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SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL VIS-A-VIS COMMUNITY
INVOLVEMENT AND SUPPORT: AN EMPIRICAL ASSESSMENT

The relationship between school performance and citizen in-
volvement. hss ll'ong been an issue of concern among scholars in various
fields. However, thia literature has ‘been more polemical than empirical. '
In a recent assessment oé the school-community interaction iiteratutc, Saxe
(1975:230) concludes th';t this literature does not provide empirical evi-
dence “to support the argum;nt thft citizen participation ‘and suppcrt results
in educational ben;'fitl. In this' studx ; empirically a:‘n‘al}ze the relation- |
ship between aéhool achievement le\;el and coumn;.;y involvement and ;npportf.
This relationshib is examined at the zero ordér level fo»’several dimensions

of community involvement and support, as well as-with controls for school

socioeconomic statu§ and various $choo? strycture variables.

.
» -

Scholars from various disciplines have: focused on the role of commun-
ity involvement and support in school performance. Writings on the topic
vary. in terms of empirical rigor; polemici, and unit of analysis (district,

school, or studeht): However, most writers shgge.t a generally positive

" relationship between school achievement level and community involvement

- .

and support.
Citizen participation is one theme in the lite;raturg‘ The two majoi'
emphases 1n‘th; citizen psrticipation literature are cigizen participation
in all aspects of community affai;s and ci;izeniparticipation in school
affairs. Perhaps the best single work >on_ participation in various community
affairs is that bf Cole (1974), who cites considerable evidence to suggest
tﬁat confidence in the polit}ral process can be increased by increasing the

ch;nnels of citizen involvement and that doing so will increase the political

i
\ ) ~

« 3 K ) e




R >

efficacy of citizens. He also cites evidence suppoxting a positive re-

lationship between citizen "involvement and the quality and quantity of

social services rendered. Cole concludes that, contrary to popular belief,

persistent citizen 1qvolvement can have positive consequences for aervices

renderea._

The second emphasis in the citizen participation litera:;;e is citizen,

‘particularly parental,‘involveucnt in school affairs. Writers in this field

emphasize the ;ole of citizens in maintaining school system accountability.

(Dyer, 1973; Lessinger, 1973; Sciara and Jantz,1972; and H‘:nc, 1972% and

advocate both decentralization of school administration and community control

of schools (AItchuler, 1970;" Fantini and Gicteli, 1973; Gitteil, 1967;

Levin, 1970; and Ornstein; 1974) . The thesis in this ﬁpproqcﬁiis that

_ contemporary school systems are too large and bureaucratic and, therefore,

‘ over,their schools will feel more effective in dealing with the schoole, o

too far removed from the client. The natural result it is suggested is
7educed school effectiveness, and the solution is for commnnities to become
more involvedwith thﬂx schools. An 1mp11cit assumption is that’ citizens,

particularly parents, who feel that they have at least a modicum of control

This feeling of contrcl is thought to effect both children's attitudes
toward and performance in schools as well.l- Hence, boch dimensions of the
citizen involvement ldtefature‘:uggest a positive relationship between
school achievement level and community involvement and support..

Two features distinguish the education literature from citizen para-

' ticipation literature: the education literature is more empirical and its

o

focus is more on the individual student than on the school system as a -

whole. However, this literature .also contains suggestions of a positive
\
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relationship between acl;ievement and_community involvement and support.

rot example, Stearns and Peterson (1973) note a positive relationahip between
parental involvement and children s achievement in such federally funded
programs as the Right to Read Program. Cloward and Jones (1963) note that -

parental involvemsnt in school affairs is~positively correlated with parental

evaluations of the importanco of education and with patental attitudes

. toward education as an institution. Schiff (1963) teportu that parental

participation and cooperation in school affairs is associatod with highOr,
achievement, better attendance, better study habits, “and fewer discipline
problems. Both Brookover (1965) and Lo;ote (1969) note a positive rela-
tion between parental involvement and both student self-concept and echieve-'
ment, |

,However, there are two shortcomings in this education literature.
Fitst, tew researchers heue statisticellﬁ controlled fot tnevpossible
.spurious effect of‘soCioeconomic-stetus.'\Tnat;is, eocioeconomic‘status i;“‘
often associated with both acnievement and factors themselves associated -
with- achievement, such as nore highly trained tecchereﬁundélower pupil
mobility (cf Coleman, 1966) . Socioeconomic etatus is controlled in this
study for this reason. Second, most of the studies focus on the individual

as the unit of analysis. ‘' Since schools are complex organizations, and com-

! T A
munity involvement and support reflect more than just parental involvggent,

it seems appropriate to examine the relationship of involvement and suéport-" :

to the performance levels of schools as organizations (cf. Bidwell and
Kasarda, 1975). Such an organizational approach reflects both’the'uarious
groups and individuals that can be involved and the yggious hieratéhical

levels in the school organization where such involvement and support could

be directed.
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An organizational analysis of school achievement level also involves .

an snslysis of the role of the.enviropnentin'orglnizstionll functioning
'(e.é., Corwin, 1967; Fraser, 1967) . 6wens (1970:69) suggests that rele-
tively high levels of envirormental invoivement prevent the service organ-
ization from becoming "closed" and, therefore, from,hecoming less sensitive
to environmentll\'lemnds The implicstion is t’hst orgsnintions forced to

keep attuned to environmental chsnges and demands wi‘ll be more edeptive and

. perform more effectively. Biddle (1970 174) sinilsrly suggests thet low

levels of enviromental involvement result in a closed, ineffectivo bureau-_
cracy. In short, schools that experience a high degree #f environmental

involvement and support .can be expected to have somewhet higher levels of

performance.

- - . v -

The basiq hypothesis to be tested is that schools experiencing high

-

. levels of community involvement and support have higher achievement levels

than those experiencing low levels of involvement and support. In contrast

to the citizen involvement literature, the focus is on an empirical assess-

- -

ment d: the hypothesized relationship. In contrast to theﬁeducetion

J . @ .
literature, which deals mei‘ly with student achievement, the focus is on ¥

- achievement levels of schools as organizations. The reletionship between

achievement level and community involvement and support is examined at both

‘the zero order level and with controls for school socioeconomic status and

various internal structural veriables._ The structural vsrisbles examined
include: efrollment, centralization, standardization, specialization,
flexibility, adaptability, close supervision, average pupil mobility,

~aversge class size, average teacher experience, age of building, number

peraprofessionals in the school, and percent minority teachers.



_ rollment, building age, avetlgc teacher expcrienc’e} proporti.on »teachers

‘only statistically ugniﬂcant diffcrence is that schuoh wvhose princ;pall

participated have about 10 perctnt £emr students’ fron Iow socioecono’mi.c L

~ tural variables exin: in his or her achool.. There is né & priori reaqon )

* i

—
S METHODS
. .

The study involved all 233 -elementary schools. 1;1 [} luéc nidwestern
city; a net usesble response rate of 58 percent resulted in a sample of
135 schools. 'l.'he data ¥y wcrc glthorcd i.n 1974 Zrom both officisl doeuuntn

and Quuttonnairu sent Co principals. 'ro ums upruountivenus »

- schools with priucipal-suppuod tlata were conplrod with schoolo without

such data on the following vari lblu..' school socioaconomic stattu, en~

with a Master's degree or. abova, pupil mobility, and nchievemnt. The

status backgraundo than do schools vhose principals did not participate.

The use of the princ-ipal as an informant -;ndoubtedly involves a certain _
degree of unmeasurable biaa. However, the érincipal 13 the peregon most
likely to know ahout. such' issues as conmnity 1nvolvem¢nt and support and
is perhaps the. best person to eatimte the extent to which various struc-
to believe that the amount of ;130 in che principal' report aystenatically
varias with characteristics of either thc principal or with character:latics '
of the school 1n which the principal operates. )

School achievepent level, the dependent varigble, wis aperationalized

by adding the mathematics snd reading standardized test scores, and

dividing this sum by two to obtain a mean achievement score (cf. Bidwell

' snd ‘Kasarda, 1975) . Both the mathematics and reading tests were developed

by state assessment officials in conjunction wit}: testing e?:perta. The |
mathematics test included items on numbers and operations, place value,

fractions, computations, relations, logical thihking, and aspplication,

, :
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ment. However, there does appear to be some consensus on the salience of the:

'especially vhen the day-to-day emphases of schools are examined (Hauser,

1972:60 ;Thompson, 1967:90). - . '

and the reading test included items or vocabulary, eentences, and reading

comprehension. The statewide scores were reported in standard form (hean

of 50 and standard deviation of 10); the mean for this varisble is 45.65

-

and the standard daviation is 4.20. Only grade four was used for the state

assessment testing purposes. Although positive correlations among acliieve-

) /
ment scores for varioue grade . levele can be expected 2 an1 interpret.ations

'
of chool achievement levels ehould technically be reetricted to grade four.
The achievement variable as operetionelized-tn this study incorporates

only basic ekilta,‘ Schools do, §f course,etress other dimensions of achieve- '

. basic skills as one of the major goals school bereonnelfatrivc'ko attain,

-
-

’

* The community involvement and support concept has not adequately been

operationalized in previous studies. Hepcé 29 items were developed to .
operationalize this cencept; these items appeared on the principal's

questionnaire and are summarized in Table.l. Princibel components analysis

t(with orthogonal rotation) was used to determine underlying dimensions-in

this concept; the results appear in Teble 2. Seven fectore emerge from this
anel}eix (the key items are sterred for each factor). Highly loading

items on Feptor 1 reflect behavioral 1nvolvement on the part of citizene.
and,perents and is therefore labeled "behavioral involvement." Highly
loading items on Factor 2 represent citizen participation in curricular ’
decision making and 1s therefore labeled "curricular decision making."

Factor 3 contains highly loading items on hctual contacts’ between school

-

personnel and parents and is iabeled *'gchool-parent contacts." Factor 4

is labeled "procedures decision making" since highly loadiﬁE‘*fems represent

~ - .

)

Tables 1 and 2 about here




A - - .
decision making 'by citizens. This last ,dimension represents more.than an

. -

- qitizen ,parﬂcipauon in decisi.on maki.ng on procedural isauea. The two

:u:ens on opportunitiel for parents to ﬁt down and discuu probleml with
the ‘teacher and administration logd highly on Factor 5; this factor is T

\
labeled "discussion opportunities.” Factor 6 is lab?led "facilities usaga®™

due to the high loadings of the two items on fraquen'csv and number of grouna

using school facilities. ° The o&ly itenm loadi:né highly on !"ng:tor s l;ﬁe

item on the role of community groups in helping teo rafse funds; hence this
. .. ~ - - ‘ ’
factor is labeled "fund raising." D ) .
It should be noted 't.ha't the items developed and the resulting factors
- . N

reflect several Lastc dimensions of community involvement and euppoft:

behavioral and nonbehavioral support, actual contacts be'tﬁ}een“achpol and
P .
community, an atmosph-re of open communicstions, and participation in

advisory role; 1: represents a participative role 1nvqlving some exercise

of power by citizens.

o

3everal of the structural varisbles were also operationalized with

‘itews on the principal's questionnaire. Centralization reflects the degre-a

to whichdecision making 13 concentrated at the upper levels of the ldmi.n-
iatrative hierarchy. Centrauution was operationalized by asking principals
to indicate the extent of participation by central officé administtators,.
intermediate level administrators, principals, and teach:rs in. making -
uecisions about such 1s§ue; as text selection, establishing course objec-
tives, hiring teachers, evaluating ﬁeachers, and the establishing of ggad;ng
and discip‘linﬂary’ procedures. The principal was asked to indicate the .level
of partici\patio,n for each of the four cateéories of iaersons on a scale

ranging from "usually does not participate” to "usually participates and

has decisive influence" (five categories). Sums were calculated for each

JURS
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of the’ four categories of p'ersons across all fssues. The total aéoi‘e for

»

teachers was th. . divided by the sum of ‘the scores for the three nd‘minf
istrative levels, yielding a ratio of teachers' decision nsking 1l1§.\l0ﬂ¢§

to that . of the administrative h\}elo. The scoring was tevoi'o‘ed so that a

e

low score reflects low centralintion, i.e. high telchor docision waking -

*a

influence. ‘The lplit-half rolioﬁility coofficiont of, tho conttalintion

-,uc . '

scale is .70 the mean is l}i and the otmdard deviltion 1s .07.. )

Standsrdizatjon ;ropreunts.(tho emphasis on rules, rogula. ions; and

uniformity in a school. Principals were uhdfto reopond.to the following

£

items on a five-point scale ranging from "not at all éha'rgcteristic of ay

.

) ’ )
school"” to "very characteriatié of my school:™ . °

[y . -

)

1. - A teacher is roaponsible to see.that the contept in textbookl
is completed in the course of a year. ’ .

2. Identical .school-wide tests are uoed for students taking the same

. subjects. s , .

3. The subject materihl is planned so that every ch#ld studying the
same subject throughout the school; system will eventually cover the
same material.

4. Rules specify when teachers should arrive and depart from the

&

Items four through seven were weighted by principals' estimates of how

N . .
“ o . ) I

striotly.that rule was enforced. The seven items vere then summed to
creste the standardization scale (cf. Corwin, 1970) . ’ The split-hal:f re- -
liability coefficient is .63 the ‘mean is 42.18, end the standard devintion
" is 21,07. . . : ‘ ' . . ‘
.Flexibility represents the levei of professional freedom teachets
experiencel Using a five-point scale ranging from "no freedo "' to"complete

N ‘\_
freedom," orincipals were asked to estimate the level of freedom teachers

14

10
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i building.
5. 7To prevent confusion and friction among the otaff there is a rule
covering almost any problem that might come up.’ - ¢
6. There are rules specifying the topics that are ond are not appro=
S, . ° 7 priate for discussion in the classroom. — N
e 7. A nanual of rules and regulations exists. . .

L]

'
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in their school experiencc Ya- t:he. aeleétion and use of aupplementary Lt

»
1 4

<, meterials, the subjec: content to emphuiu, ‘the daily pacing and tining P
s -~ ’ : »
'_ 'of teaching, and tho;)moda and techniqnu of tcaching. The scores on ’éheu
14 . . ¢ [ ‘ g ‘
four items vere & to create the flexibility: ccalc, uhich has a relias

‘s.@' L

bility coefficicnt of .66, a -nn of 17.01, and a aundcrd dcvial:ion of 1.81,
v _Adaptabilif;y repreu_nu the lcﬁogl?ccapacity “for sdepting to change °
demands. Two items were asked of principalaKfor purposes of.op’étttioncie- |
ization. . One‘ measures the rapidity with Q;xich teacher_c in‘thc' .principa‘l'c )
s‘chbol accept and adjuct i!o changes in the routi;nesgﬂnctcrilll, or teaching
A : techniques (five catggoriu ranging from "very elow‘y" to "imediately").
‘ The second item ‘i}quired about the proportion of teachers in the school ‘
: who,rapidly accept and adjust to changes (five categories ranging from L - )
\ "considerably. less than half" to "pra’cticall'y‘ evcryoone:'). The correlatfon ‘
between these two items is .70, the.meax.u of the\su‘me}‘accle' is 6.04, and

» - - a

¢ “the standard deviation is 2.06.

' 0108e lupewision‘rei:tesencs a peraoqcl means of organizational eonu:'ol .
j!'\ i.e., 'the ‘extent to which superviaors lc..uany monicer thci;' subordinltes
" ! This concept was operat:ionali:ed by asking principals how often the guper-
| ‘intendent, other tentral office personne.., and thc principal. obunmd in, i .
teachers' classrooms. A six-point: scele was used tmging from "not &t all™ '

to "Eivc times per year or pore."” The scores on thelc three itens were

F-3

summed to create the close supervision scale, which has a reliability co~ +
efficient of .50, & mean of‘S.hl and a standard deviation of 2.58. ) . \

Data for the remaining‘ structural“ varisbles were gathered from official .
docum:;:s made avaiai\i.e by thf school system. Eurollment in opver'at:ion-

-7 alized with the use of ‘the number of pupily.n a school (meanw 726.3, ' ' “

atandard deviation= 325,51), Specialization was. operal;ib:ialized with the

=
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Y The age of the school build’ ‘g was defined as the number of years between

<

)

T

. otcndard deviation = l3,54). Average class size wua defined as ths averags

10

“use of the proportion.of teechers im a school with a Masters degree ox

s5ove (m2an = 34.79, standard deviation = 13.06). 1

Average pupil mobilitv was operationally defined as the percont of '

n

pupilo transferring in and out of a school in the last year (moan = 32, 05,

number cf students per class (mean = 31.69, standard deviation = 3.8).

Average teacher experience was defined as the meln'nuubor of years teachers

in a school have been teaching (mean = 21.1, standard deviation = 8.05).

]

)

initisl occupation and the year of ihe data gathering (mean = 41.25,

standard deviation = 19,47). ;The number of paraprofessionaks was calculated

3 —-

" on g full-time equivalent basis for aach school (mean = 8.87, stendard - - %

. deviation = 7.84), and the percent.ninority teachers was calculated by

T

dividing the number of teachers who identifieﬂ themselves as belonging to

‘a milority group divided by thz total number of teachers in a school . S

-y s

“(mean = 44, 81 “standard deviation =19, 25) School aocioeconomic status
vas operationally defined e ‘the percent of pupils from families havi ng
incomes. below the poverty level, as determined by the Social Security

Administration (mean = 12,18, standnrd deviation = 8.37). .

The preceding fourteen structural variableo conpriae the control
\irigtles in the analysis of the relationship between achievement levels

and commu\lty involvement and support. They were fpactor anslyzed

v
\ Y v

(principal componehts analysis witb,orthogonal rotat&:n)’for two reasons.‘

\ A )

First, several of these\Etructurod variables are interrelated, <which may reault

in less reliable beta weights, \Second, beta weights will be less reliable
, : N ‘ -
if many jindependent variables are analyzed with the modest sample size used -

- }\‘
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in this' study. Hence factor analyais was used to facrease the~reliab1}1t!
of the beta weights by both reducing the level of ch§ intercorrelsations
among the control variables and by reducing the humber of control variabies
(cf. Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973:442).
. ) The resulcs gf the factor analysis are remorce’ ... iable 3 (the higheot

loa&ing items pér_fictor have been starred). Th; highesfwloar item on

* Factor 1 is the propoxtion of studenﬁ( from low aocipgconohté status

5. 4552 » familie;; Iﬁe oiher_hishly locding items also re‘lecéfi%hooi:aocigocononic

\ N R

K

- . \‘ : ~3 R . ' -
N : * TABLE 3.about here

o ) ) N .

1.‘\? : ‘ - .’ N . ' .

-+ - status; hence this factor is labeled "sghool SES." Factor 2 conthins high .
;Tf”’ loadings on gpeciﬁlization and teacher experience. and is thefefo

"teacher tratning-éeniority." Size is the only item loading hi
. Factor 3; class size also has a moderate i&a@ing ;n‘thig fictqi.>
- factor is labelea "sch;;l size." Factor 4 contains high loadings on bofhj
pgandardizétion afid close supervision and is ihbeled "eontrol.strusture."
Both flexibility and adaptability load highly on Factor 5, yie;ding an
— ”qﬂaptabilitf" factor. Cen;ral;zqtion loads higﬁiy on Facg9?~§éfgggg;5igg,____“____ﬂ«;
in a label of "centralization'" for this factor. ' : Coe
?ag}or:acore; wetecca}culaéed,fo:,each of the factors using the factor
- score coefficient for'aligéartabl;s on a given factdr. The resulting
éacto; scores are sgapdard scores with a mean of ze:o and a standard deviation
;Q of 1.0. de'it!f%};icii procedures wgre'then\used to analyze Ehg hypothesis.
Correlation analysis indicates Eﬁe bivari;te\:elatioﬁships between achieve-

ment and the various dimensions of community involvement and supéort.

" Multiple regression analysis (withlbeta weights)was used to assess.the

- ) - 13 : . i ‘;‘

—_ - -
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unique reiationship between achievement level and each o.f the couu;txnity
involvement and support factors and each of the contr;l variables factors,
Kerlinger and Pehazur (1973:363-365) adequately demonstrate the usefulness
of futqr .ccorec in multiple regression analysis, and Blau (1973:34)'
demonstrates the advantages of beta weights over the other statistics

provided by multiple regréscion analysis.
RESULTS

The zero order correlations among the dependent varisble, inde-

pendent varisble factors and control variables factors are reported-in Table 4.

Five of the seven .comynity involvement and support factors are poaitively
asoc;ated with achievement level. Both "behavioral involvement" and
"fundiraising" factors _arc;. inode}'ately positively relat‘ed with achievement
level (r=.35,p<.001 and r=.28,p<.001 respectively). Both of these rela-

AY

tionships suggest that active involvement in school support activities-- -

attendance at various school meetings and involvement in school functions
and fund raising--is positively related with ‘achievement, The "facilities

usage" factor is also imoderately positively related wi_.% the dependent

CAY

TABLE & abqut: herg

variable (r=.21,p< 01), suggesting that widespread and frequent use of the -
school facilities may be xelaged to higher achievement levels. Both
:'discussion opportunities" and "school-parent contact' are positively
related to achievement level (r?.ZO, p<.01 and r-.ll% p<.~05 respectiv:ely).
Both of these factors reﬁresenc an atmosphere of open comunica.t:iorm ‘
betwee 1 school personnel and parents. Apparently such an atmosphere

A

is conducive of higher achievement levels. Neither of the

14
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two citizen participation in decision making factors--"procedures decision
making” and "curricular decision making"--is significantly related to achieve-
ment (r=,-09 and r~,.05 respectively). 1In fgct, the direction of the correla-:
tions is the opposite of that predicted by‘thé hypothesis.

In sum, the bivariate ana)ysis indicates a generally positive relationship

between school achievement levcl and such factors as behavioral involvement and

é

support, use of school facilitiu, and an open commications atnosphere. But
actual participation :l.n decision making is apparently unrelated to achievemant.

‘I'he reeults of the nmltivariate analysis 1nc1ud}ng both the 1ndepepdent vari-
able factors and control variables factors are summarized in the ‘foiiwing re-

gression equation (beta weights as the regréssion coefficients):

- - P S UUE U U U USRI SRS .

* - - *
Y'= - 214Xy .053){2 + .012){3 .0’ 3Xl. + .134){5 + .154,){6 + 131](7 583}(8

-

* -
+ .znxg - 219K}, +.073K .oux ot .101x13

.vhere X, = "behavioral involvement," x2 = "curricular decision making," Xy =

"school-parent contacts,” x,. = "procedures decision making," x; = "discussion -

opportunities,” X6 8

x9 -~ "teacher training and seniority " X1 = "gize," xn = "control structure,”

X9 ™ "adapﬁtabeility," and X4 =" central;zazion." Starred beta weights are at

= "facilities usege,” X, = "fund raising,” X_= "school SES"

-

least twice as large their standard errors. The F value for the regression
equation has a significance level of p<.0l. The multiple r is .81, and the
multiplé r Qquare is .66. 4 : ' T *
The results indicate statistically significant unique positive relation-
ships between acﬁievement level and four of :the seven comunify involveqen;'
and support factors. "hbehavioral involvement" (B=.214), 'discussion oppbrtu‘ni—
ties" (B=.134), "facilities usage" (B=.154), and "fund raising" (B=.131).
There are no significant relationships betweén achievement level and the remain-

ing three factors: "curriculér‘decision\ making," "procedures decision, making,"

5 .,
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and "schoo}-parent contacts." In short, the hypothesis is partially supported.

" The results also indicatc statistically significant untique relatinnahipl
between achievement level and three structural variables factors. School
socioeconomic status is negatively rehted to achievement (B-—.583;e high
score indicates low sgs),, tupportinz much of the previous research on achieve- ',
nent and socioeconomic status (e.g., Colenn, 1966) Teacher trsinin‘
seniority is positively associated with achievement (B=. 2915; indicating that.
schools -';m: ni_gh‘lmrels of trained and experienced perlonnol seem to produce
hiéher levels of achievement. Size is nesatively rehted with achisvenont : }
(B-—.219), 1arge schools experience somevhat lower achieveuent levels than do
. " - small schools. No significant relationships exist between acbievenc’nt level

A:_T e ~~—~-and _t.he_fmin.ing eomol variables mu‘f cont;ol_stmcture," " g

-

and “cenrralization." ,
| DISCUSSTON .

) The analysis provides partial support for the hypothesized positive ~rels-

) tionship between achievement level and commutiity - involv!unt and support. “Two
genersl features of community involvement and support emerge as being signifi— .
cently, related with achievement. The first is behavioral (but not neceusri].y

. decision maiing) invoivmnt in schooi sffsirs. Behavioral involveuent-un: "'

— -—~doubtedly Tepresents sn underlying interest In school functionings on the part

of comunity persons. The implication is that c1ients involved with and sup~-
portive of service organizations may enable such organizations to nore" com~ _
pletely attsin their goals.. The sécond éenersi feature is an atmosphere of
openness, as reflected in communications opportunities and access to and-use of
‘school facilities. An stnosphere of openness insures constant contact between
organizaticii® personnel and their clients. It cannot be assumed that the
interaction is consistently positive in nature; undoubtedly open relations en-

courage soue expression of conflict.

- 16 -
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»“\ ‘ Both of these features reflect t;ne Zlevgl. of permeability between
schools asservice organizations and their environments. From a systems
perspeactive, a h:[gh_ degree of permeability may enable service organizations "
" such as schools to better maintain equilibriunba,t\ncn themselves and their
&-  environments (cf. Coxrwin, 1974; Owens, 1970); this state of equilibrium mly‘
| enhance goal attainment, In sum, the results of! tnia 'ttm%y reaffirm both the -
E 7 salience of coni:act bcmn service orglniintlonl and Ehoir .cnvironmni:nl‘“
elmnts and the mportance of cnvironmntal. support for service organ-
1zation functicning (cf. Cohen and (hl.lins, 1974) Schooll again
enetgs as syatem open to the influence of persons and organizations in
, the larger society and as systems striving to maintain a certain degree
- of independence from environmental elements (Herriott and Hodgkins, 1973;
15516). Yet the data reported 'hera fndicate that system opennens may -
“be at ieast somevhat reiated to effecti:ve mrfoﬁance of such service
organizations as nchools. It remains to bg ‘exai\innd which of the boun-
dary n:otectibn and boundary spanning activities schools‘nngAge in are M,..‘
) functionnl an@.l which are dysfunctional ?’ﬁ effective petfomnce.

It is vnterest*ng to note that actual paft'ici.pation in’ decision

making--a mnre powerful means of 1n£1ueneé—-is unfe-lated to achievement.

" The 1mpli ¢ation is that goal &@tainment in schools is more 1nf1uenced
by a supportive and involved environment than by a power wielding environ- . .
ment., Perhaps sharing the decision making with non-members detracts from
efficient and effective-dc;cision mak;ng, i.e. perhaps .productive decision
making requir'es speciglized persomnel.

Much of the rhetoric qn comunity involvement and support for schools

centers on the large, complex, hierarchial, rule emnhas’iq.ng features of - ’
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schools, all of which supposedly hinder‘achool«;commity links. Yet the
data rcport:ed in this study i.ndi.cnto that such structursl features do not
lignificnntly ¥feduce the positive relntionohip betwean lchicvmnt levels
and community involvement and support. . In short, thnt data do not nupport
the commonly defined dolotor:loul effects of school structure on the
relationship .bo;:mon community 1nvolvcunt. and support and lcl;ool per-.
formance. Hotoover, besi.du 'ochool socioasconomic gtatus, ;ho data

indicate modorate uni.quo relationoh:lps betvuu achievement lnd two of the’

" strucural factors. exanincd- a pooi.ti.ve relationah:lp wy:h teachor training-

and se :lty -and" & negative relationchip with size. \\; ‘ . - <

’atudy supportl the conclusion that nveral dimensions of com-

wmunity 1’n§lol.vement and support &re moderatel.y positively related with

r - 1

achievement :ln both high and low socioecondmic status school.g This

~ . A
f:lnd:lng should be undsrscored since many analyses of. achieven\lent level
conclude that that the effects of many teacher and school variables
d:luppear in the facé of controls for locioocononlc status variables.

“

Such fi.ndi.ngs lead various reuurchers (c.g., Coleun, 1966, and Jcncks.

. 1972) to conclude that the home background of students is move important

. L4
—thén most school varisblas, Given Eli‘c Tesults of'ﬂilo study and given

thc conclusion that 11::16 can be dono to alter. the hono lives of chi.Id:en,3

perhaps :lncrcuing pol:lcy attention shoul.d be directcd to the role of the

commni.ty. ! Slxe s work (1975) contains numerous suggestions for :hnproving ‘
~

lchool-coumni.ty interaction. By :lmprov:lng the number, types, and l.evel.s

- . of interaction, by :I.n;provi.ng t:he commnicationbetween school and community, -

- . . . : . v
and by utilizing community resources, it is suggested that schools may
become more etfe'ct:lv_eA:ln the future (see also Coleman, 1972; Rash and Markun,
- s o e

JUR—

=
q
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1973; and T@ffler, 1974). Developments in this direction seem likaly given
public support for increased community involvement in schools (Noack, 1972).

" Severel .cmt:lon's should be noted in this mel.yais. First, although '
eererel of the beta weights are statistically significant, the relationships
are only modeet‘ at beet. However, they‘ere poeittve, as predicted by the
hypothesic , and they “remsin noderetely poutive in the face of controls o \
tor etructural fectore, including school aocioe_cononic etatus. Second,
eince the annlye:le is cron sectional, 1t is difficult to establish the
temporal priority‘of commuaity 1nvolyement and support, and. therefore the — _

cae,u‘al effects of this variable. Two 1nterpr:etations'of the data are

possible. On toe ona hand, it can be as that eommunity involvement -

- snd support antecedes achievement and,:therefore, may cause achievement

I3

"level to increese. Given the fact that there had bren a considerable

increase in school-community links in the two years préceding the study,

+

this interpretation seems plausible. On the other hané, however, high

_achievemént may 1tse1f engender involvement and support.. That is, parents

and other community 1nd1viduals are more likely to becou\e 1mrolved in and

sapport schoole with high achievement levels. More mportantly, peraennel

. I.nf'h_i_hly achieving ichoole may actually seek out coununity input and

nupport tc assist them in maintaining high levels of. performance. It
¥ N

. 1: difficult to empirically determine which explanetion is most accurate,

given the cross-sectional nature of the data.

| A third caution relates to the fact that- achievement was meaaure:l at‘
the fourth grade only. While it appears likely that grade level
achievement scores are highly related, the results technically ep;}:ly anly

to the fourth grgde.‘ Fourthly, measurement error mey have influenced the-
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the relationships. The mcre sbstract the coneept,’ the nigher the possibility
of measurement 'error. Several é&f the concepts examined, including the
indépendent variable, are quite abstract and ny therefore reflect some
u‘unroment error.- Tlie inpitt cf neuureunt error on the relationcsuips
exsnined is difficult to assess. nowover, it is interesting to note thnt - -~
the highest beta weighto are those of fnctora meuured primu'il.y with
:official documents data (schaol SES, tncher training-aeniority, and sizo).

[
Perhaps as more error-free measures of such concepts as conmnity involvo- '

ment and support, adaptability, and control structure are developed, the

relationships found in theae data may become more lignificant -

:Several contributions emerge fro-n the study. First, the data clearly

A

ul’“\imu.cate that the relationships between several dimensions of commnity

involvement and support and achievement sre positive. ‘Second the pos:ltive

relationships exists in spite«of\ controls for school sociceconomic status

T —

. and several structural factors. Third the &at&mg&eet that actual

\\,\
—— ~

: citizen involvement in deciaion making-~a more sisnificant fom of‘pomr%--

is not positively associated with achievement, as. are several dimensions

+ . . -

reflecting a less powerful but more’supportive role. ' Fourth, an initial

attempt hu been made. to empiricaily determine some of the dimensions of

such a broad concept -as community involveunnt and support, . Further

] ! Yy

reaearch ‘is needed on both this concept and its relationchip to schoo].

funetioning, including outcomea other than only basic skills.
Y /, . ' .

iy
t
{



FOOTNOTES

1.

-~

Although few sutbors in this perspective éite him, Coleman (1966)
was amdng the first to note the highly significant positiva ra« )
lationship between sense of control over ou'c aife lnd achievemant
mr.g students.

. Both ofﬁcuh in tlm school system uulqud .apd collasgues in tha

School of Education support the conclusion that the uhelomhip
_ among various grade hvol achiévement gcores ‘are positive.

. See Burton White (1976) for an hlportu!c axception tothis zcm_nl..ut:iqi.—

P
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ﬁg 1 -~ Itemo Developed to Heaaure Comun:lty Involvement and Support

The fonowing two iteums were. ocored oa a five-point scale ranging from "not at
all characteristic of my school" to "very characteriot:lc of my school'"

1. The active comm:lty groups all have been very aupport:lvo of thic school'a
policies. ;

2. Commmity groups have been instrumental in help:lng to raise funds tlut this
school needs.

Al

’ 'Iho following four items were scored on a five-point scale ranging fron "mch

below average" to"much sbove average:" . 0
" 3. The extensiveness of parental participation in school activltieo. . S
4, The opportunity for pareats to sit down and discuss probleéms with the teacher.
5. The opportunity for parents to sit down and discuss problems with thc
administragion. ~ ‘ T
6. The support g:lven to the school by parents. . oo . »

The fo-llow;lng six items were scored on an eight-point ‘scale ranging from "6—102" v
to "91-100%." All pertain to the percenctge of parenu and citizens who:
7.. Attend at least one school—comm:l.ty necting per year.
8. Attend at least one school board meeting per yegr.
9. Attend at least one parent-teacher conference per year.

10. Help with school functions, such as school lunch programs.

11. Help with fund raising. .

12. Voted in the last school bond :lssue.. _ %

The following two itewms asked for raw values: . ‘ o

~

”o \ . . . .

13. How many times during the school year the school facilities were used by
outside groups for meetings, sporting events, etc. .- )

14. How many different groups used the achool'a facilities.

The following- six items were scored on a five-point scale ranging from "3 contactl o
or less per month" to "21- ‘ot more contacta per month:™

15. Number of contacts betwoen principal and individual parents at schoo...
16. Number of .contacts between teachers and individual parents at school

“7——(average per teacher). .

17. Number of contacts between principal and groups of parents at school.

18. Number of contacts between teachers and groups of parents at school
(average per teacher). =~ - —

19. Number of contacts between; pr:lnc:lpal “and parents in the home. .

20. Number of contacts between teachers and parents in the home (average ’
per teacher).,

%

. The following nine items were scored on a five-point scale ranging from "usually
"does not participate" to "usually participates and has decisive influence.” " All
items refer to the role of citizens in decision making in the following areas: '

»

21.. Selecting required texts.
22. Selecting supplementary materials. .

i

25 -, - e
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23. Establishing course objectives. ‘° v o

24. Determining-daily lesson. plm and activities. SNy . e : '

i new teachers. - ™~ R P

Establishing policy and proudutu for ovnluating t:eachers. .o

mmrkhgpouciu. “s L .
student ducipliuty pol:l.c:l.u - s . i

29. Budget lllocif‘hnvu_ o . i oo
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: i. Groups auppurtlve

2. Groups raise §

* 3, Parental partic.
;¢6‘vDiscuss'w1:h teacher
5y -Discuss with admin.
—6< Pa¥ental support

ttend commun. mtg.
7’ mtend board mtg. -

-9, Parent-tchr conf.
“10. Help school funct.
11, Help fund raising
12, Voted bond issue
13, Facilities used -

14 #grps use facils.
‘15, Pren-individ. parents
16, Tchrs-individ. parents
17. Prin-parent grps.
:18. Tehr-parent.grps.

19, Prineparents home
20, Tehr-parents home -
21, Select texts

22, Select suppl. mater.
23. Course objecs.

24, Lesson plans

25, Hiring teachers

26, Eval, teachers. | -
277 Marking policies
,28..Discipl. policies

29, Budget allec., ™

;_4 . .‘ ~ ‘ '~

# {ndicates highest fbadingcitems .
hd (4

L

TABL? 2 ‘Piincipai Components Analysis of Community Involivement and Support Items. .
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" ltem

1

2.
oA
&,

5.

6.
-7
8.
9

10.

7 11.'
- 120

13.

14.

. #indicates highest loading items.

Rorollment =
.Ctgt;llitlticn
"St.ﬂdti@ization

Specialization

Flexibility
Adaptability
Close lupef.-

Pupil mobility

-Ave. class size

Avé « techr. tuper

Bldg. age.

- # paraprofess.

i minor tchrs.

X low SES

=

Fagtor 1

"“o 05

. !,06

.09
-006
-016

) - 15
. "015—

«79%
-.71%
.05
.10
«76%
.o 64%
92

nents Analysis of

Factor 2 °

-023
‘008
.13

-026

.08 .

.01

-016 )
828 -
-045

.04
-.50

" -,08

70 70* : -.o"b

. Factor 3 *
+88%
"'.0£

<36

. ’-0‘8
-007 ’
-.16 -

-.04
)
-.09
11
.37
"

.05
-001

ctural Variab e

Factor 4

’ -.,05 .

«18

" . .65%

-.06
-.20
-.01
«79%
-.09
.02

.03

-.40
-.17
.18
.02




- 9

- 10,

11,
i
13.
14,

. Achievement

School SES ##

Tehr training-seniority

« -School size

Adaptabilicy
Control Structure

Centralization

y fehavioral involve.

-Currié; decis. mak.
SQh*paicnt ¢ontacts
Proced. decis. mak,
Discuss. opportuns.
P;cilit?el usage

Fund raising

TABLE & «
1 2
-.67
.33 .00
-,20 _.00
— U2 .00
.08 .00
.10 .00
35 =.23
-.04 -.03
14 .16
-.09 ,u.f
£20 =.02
21 =024
.28 =.21

¢ -

inq:fcorrnlationn Amopi‘chandenérﬁhriablca, fhdaﬁendcht

Variable Factors, and Control Variables Factors. *

3

A ®

.00

00 -
- .‘0 10

.01
.06
002
-.15
-.08
.11
&

.06
.15

4

00

.02
q002

" -020

.03
.04

e 05

-003
.33
".001

3

.00
© .00
.25
.15
17
.18
.25
.07
.13

6

.02
1
.00

‘002 ‘

.13
.21

-.154

.02

1

19

-.07
-099

A2

"009

.03

.01
-064

.00

.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

-“9

.00

.00
.00
.00
«00

10

.00
.00

.00

.00

11 12, 13
.00

.06 .00

.00 .00

.00

®!

&

';*ﬁith an N of 135, thé minimum correlation for a significance levelrof .001 i8 r = .27, for p. = .01 it is r = .19,
_and for p. = .05 it is r = .13. The dependent variable is listed f@rat, the six control variables factors next, and

te

tha seven indepen§gnt variable factors last.

) *ffA high score indicates low socioeconomic status.
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