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CHAPTER 14

“Process” in Building
Cultural Community

Ryan Donlan
Indiana State University
Michael Gilbert
Central Michigan University

Nearly three decades ago, cultural literacy was heralded as invaluable to American
schoolchildren (Hirsch, 1988). Without the appropriate cultural building blocks from
which to make meaning of academic confent, one’s potential for building higher
understandings in learning would be limited (Hirsch, 1988). A certain degree of cultural
scaffolding is a prerequisite to learning, Knowledge would be hard pressed for relevance
without cultural context (Egan, 2008). Cuitural literacy is neither local, nor necessarily
limited to American schools and students. True cultural literacy is pluralistic, more aptly
referred to as cultural literacies, Cultural literacy is the precursor to building a cultural
community. This community can be parochial or it can be expansive. Today’s world
suggests the latter.

Effective communication is critical in that the world has “flattened” and

-economies have become interdependent (Friedman, 2005). Educational leaders must now
lead schools with a transformative focus (Jackson, 2008). Regardless of constituent
demographics, the fact remains that teaching and learning occurring within K-12 schools
must prepare students fo understand and live effectively in a global community. The
critical component of effectiveness in any classroom setting is one’s ability to understand
others> perspectives beyond one’s own — to understand those who have influences upon
their lives. We believe that understanding these differences starts with understanding that
a global community does not optimally exist in the context of “ys® and “them.” It
involves “we.”

At its most foundational level, “we” begins with an understanding of each other,
and developing this understanding requires productive, interpersonal communication. 1t
is how we forge our bonds and close the distance between each other through unpacking

the personalities that frame our identities. These are the building blocks upon which

cultural competencies can be developed and allow for deeper connections with those who
are different from us.

Toward this end, we offer a foundation upon which to build culfural community
through a process. This process involves using specific words, tones, gestures, postures,
and facial expressions (the /10w of communication) that optimize interactions and allow
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for better understanding of what we are offering and receiving. This process allows us to
respectfully set aside cultural barriers so that we can appreciate personality differences.
This chapter introduces concepts and select scholarship regarding the Process
Communication Model® (PCM) (Kahler, 2008, 2010) as it applies fo educational
organizations, termed the Process Education Model® (PEM) (Bradley, Pauley, & Pauley,
2006; Gilbert, 2012; Pauley, Bradley, & Pauley, 2002). Previous users of PCM have
been the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) (Kahler, 2008), U. S.
-12 schools and universities, and trainers and organizational consultants in many
countries around the world. Detailed practical application of the model in school and
classroom seftings is beyond the scope of this chapter, yet effective practice rests first
upon solid, theoretical understanding,

3 Purpose Statement and Research Questions

The purpose of this chapter is to present the history, validation efforts, and initial studies
that have been conducted on the Process Education Model as a framework for a
discussion on how the model could be used further to build cultural community through
global educational leadership. We begin with an historical introduction to the Process
Education Model (PEM), including a synthesis of rescarch that has informed the model’s
application with diverse student audiences in K-12 education. Questions fo be addressed
through a synthesis of content include the following:

1. How have the clinical origins of the Process Education Model provided a
deepened understanding of the human condition as a gateway for
understanding diversity and developing cultural competencies and a global
perspective in leadership?

2. What validation processes have been employed with respect to the model’s
concepts and instrumentation?

3. How has the developing body of scholarship on the Process models helped
inform K~12 education?

Review of Model and Literature

Notions of what we need to expand teaching and learning horizons have included
establishing a transformative world viewpoint to perceive our place in the world
(Yackson, 2008). Leaders in culturally relevant schools are agents who utilize strengths
of diversity in reducing intergroup conflict (Madsen & Mabokela, 2005). Their schools
also demonstrate culturally responsive caring with adults’ understanding different
cultures (Gay, 2000). In fact, culivral values.influence every expected detail of school
routines (Ramsey, 2004).

When values vary from culture to culture, the potential for persons to
misunderstand each other is a possibility. The Process Education Model® (PEM), built
upon the notion that one’s perception of self as it relates to others can be enhanced
through positive communication techniques (Kahler, 2008, 2010), offers the potential to
5 make a positive difference in the teaching and learning process in multi-cultural seftings.
" Its historical development will now be discussed. ‘
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The Process Education Model (PEM)

In this section we discuss Research Question One which addresses how theclinical
origins of the Process Education Model provided a deepened understanding of the human
condition as a gateway for understanding diversity and developing cultural competencies
and a global perspective in leadership. The Process Education Model (PEM) is one of
several models based on an extension of transactional analysis concepts, an approach to
the theory of psychology (Berne, 1961, 1964). In transactional analysis, the human
personality is comprised of three ego states: Adult, Child, and Parent. One’s adult ego
state influences a person to process information with an objective viewpoint, without
much emotion; the child ego state influences one fo act with more emotion in response to
what happens to her or him, and the parent ego state is typically critical or nurturing
(Berne, 1961, 1964). The transactions between and among ego states can be either “OK”
or “not OK” (Berne, 1961, 1964).

Interestingly, the Process Education Model had its historical origins from
observations of people who were “not OK” (Kahler, 2008, 2010). The earliest
discoveries in “Process” began as a result of Kahler’s (1969) observations of clinical
patients, where he found that certain words, tones, gestures, postures, and facial
expressions, referred to as drivers, were present in persons prior to their exhibiting
distressed or maladaptive behavior (Kahler, 2008, 2010). According to Kahler (1975),
“Drivers are behaviors that last from a split second to no more than seven seconds ... The
sentence structure has a fixed pattern which may be repeated, unconsciously, hundreds of
times a day” (p. 280). The drivers could be identified and assessed second-by-second,
which made them useful and meaningful in human behavioral analysis.

The constructs serving as precursors of Kahler’s “Process” models experienced
further development as Kahler later began discovering the Miniscript in 1971, later to
complete this discovery in May of 1972 (Kahler & Capers, 2014).  This discovery
complemented and extended Kahler’s earlier academic and clinical work, as well as the
script drama analysis work of Karpman (1968) regarding the unconscious roles people
play as persecutors, rescuers, and victims. Kahler’s Miniscript was posited as a
“sequence of behavior, occurring in a matter of seconds, that results in a reinforcement
pattern for life” and equated lifelong patterns of behavior with early-life experiences
(Kahler & Capers, 1974, p. 28). The difference was that Kahler observed clinical
patients’ life scripts in a much shorter period of time than was typically the case (thus, the
“Miniscript”). Kahler was assisted in refining his concept of the Miniscript, as well as its
association with his other discovery of Drivers and relevant theories from Transactional
Analysis literature, by Hedges Capers (Kahler & Capers, 1974).

Interested in researching his newfound discoveries, Kahler developed an
inventory to gather data during his doctoral and post-doctoral work. This inventory
measured the degree to which any correlations existed between ego states and other
identifiable distressed behaviors (Kahler, 2008). His emerging model produced six,
mutually exclusive, non-random dafa clusters pertaining to personality. His discoveries
were so meaningful to the academic community that Kahler was awarded the Annual Eric
Berne Memorial Scientific Award by the International Transactional Analysis
Association (Kahler, 1977). This award was bestowed by more than 10,000 of Kahler’s
clinical peers from 52 countries as having provided the most significant scientific
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discovery in the field of psychology (Kahler, 2010). These personality discoveries that
led to this award later became the foundation of Kahler’s Process Therapy Model
(Kahler, 2008, 2010), the first model of personality upon which the Process Education
Model was built, identifying clinical applications of strengths of personality and
cominunication patterns,

Based on his posi-doctoral research on his personality model and further
refinement of the factors and conditions that influence personality and behavior, Kahler
began investigating personality structure in 1977 as a layering of six posilive personality
types within each individual. He proposed an ordering (or stacking) of each personality
type within an individual to construct a metaphorical condominium (Kahler, 2008). The
significance of this was that just as human beings can express negative patterns of
behavior while in distress, they can exhibit positive aspects of behavior using their
strengths of personality.

The six personality types described by Kahler (2008, 2010) are as follows:

* Harmonizers are compassionate, sensitive and warm; they see the world
through their emotions. They are motivated by acceptance of self and Sensory.

* Thinkers are logical, responsible and organized; they experience the world
through their thoughts. They are motivated by recognition for their (good) work
and time structure.

-+ Persisters are conscientious, dedicated and observant; they view the world
through their opinions, They are motivated by recognition Jor their (valuable)
work and conviction.

* Imaginers are imaginative, reflective and calm; they see the world through
inactions. They are motivated by solitude.

* Rebels are spontaneous, creative and playful; they experience the world through
reactions. They are motivated by contact (the more playful the better).

* Promoters are adaptable, persuasive and charming; they perceive the world
through actions. They are motivated by incidence (quick payoffs from many
short-term activities).

All six personality types are found within all individuals, yet they do have discernable
arrangements,” identifiable through a validated Personality Pattern Inventory (Ampaw,
Gilbert, & Donlan, 2012, 2013; Kabler, 1982). Within each of us, some personalities
predominate more than others, arranged in one of 720 different possibilities, according to
Kahler (2008). Figwe 1 shows one possible configuration of the personalities and the
“energy” bands for each.
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Figure 1. Sample personality condominium.

Six personalities comprise the entirety of any person’s personality. In this example, one’s
Thinker personality is most predominant, serving as the Base of one’s Personality
Condominium. Harmonizer personality is the second strongest, followed by one’s
Persister, Rebel, Promoter, and finally, one’s Tmaginer personality.

Personality structure consists of six Personality Types, the order of which is set by
about age seven. We are likely born with the first floor of ‘Base’ Personality Type, while
the order of floors two through six are determined by parenting and the environment,
interacting with basic Perceptual Temperament. (p. 195)

Perceptual Temperament can be thought of as the naturally occurring strength of
personality of the child. Kahler theorized that persons have all six personalities in
varying strengths, no matter their race, ethnicity, gender, culture, or national origin.
Kahler’s research followed observations of more than 20,000 children by parent
educators trained in the Process Therapy Model in Brevard Community College Day
Care Centers from 1978 to 1996 (Kahler, 2008, pp. 36-37).

If one accepts the results of Kahler’s research, verified in the robust use of the
Process Communication Model worldwide, then the underpinnings of developing cultural
competencies globally are present. The key to further development is through leadership
within and between educational organizations.
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Personality Pattern Inventory Research

In this section, we discuss Research Question Two regarding the validation of processes
employed with respect to the model’s concepts and instrumentation. Farly research
leading to further refinements in Kahler’s Process Communication Model was informed
by the use of the Personality Pattern Inventory (PPI), originally validated for both clinical
and non-clinical applications (Kahler, 2008). The PPI is a tool to identify relative
strength of each person’s personalities and the arrangement of his or her structure.

While a graduate student, Kahler noticed that brief, defense-like behaviors were
present in mental health patients Just prior to distressed outbursts, Using Berne’s (1961,
1964) quantification of these behaviors into five cues — words, tones, gestures, postures,
and facial expressions - Kahler completed a mafrix of defense-like behaviors that he
called “Drivers,” “from Freud’s drive, or basic instinet, to repetitive behavior” (Kahler,
2008, p. 4).

Kahler then created an inventory, using factor analysis for validation (Kahler,
1982, 2008). Kahler found from his analyses that “data naturally fell into six, mutually
exclusive clusters at a high enough significance to not be random” (Kahler, 2008, p. 13).
With the assistance of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Lead
Psychiatrist for manned space {light, Dr. Terry McGuire, Kahler developed a paper and
pencil inventory for use in astronaut selection, later to become the Personality Pattern
Inventory (PPI). In subsequent years, NASA supported research in Kahler’s model in
his Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) comparison studies (McGuire, Stansbury, &
Kahler, 1990). The results of these studies showed the PPI to be more robust than the
MBTI. Further, the PPI yielded predictive distress behaviors.

The PPI was used in the astronaut selection and training process by NASA
(Kahler, 2008). Also, the PPI provides the personality preferences that evolved into both
the Process Communication and Process Education Models.

The original validation studies utilized face, concurrent, and predictive validity.
Research findings included confirmation of six positive personality types, each with
measured energy; character strengths; environmental preferences; perceptions; needs;
management styles; personality parts; and channels, Normal and severe distress
sequences were also identified (Kahler, 2008).

Ampaw, Gilbert, and Donlan (2012, 2013) demonstrated a revalidation of fhe
Personality Pattern Inventory through a construct validity of Base (41,649 subjects) and
Phase (54,233 subjects) with factor analyses and Cronbach’s alpha. Two general
hypotheses guided the research: (a) there was no relationship among items on the
Personality Pattern Inventory, and (b) there was no consistency of responses for those
completing the inventory. The study utilized a Principal Component Analysis with a six-
factor restriction, employing a Promax with Kaiser Normalization as the rotation method,
Using >.300 as the threshold, five clear Base and Phase patterns emerged, with the sixth
loading in each not showing a discernable pattern. Reliability was demonstrated in 10 of
12 areas at » > .70; the other two areas were » = .68. Conclusions supported the inventory
as both valid and reliable,

Cutrent use of the instrument for personality analysis includes the following
international continents, countries, and territories: Africa, Australia, Austria, Belgium,
Europe, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Lichtenstein, Luxembourg, Morocco,
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New Zealand, Romania, Switzerland, Tunisia, the United Kingdom, and the United
States. The global use of the instrument, recently revalidated, stiggests its use in creating
cultural communities in education,

Scholarship on “Process” — Methods and Approaches

In this section, we address Research Question Three which asked how the developing
body of scholarship on the Process models has helped inform K-12 education. Thus, we
review selected studies regarding the Process Education Model, It concludes with a
synthesis statement regarding the research.

The evolution of the Process Education Model (PEM) came from a focus on
classroom applications of instructional delivery. Teaching and learning styles and
differences were seen as functions of the communication preferences Kahler proposed in
his ongoing research.

Process Education Model Applications

The Process Education Model (PEM) allows educators to understand themselves and
their students better (Bradley, Pauley, & Pauley, 2006; Gilbert, 2012; Pauley, Bradley, &
Pauley, 2002). The fact that some students come into our classrooms unlike their
teachers has been one of the more cleatly articulated benefits of model awareness for
practitioners. Notable results in the implementation of the Process Education Model first
occurred system-wide in the Apache Junction (Arizona) School District (Gilbert, 1992,
1994, 1996).

Every professional staff member attended at least a three-day session on Process
Communication. During these three-day sessions, participants learned about the
Kahler Model, what their base personality and personality sequence were, how to
energize themselves, and how to arrange to get their own psychological needs met
daily, weekly, and monthly, how to interact effectively and motivate each of the
six student types, how to interpret negative behaviors in students and intervene
quickly and effectively, as well as how to monitor their own distress signals and
take appropriate, positive action (Gilbert, 1994, p. 8).

Results reported by the superintendent included the following:

* Student achievement in every grade level increased,

* Failure rates in 7th and 8™ grades were reduced from 20% to less than 2%.

* Dropout rates declined from over 20% to less than 9%,

°  The percentage of students matriculating to post-secondary education rose
from below 19% to greater than 43%.

* Staff turnover decreased from 43% fo less than 3% (Gilbert, 1994),

In reflecting upon the Process Education Model’s utility for educators, Gilbert (1994)
described student-teacher interaction as follows:
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The Kahler Model is so precise, we can anticipate the actual behaviors of a
patticular type of student before he or she fails. Using this information allows the
teacher fo present early intervention strafegies to invite students back into their
success patterns. (p. 10)

Gilbert (1994) noted that a lack of Process understanding might lead educators to
communicate high expectations prior to allowing for diverse personality needs to be met.
This frequently brings about a level of distress that is counterproductive in realizing high
expectations and reaching students (Gilbert, 1999), especially those who are diverse and
much unlike their teachers (Cicinelli, 2013; Gilbert, 1999). As well, with children from
an early age, this can result in an avoidance and mistrust of people unlike them (such as
their teachers), which exacerbates problems of mutual understanding, forging
comnections across diverse perspectives, and an overall openness to learning.

Evidence of lackluster academic achievement for students predominating in
particular personality types has been evidenced in some of Gilbert’s (1994) research. He
found the following correlations of student interaction cnergy with student grade-point
averages:

Table 1
Correlations of personal ity types fo grade-point averages of students
Personality Type Correlation to Grade-Point Avera ge
Harmonizer 0.4101
Thinker 0.3660
Persister 0.3591
Imaginer 0.3396
Rebe] (.0889
Promoter -(.2496
Note. Correlations of Interaction Energy with Student Grade-Point Average, Gilbert, 2006, p.
249,

Rebel and Promoter personalities (typically 25% of the group), which value
communalism and a group orientation, react with movement, need verve, action, and
excitement while learning, and need more immediate relevancy of content, differ greatly
from those of their teachers (Bradley, 2007; Gilbert, 1999). Their teachers’ personalities,
as well as their professional preparation, are oftentimes much different in terms of
communication preference and pedagogical style which results in a problem (Bradley,
2007; Gilbert, 1999).

Teachers predominate in preferred leaming patteins of Harmonizer, Thinker, and
Persister personalities, valuing individuality, time, are work- and achievement-oriented,
and are competitive (Bradley, 2007, Gilbert, 1999). This creates a mismatch between the
delivery patterns of the teachers and the learning patterns of many of their students.
Miscommunication may also impinge upon efforts to create more inclusive culturally
competent learning communities. It cerfainly inhibits a more global understanding of
perspectives beyond those that we are comfortable as educators. One answer might be
that institutions of higher education offer pre-service ({raining to expand the
communication skills of most candidates preparing to be teachers.
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Figure 2 shows a comparison of educator personalities with the general
population. (These unpublished data are taken from co-author Gilbert’s research over the
past 20 years with almost 1,600 subjects.)

General Population Educators

¥ Harmonizer #Thinker = Persister “Imaginer I Rebel @Promoter

Figure 2. Personality comparison - 1994 - 2014

The comparison shows that educators are more heavily intrinsic (Harmonizers, Thinkers
and Persisters) in their orientations than the general population. Additionally, they are
much less like their extrinsically oriented students (Imaginers, Rebels and Promoters).

The comparison shows that educators are more heavily intrinsic (Harmonizers,
Thinkers and Persisters) in theit orientations than the general population. Additionally,
they are much less like their extrinsically oriented students (Imaginers, Rebels and
Promoters).

Most classroom achievement is measured in North American schools by the
teacher criteria, yielding a grade. Therefore, Gilbert (2006) argued, “If one interprets a
grade (criterion-referenced performance) as the student’s ability to meet the instructor’s
expectations, it is not surprising that those who are most like the instructor will fare
particularly well” (p. 249). Educators are largely oriented intrinsically. In order to reach
students whose preferences are different from theirs, they must “shifi” to the personality
energies that are strong in those “different” students. This can be accomplished through
the use of specific words, tones, gestures, postures, and facial expressions, as well as
utilizing different methods of communication and environmental preferences, all included
within Kahler’s theoretical framework of “Process” (Bradley, Pauley, & Pauley, 2006;
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Gilbert, 2012; Pauley, Bradley, & Pauley, 2002). It is crucial to connect with students
and then invite them to the learning style that may be targeted for a specific lesson.

Research Finding Themes

With respect to student academic achievement, a student’s grade bears a relationship to
the differences in personality structure between himself or herself and the teacher
(Wallin, 1993). Echoing the Apache Junction results, students in seitings in which
persons were trained in Process Communication achieved better, attributed to a deepened
understanding of student needs and preferences by the teachers (Hawking, 1995). More
recently, Cicinelli (2013) found that a teacher’s ability to communicate impacts a
student’s achievement in academic measures that correspond to teacher expectations,
such as student grade point averages; whereas other norm-referenced measures, those that
had nothing to do with teacher/student communication, did not yield similar results.
Thus, Cicinelli concluded, students’ abilities to meet teacher expectations might be a
determining factor in criterion-based, academic achievement — or conversely, students
achieve more evenly when not confronted with teacher personalities.

Differences among teachers and students often lead to challenging classroom
patterns of communication and behavior (Cicinelli, 2013; Gilbert, 1999). When teachers
and students have different personality strengths, they will have more miscommunication,
as well as predicable distress behaviors (Thompson, 2006). Differences between student
personality strengths may result in higher teacher interpretations of inattention and
hyperactivity, even impacting students being labeled with Attention-Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder (Bailey, 1998). Martin (2001) found a stafistically significant difference in
teachers’ abilities to understand their own personalities through the Process
Communication Model and planning for improved student behavior,

Leadership in schools has also been studied. The personalities of administrators
contributed significantly to perceptions of those students who presented problems in
schools (Hill, 1995). A relationship was found to exist between the personality energy of
school leaders and the openness of the organizational climates in their schools, as
evidenced by the cooperation, respect, and trust, as well as promotion of academic
achievement in students (Weisenbach, 2004). Particularly with respect to Promoter
personality, an inverse correlation was found with that personality and the openness of
climate in schools — meaning the more action-oriented the leader is, the less the climate is
likely to be open.

The Process Education Model suggests a change in motivation in two-thirds of the
- population (Kahler, 2008). This is a particularly important level of sophistication that the
model that explains why we may approach situations of diversity and cultural awareness
differently over the course of our lives, especially with those unlike ourselves, With this
in mind, school leaders who had experienced a change in their motivation and
psychological needs had staff members who were happier (Francisco, 2005). This may
have been a result of the leaders being able to embrace differences of personality in staff
members more effectively.

The body of research on the educational aspects of Process Communication
explains that educators are significantly more intrinsic in their orientation than the
general population, and have much less ability to deal with extrinsically oriented
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individuals. These individuals are most unlike the predominant educator types and can
present significant communication challenges. With.regard to cultural diversity, the
extant communication problems can lead to misunderstanding and thwait possible
personal and organizational synergy.

Synthesis, Conclusions, and Implications for Practice

The Process Education Model (PEM) provides educators tools for building culfural
competencies toward more effective global educational leadership. Yet this does not start
at the level of this culture and that or us and them; it starts with “we” — the “we” of
optimal communication. An emerging body of scholarship illustrates that organizational
and classroom applications have the potential to yield more effective communication and
better outcomes, yet more research needs to be done. Because of the models’ theoretical
sophistication, educators can expand their understanding of diversity as a pathway toward
developing a global perspective.

Synthesis of Literature

A synthesis of research suggests that understanding Kahler’s theories allows educators to
access the energy they have to do the difficult work of education. It also suggests that a
deep understanding of the model allows for more effective community building in
classrooms. We surmise that community building is not only a foundation of cultural and
global understanding, but also a springboard from which educators can utilize differences
in students and families to enrich the teaching and learning environment. Teachers do so
by focusing first on meeting their own needs, which then allows them to focus on the
needs of others with whom they come in contact. With regard fo the classroom: “What
makes this work is that students prefer to succeed and will cooperate with a teacher who
appears to understand them, accept them, and help their learning” (Gilbert, 1994, p. 10)

Achievement in culturally responsive classrooms has an interactional component
that includes expectations and efficacy on the part of teachers, Without knowledge of
Process, teachers may make decisions regarding the behavior of students as far as what
constitutes acceptable conduct. more particularly from the standpoint of “me” (and more
particularly from the standpoint of distress), When students operate ouiside of what is see
as acceptable behavior, they will be seen as “not OK.” This position will lead to distress
(lack-of positive needs fulfillment), usually in students. Escalation of misbehavior is
certainly a probability for students who are diverse, those uniike their teachers and who
do not get their (learning) needs met in the classroom. Finally, a leader’s understanding
of Process bears a relationship to the climate in a school, school improvement efforts, and
in the satisfaction of adults who are employed in school organizations.

Conclusions

A foundational aspect of Kahler’s theory is, “I'm OK/You’re OK” (Kahler, 2008). This
understanding is critical for educators to build cultural communities through global
educational leadership, as leaders must be “in a good place,” so as not to move into
distress and exacerbate the challenges that may be inherent when experiencing diversity.
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‘The more students experience “I'm OK/You're OK” in their relationships with

responsive educators, the better off and more inclusive communities will be. Process
allows educators to maximize positive communication with the world’s children at the
center of the effort,

Specifically, the Process Education Model has provided educators a deepened
understanding of a more inclusive world, inviting us to see and understand the differences
in others so that we can interact successfully. It has allowed educators and leaders to
utilize others” frames of preferences to enhance the sow of communication, The model
has been vetted through validation processes conceptually and instrumentally, and a
developing body of Process scholarship has provided scholars the platform upon which to
develop further research studies in a global context, as most educational research to date
has been in North America. One recommendation would be to expand research on the
Process Education Model’s direct or indirect effects upon leadership or teaching efficacy
in multi-cultural settings that require diverse and inclusive teaching practices.

Implications for Practice

Particularly important is the model in allowing educators to understand and connect with
the families of students who attend our schools.

The benefits [of Process] are both tangible and intangible, The most tangible
benefits that students attend better and stay in school ... The greatest intangible
benefit is more effective communication throughout the organization —
administrators and staff, staff and students, and staff with each other. Moreover,
this benefit carries over into the home, where communication becomes more
effective between the participants and their families. (Gilbert, 1994, p. 11)

Building cultural community at the local level is the precursor to developing an expanded
awareness of what the.global community has to offer. Connecting with educational
leaders worldwide is an important step in creating a global educational community. With
a burgeoning economic interdependence, it is important that those who prepare the
citizens of tomorrow interact effectively for mutual outcomes. Process Education may be
the means to do so.

Embracing the concepts posed by the Process Education Model would provide
educational leaders worldwide with the skills to provide more effective instructional
delivery and communication within their organizations. Holding too fast to the patterns
of the past will only-perpetuate similar outcomes, many of which have been criticized.
Different strategies for a changing global community are critical to close the gaps.
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