and
_} Community Coord.
Fort Gay Michael Sullivan| 3/72- Caucasian No BA Teacher and Federal
b Funding Coord.
Galena Wayne Atherton |9/71-8/73 Caucasian No MA Teacher and Schobl
, Administrator
Hays/Llodge |Harry Turner 11/72-9/73 | Caucasian | . No BA Teacher
Pole . .
Indianapolis Betty McCarty |2/72- Caucasian No BA Teacher/Admin.
Kankakee Millie Davis 1/72- Black Yes BA Teacher-Science
Basketball Coach
Lackawanna Millard Roberts {3/72- Caucasian No PhD Adminigstrator
Loutsville [Ernest Edwards 3/72- Black No BA Social Work and
. Community Poverty
Program
Neah Bay Lloyd Colfax 3/72~ Makah Yes HS Grad. Emp&oyment
Counselor
- Newark Glen Marie Brickus 2/72- Black Yes HS Grad.

Office Work

«

81ndicates whether of not SDTM was Urban/Rural site resident prior to being employed.

bllS-high scho

ol graduate.
i

99
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Appendix D (concluded)

o

Caucasian

. Previous
Site Name ‘Tenure " Ethnicity | Residency? Education? Exgerience
New York Mamie ’1'116mpson 2/72~ Black No MA Teacher/Adminis -
3 ! trator
San Antoniog Wilfrido Garza {6/73- Mexican No | BA Teacher/Adminis -
R b American ‘trator
v A.J. Castillo 10/71- Mexican Yes BA Teacher aud ,
o ) 10/72 American Community
. v Poverty Program
1
San Luis Maclovio Callegos 12/21- | Spanish- Yes BA Teacher-High
6/74 surname School Fnglish
P :
Sodus Homer Nahabetian 3/72- No PhD Teacher

St. Louis

-~

William Busch, Jr. 8}71-

Black

Teacher /Adminis -
trator Community
Coordinator

Trenton

Calvin A. Taylor

4772~

Black

No .

BS

Teacher/Adminis-
trator

- Wise County

larry C, Cornett

10/71-

Caucasian Yes

BA,

Teacher

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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31ndicates whether or not SDTM was Urban/Rural site resident prior to being employed.
Hs=high school graduate.
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