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ABSTRACT :
A test of the effects of school organization, the

school environment, and the larger community context on school .

attendance showed that eavirornmental and contextual factors have the "
strongest impact. Using a model based on organizational theory, A ~
researchers hypothesized that, within the community context,
environmen*al factors would affect School organization which vould in ,
*urn affect school effectiveness (indicatéd by attendance). _ L' K
Environmental variables consisted of school size, expenditaure per - ‘ ,
pupil, and overall student. poverty level; organizational variables

included pupil-teacher and pupil-paraprofessional ratios; and - S é
contextual variables comprised the school district's poverty level :
and the stability of its student population. Path inalysie~was used ° “
*0 correlate data from a sample of ‘93 public elementary- schools in R
Chicago. The results indicated that school organization was strohgly L

affected by school environment but had little direct irfluence on _
--attendance. once_environmental. factors. were controlled-for., Attendance -
can be most strongly correlated with the school's and the district's '
poverty levels and with the district's student stability. Future

research should use better indicators of schocl organization (such as. -
tracking) to test its relationship to attendance. (RW) ,
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. ‘ The purpose of this s udy was to test a theory delineating the //

[y

structuralg;efgtionships £ SEBEct organizatﬁenal and enVironmentalf
S '///Ggriables with school effectiveness. i;he theory represents an open

L : systems organizational approach to the studyg&ﬁ'school efﬁLctiveness S

. o . ’
A K I &
9 ° .

utilizing pupil attendance as an index of effectibeness.

f' f:; ' ’ ?///;he\data analyzed uere bised on a random samole of 103 éhicago

. 'gelemEntary-schools. Environmental Variables (schpol size and finan-. -

.ﬁ',‘i'#;, cial resources) were determinants of school orga;ization (s;jff compo-

) > ‘,d sition) and student attendance. \School organization was re ated to . | ‘ _' .

. | ' student attendance. Contextual variabl:s (community . support and ' Lo ;f
stability) dramatically infiuenced the relationship betﬁeen school o

l‘ . .organization and student‘attendance. o ' s - o
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. last decade. Recent research in|eéducation pqints to the, lmportance of

tlme and quantity of schooling ag important variables in explaining . .

variations in educational achievement (Bloom, 1974; wiley and

-

Harniechfeger, 1974): Given the importance’ of time in the educational

‘e

process, excessive #@bsenteeism has|become an inkfeasing concern for

many saﬁé;l systems.

.- Heelﬁh officials have estimated an expected |rate of pupil absence

L)

due to illness of approximately 4 t0\5 percent a ‘ear (Bamber, 1979).

According to the Natibnel'Center for Educational ditatistics, approxi-
mately 8 percent of the students enrolled in publi“schools in the ..
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previous researchers have traditionally focused on charactjijftics of -

the student, for example, attitudes, abilities, and socio-gtohomic .
status. In cOntrast little work has been done considering the contri--
bution of school factors to attendance, The present study examines how

a school intervenes between enuironmental inputs to the school and itS‘-

' outcomes and includes an exploration of how contextual variables affect

this process.

!
\
A

Background

Many have challenged the<v1ew that school variables are unrelated

to student performance. §or instance Reynolds I1974) compared the

S

‘average daily attendance rates for two academic years of nine secondary

modern schools in an homogeneous, economically deprived working-class

community. He noted marked and consistent differences among the at-
tendance rates of. these schools:

These apparently similar g%hools have the same ability
range from similar social backgrounds but have very
different levels of absenteeism which cannot be accounted
for by differing illness in the individual schools.
Furthermore, even with national gocial changes, local
population movement and seven intakes of pupils, the
consistency is éxtremely high. Year after year it is

the same schools which appear to be dealing well with
truancy for girls as well as boys (Reynolds, 1974, 21).

Py . . '
From these findings, Reynolds maintains that there are a set of varia-

-

bles within tHe school's power to manipulate that influence attendance.
_ : ‘ )

Although Reynolds has not identified what'school'factors are re-
lated to attendance, others have found that particular school variables
covary‘uith attendance, for example, school size, nature of instruc-
tionfil and curricular programs, and attendance policies and procedures.

The Educational Research Service provides a comprehensive list of twenty

in-school factors that have been used to explain student absenteeism:

. . . .
. N
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In-School Factors .
A. Staff »
\ 1. Unsatisfactory relations between the school staff
! - ‘and the studert and his/her parents 4
5. Personality conflicts with teachers
. 3. Ineffective teaching
4. Lacdk of teacher training ‘programs
5. Inadequate or poor staff direction and super-
vision s ,
6. Unsound teacher/staff attitude toward attendance .
B. Instruction
) 1. Poor learning environment
2. Inadequate program selection
3. Poor educational preparation
4. Lack of personal achievement and responsibility
5. Perceived inequality of school reward Sstructure
6. No personal identification with school a551gnments
7. Task and subject repetitiveness
8. Little variety in class scheduling ‘
9. Arbitrary and inappropriate curricula and s dards
'10. Fragmentation of instruction due to absences of
regular teachers
C. Other .
1. Unclear school duties and responsibilities
2. Ineffective grievance procedures
3. Ineffective attendance monitoring system
4. Inappropriate student transfer policies and proce-
dures (ERS, 1977)

.

a

There'has been no overarching framework to guide the work on‘school
factors and attendanée. Most&of the studies concerning attendance have
been of correlational character. Rarely ie any sophistieated’theore-‘
tical explanation offered for why‘the relationship under investigation
should be expected.ixnence, it is difficult to make ony intergrative
statement about the reseafcn findings in this area, except perhaps to
remark that certain in-school factors do appear'to Be r;iated to atten-
dance. .An‘appropriate‘model for such work might be an organizational
effectiveness one utilizing an open-systems perspective. .

This paper is intended to provide an alternative appboach to the

study of attendance based on a theoretical framework def&ved from organi-

zational theory using the school rqther than the individual as the level

-~ . ¢
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of anelysis. It is not a study of an individual's decision to .attend

school. The decision by an individual to attend school is éifdhgtion
-~ \
»of a complex set of 1nteract10ns between the person s ,social environ-.

ment, personallty, andy vayious school factors. A though an exploration
3

-

of the variables leading to an 1ndividua1's decision to'attend is a

-

.

significant and important research area, it represents only one of . .
several . " possible approaches based onkj:ternative levels of
1] -

analysis. One alternative approach is based on the school level analy~ _ .

& 3

sis which is explored in this paper. - . L . /

. - S\’ - @ | e

Organizational Theory

.

. "Organizational theorists have been primarily congerned with &gﬁé )
/7 .

ness and government orgaﬁizations,’and rarely with school systeys. At.
. ~

the same time educational theorists, who typically have their primary $~
>, . el ot
training in psychology are not -familar with organizational theory as

it has developed within the field of sociology. has resulted in

t

—_ e

relatively few studieéSBf school Bystems conducted from an organizational

- perspéctive by either group. o &' \
‘Orgenizatiohal theorists aéa becoming increasingly  concerned with

) ¢
the question of what makes an organization effective. (See Goodman,

3

Penninge and A!Sotiates, 1977 for a compendium of recent research and
T v

\
perspectlves ) Educe&#onal thedrists .are also becomlng concerned with
the identification and analysis of effectlve séhools (Frederiksen and

Edmunds, nndated). qlnce the definition of the characteristics of an

effectiv? orgaﬁizetioh is a central theme in organizational theé;y, L//'
. | | Py .

and since.similar qudstions are being raised‘by educational theorists, the

, / !

s b : “ { ‘ I “+
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Q : N
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‘logicélﬂﬁfxt‘step is to attempt a unification of these theoretical
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perspectives through the application of organlfgtional theory én Order

to address the questions raised by educational ﬁheorists.2

There are twovimportant 1ssues that %ust be dealt w}gn in orﬂén to

« -

',realize ‘the advantages of this unlflca91on. The f1r§t one involves the ,

Sy )
problem of developlng a-meanlngful and §eful conceptualization of

1 .
school Systems as organizations. The sefond issue involves the questjon
. ' (.b ’ l‘ ' : .

of whAt is meant by 'effectivengs§'. t will be seen 17 the next section

- ~

that the defihition of 'effectiveness' is derived from'our conceptual’

N -

.

model of the school as an organization.

4

A Model for Detefﬁining organizational Effeggiveness
|

Ollowlhg Parson's deflnition, organizations will be considered

B_gposlve‘gxstems. From thlS perspectlve, prlmacy of orlentation to

< o < S
attainment of a specific goal is used as the defining characterlstlc.of
‘ ’ ) - . R . )
an orgarization which distingujshes it from.other SQciaE systems (Pargons,
1956) . fhe Specifigigoals of the system determine the brocesses Or t?ih\

[}

nology utlllzed by the org nization for'transforming environﬁzotal ingpts
\;

into outcomES (ggals). Al ou h the oals of the System analyticall
“ 9 g 3 4

1

determine the process Ox technoIOj: of the organization, a conceptlhal

mogel for determinlng the effecgi ness\of an Organization must take nto

aCoount the situation or environment in which éhe organ}zatlon ex}sts
&
anq draws its ‘resources. a.conj Ptual model for examiningoxganizational
) - :

effectiveness is given below. : o ' "

A -

- - ot T . . )
J— » : \
e — .
- e

2Bldwell and Abernathyl(1978) ‘have written a monograph that provides an

‘excellent introduction to organizational theory for th€ educational theo-
rist who wants a fullex 1ntr0d ction to\@he organizational literature.

LSRN “ P
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INPUT PROCES N ) OUTPUT
, ’ v ﬂ"
., r R . . ' » ,.
. Environment Ordanization : ——r Goals
} L -+ ~ ]
- ) Q £ . .. ‘ e . m
{ ‘ : R .
o The géneral dea is that the envi onmen\‘in which the organization exists
- 0. ' /‘
will affect the7processing of th organization that transforms the environ-
1
mental ‘inputs into output or als. The actual process or technology used
‘ N by the organization is refl cted in its organizational structure. The
&« : ¥ | g ~
organization processes the environmental inputs in order to achieve the

-

‘goals o%.the system. Qne way then to define the effectiveness of an organi-

- zatihn is in terms of how well it achieves its goals in 1light of its envi-

s a1lt Q

ronment%l ‘context. The important position of environment in determining
§ organizational process and structure implies an opei\syStem perspective
arnd one which we have called a ‘social-ecological approach. This perspeg-’

' ‘ ™ .
.- tive is very close td*what Aldrich (1979) has termed & population- (

. ‘
[

_eﬂd@del' L ¢ . .

. Of course, the above model is a simplification of reality A.more 1
’ cqmplete jel would cOnsider the relationships of one organiaation to

another. The goals or output of One organization becomé inputs to
- ‘ . .

another sys.em In the case of school organization,_the school\eyst

: supplies ained and socialized.indiyiduals to the local business organi-
kS 1. . . .

N, - zations 764 socidty in~general. . .
/””‘_ It is cleyr that in order to develop a model for examining the ./ p
f 'y effectiveness or a school organi ion specifically, we must specify the
«
. j (’ goals of the systemj the nature ‘and structure of key organizational )
. ‘ &

processes, And lastly the relevantienvironmental factors of the school v __

3 . lz'lt -~
»

system. - Effectiveness will then begdefined in terms of how successful the

) school organ.\'-cJtiOn “is in achievin‘g iti goals within its e logica!s contex;/\ |

o !
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-f‘simply‘one

N k A

t ‘ ) . . .
The School .As An Effective Orggnization3_ ' /

Education has tradltionally been thought of as ansinstyument for
4
»
socializing the young to adapt to social, economic and politi al .

arrarigements (Dreeben, 1968). Hence, sghools are client-serving organiza-.
c i ;
tions. whose primary goal is to facilitate tb cquisitfon of behavior, :

knowledge an’' attitudes essential to a .child's adaptatipn to society.
In light of this argument, Bidwell and Kasarda {1975) like others

. ’\
‘1nterested in sc&ool effectiveness, rely uﬁin student academic achieve-

measure of effectiveness. Academic achievement, howewver, is

‘profepsed goals of schools. Anothervimportant school

goal‘is‘st' ent attendance. It can be 1gfﬁsstood as a goal of at least

three of the school's constituencies, the& students, the administration
4 JL

and the society at large.' For the student, attendance is an indicator
- {\‘ 3 .

of theTr satisfaction that the schocl is serving their needs. . Degree

of participation in the school process is thought to reflect student

: ) . :
involvement and c tment to the educatisnal ‘process (Bajlfer, 1979; (77

4

. : ) )
Boocock, 1978-‘Stallings, 1975)1 There is,mgch evidence that when stu-
dents find the scnooling.process*thfeatening or conside 1t inadequate

they simply withdraw from ite For the a&gﬁ(ﬁ:stration swdent a.ttendance ®
/ \
concerns the acquisition of ftscaf'support for thé schooly ‘in most .

school districts the finances a)schoo&:recerves~are determﬁned.prim&rtly. .4//

r

by average dail attendance. For 8o '”ty aﬁ ‘a wholejﬂ§hronic abgénté/

-

.isam is a predic o future dropout from school, 1lliteracy and

criminal activity (pambér, 1979; Sewall, 1979). Ty ’
; - .- .
. : - //
3se Engel\hard (19d0) for » discussion of onganizational effectivenyse/ .
d school districts as educationdl organlzations. . PN 4 .
R 2 -
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Conceptual Model, Mypotheses and Rationale

¢
- As pointjﬂ ?ut earlier,;the primary purpose of this paper is<to

examine whether the organizational attribytes of elementary schoo}§<mediate -

or intervene between the enbironmental inputs into the school and one of

-

. o e .
- its outcomes, namely, student attendance. The conceptual model is given
in Figure 1.

The varidbles used in this ﬁaper and_ their operational definitions
' ) - /

are as follows: . . . ' Y ' .
$ ' i .
ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS® '

’ School size (SIZE) - Regular members which inclydes all puplls o~

' enrolled in a schobdl. _ - z,\
BN Financial resoureg (RESOURCE) - Total expéhditures per pupil or . ¢
: the average ampunt ex;ﬁndpd for
\ educating a givge pug¥¥ projected -
over a school r. g2y ‘

. o v . ’ .
. .

School Poverty Index (POVSCH) - Percentage of familes within
k school who receive Aid to Families

. ' with Dependant Children (APDC) or
' General XSsistance and poverty
P familigs 'who do not xeceive welfare ° /
- o . as determined by ESEA ellgibility .
° )list <
ORGANIZATIONAL {ARIABLES : “ o |

) ﬁ L -
Pupil-teacher ratio (PUPIL) - Number of regular classes, excluding
—kindergarten,” ded by the number -

of regular class teachers (with. .

_ { - / or without a classroom). Sd
[} / \,// . K ‘
>; Pupll-paraprofe551onal ratlo (PROF) = School mémbership on the last - S

s - . ‘day of period under study .

.. ¢ : divided the number of Board :

:/ of Education,funded parapys- ST Ay
- , % . fessionals offering in ctional ‘

O ' ,‘~se?;£93qf> o )

4'rhe operatlonal deflnitlons of the variables in the model aref taken from
different sources and will .vary in reliabillity and validity causing an
uncertain amount of measurement error. Vere is als the possibility of
deflnitional dependencies among the ratio variables. hese' limitations IR
should be kept in mind when -donsidering the redults wﬁgéh\g;e reported. ;

J;Bi(; ' | o : - -
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DEPENDENT VARIABLE

# .
- Attendance rate (ATTEND) - Percentage based on the numbé&éx of pupil
. _ attendance days divided by the total:
. number of possible pupil attendance days.

“ -
.

. CONTEXTUAL VARIABLES

- -

- Community Support‘ (SUPPORT) - For the district in which a school is
v - located, the percentage of families
which receive Aid for Familes with S
fi ‘ ' Dependent Children-or General Assistance . ‘
' and pdverty families who do not receive-
o o {elfare as dgtermined by ESEA eligi-— ( : }
. ' . ility list. '
Communi ty Stability (STABILITY) - For the district in which & school
Q _ . . is located, the percentage bas€¥
: — on the number of pupils who entered
b : . bpd pupils who left from September
ch - R ' yo Jupe, divided by the member- - :
hip at the end of Septembex.®

\»'1’ . ' . The rationale for placing empha!is on staff composition variables as L‘
! organi2ationa1 attributes: follov%” The nature of educational technolpgaL-f ?

l
\,B‘ ) is such that there_is little substitute for the «interaction of teacher and .

~

pupil (Bidwell, 73). Bidwell ,portrays teaching as a social process . e

cannot eccyr. cept through interpersonal #xchange. He indicates that
acher-stud nt relationship’ closely approximat}s the notion Of{
i primary social relationshrp, “utilizing a personal influence paradigm JD - .

M 4
explain cher-student interactions. AS Bidwell and’ Kasarda (1975) - point *

Py

out, in ompson\s terms, the educational technology is an intensive one -
~ (Thompsbn, 1967)/ Thus, the e{fjtiveness of/éstruction ‘is dependent .‘o .
upon the . t:acher 's ability to attend to information about each pupil, to o T
evaluate that information a‘@ to’ adjust his or her instructional_ methods j

Y o, : "t -t -
. accordingly. In order to be responsive to a pupil's needs the teacher \('V . »\{\-
’ ) ;‘ \ J . . - ) - . - .

. -7
\ !
" ) : ' ) B T 4
s'rhe larger the poverty letvel in the district, the smaller the comunit9 ,"- ’
, support. The rationale or this is-discussed in the next section. : \y,f ) "
. : o 4 N ? " '
T ?rlhe larger the mobility 1 the district, the smaller thé stability. o

) \)m 5 - N J s :
. L K/ . " . ‘ L P ‘\\
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'.(q - \ Ty
‘must be accessibleoand involvéd in“a peréonal and cooperative relationship
. L. ) ’ , . e E
,;w1th the pupil. Presumably variation in the organization of schools, in

o ‘this case pupil/teacher ratio and pupil/paraprofe551onal ratio, will’

1
affect what transpires in this educative process; The sPecific hypotheSes

>

..\};-‘u ‘ ../ : o ‘ - ;' - ' \

and theirirationales are given below:
N .y N ‘. . k]
I. Size w111 have a direct and;positive relationship 0 Qgpil/teache&

!hrath,. In the short run, the financial resources of a school are

~”

N .

relat:i.vely -fixed.xfrherefore, the’ probable response to rising enrol‘lv-

."ﬁﬁent is the rationingiof teachers or the allocatioh of less per%bupil

- teacher time (Bidwell and Kasarda, 1977)\“¢?515 tendency will be re- .
| flected 1n the gppil/teacher ratio which is an- indicator of. the

availability of teachers in relation to the number of pupils to be

L3

’

taught. S - .

FI. Financial resources will have a direct and negative relationship to

qupil/teacher ratio. Scnools with more resources will have more
. ' ]
available funds for hiring teachers. Given that the educational
technology is a labor intensive one, schools will probably utilize
b .

available money to hire more teachere and thereby decrease teacher ~

[y

rationing. _ .
. . o

III. Financlal resources w:l.ll have a direct and{ negative relatioﬁship to

E#pil/garag ofeSSional ratio. Schools with more resources ll have

more available funds for hiring paraprofessional support staff to

, . .

assist with instructional activities. Historically, times of severe
hpdget cuts often led to the elimination of support personnel, for

their positions come to be viewed as rather expendable ones (Sewall,

et al., 1979). ' Y

13
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Iv: ngll/teacher ratio will have a direct and. negatlve relatlonshlp to

«‘lv 2y

percent student attendance. Given the nature of the educative tech-

.nology as delineated,earlief, the larger the number of students the
teacher must attend and adapt to, the more difficult his or her

ﬁtask'to meet the needs of tne students and to enlist their involve-
ment and commitment to the educational enternrise. Furthermote, in

a smaller class, when a student is absent he or she is more likely

-

» to be missed. Consequently, some follow-up to the absence on the

ggrt of the teacher is more likely. Attendance procedures that in-
] clgde follow;ups,to absences have been shown to'in;rease student
g attendange (Bamber, 1979; ERSA~1§$7). Indeed, researchers have found

pupil/teacher ratio to be negatively related to student attendance
(Bamber, 1979; ERS, 1977; Stallings, 1975). These studies have also

1 “e

shown that pUpil/teacher ratio is .a rather crude indicator of the

nature of the interaction of teachers and students. In an evaluation.
S ¢ » : . .
of the Follow Through program, it was found that the provision of

individualized attention, in particular one child with a teacher or
aide.in personalized reading insturction, was an important factor in

student attendance. To‘thé extent

higher rates of absences:

Two variables which recorded the number of adults in the
classroom showed a positive correlation with number of days
absent, which may indicate that a higher adult-student ratio
is y one aspect to be considered when evaluating the
eff@ttiveness of classroom personnel. What the adult is
doing may be more important than sheer number of adults.
: Adults who were less lnvolved with the children or who worked
) ' . only with large groups Weret}lkely to have a higher ab-
. ¢ sence rate in their classrooms than adults who interacted
.with children on a.one-toaone basis. (Stalllngs, }975 63)

¢ & . -

9




VI.

7

\teachef's ability to adapt
PN . ‘ M y

. - AN -
Pup11/paraprofe551onal ratio w111 have a direct and’ negative rela-

PN

tionshig;to percent student,attend?nce. To the extent that sup%p&t

/\

staff are available to assist in the pfovision of student services,

omes available. Therefore, the : /'

—a

more per pupil teacher time be

/ .
4 the specific characteristics ?df

performances of each child éhould»increiﬁe. Besides the services pro- .
:vided-by paraprofessionals directly to the students should facilitate

: , / ~
" the meeting of stﬁdenyfneeds.' . : » /f\\

*

n
/

" The relationship bef en the staff compositién variables and percent

o _ ’/ e 2 R R .
student attendancé will be weaker in.schools located in low support //// \
L‘ . ) . . T N . - l

Jow stability communities than in schools located in high support . »

low stabilitf‘ccmmunities. Consistently, it has been demonstrated -

. . : o . ’ )
that schogi(community affects the learning égvironment of a school

;/' . R ) .

(Giglibtti and Brookover, 1975). Parental support, interest and in- ,

# \

volvement are related positively to student performance. FEfther—
more, the stab111ty level of the communlty has been shown to in-
fluence pupil outcomes (Gigliotti and Brookover, 1975). "Residential

stability level ‘affects academic variables such as reading scores,

I.Q. and sense of control., Gigliotti and Brookover argue that a posi-

‘tive learnlng env1roument is fac111ated by a ;reasonable degree of

communication, cooperatlon and con§énsus about the learning enterprlse A

(quliott;aand Brookover, 1975, p. 249). - Presumably, such commun;ga-
tion, EOOperation and consensus should increase as interaction_increaae§
between the various constituencies of the school. Hence, the more M
mobile are the comﬁunity feéidents of a school the more éiffitult it
is to establiéh such an enhancing'relatiqnship between ‘the school and

+ §

its community. ) .

15
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. effects ‘of mobility can,
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o \,' ° . - ’ ¢
Glgllottl and Brookdver continue by speculatlng, however, that;the

F
modlfled. Speclflcally, mobillty in a ‘f ' :

mlddle SES community sho d not influence the learning process to the v

I 4

_same .extent as th same’ level of moblllty 1n the low SES communlty,
. " .

middle class £ r'lles should "carry with them" a built-in support for

the schools whlch is not dependent on stability (Glgllotti and Brookover,

{

1975, p. 249) _The mldd e SES community !s compared to the low SES
/

‘ community holds'an_orlenFatlon to the schooling process similar to that

In middle SES families..there is greater'emphasis on school

of-the school.
Miaéle SES fami-

related attitudes, and skiills than in low.SES families.

lies impart many of the values beliefs and orms to their chlldren which
. 4

. >
“ school requires. Thereforg, they do not’ hagedpd’Ee communlcated_and

L]
~

agreed upon as they would in a low Spsigbmmunlty.

Methodology

The data analyzed n th1s study were taken from the central archives
A

of the Chlcago goard of Educatlon for the academlo.year, 1978-1979

entary schools w

‘random sample of 100 el 1§schosen from the population of

about 450 elementary s ools in the Chicag school system. Seven of the

schools were removed from the sample, four of-the schools were excludéd

because of their orga izational structure, for 1nstance, schools for

grades 3-6 and three w re~eliminated because of missing data. .Of the 93

schools remaining in sample, seventy-three were kg-8 schools, three were

o kg-7 schools and ninetpen were kg-6 schools.

sidered'essentially a exploratory study. The results should be consi

3 stu of school effec

16
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* .of regression<?quations were solved by the method (E‘least squares utiliz—

' cT ' : ' 14 .

- . N - ) - ' . . / .
The method of statrstycal analysis utilized is path‘ahalgSis./;jﬁee : 5
\Duncan, 1975, for an excellent description of this technique.) A series "

1ng the regression program in SPSS. The SimOn—Blalock approach of path
analysis=was used-to exémine the model a‘\\to break down the zero-order - - -

correlations between the variables into direct and indirect effec}sf‘—
8 . ‘;
Percent from low income families (POVSCH) was controlled for as a . B L

.

,disturbance term when estimating the effects of the other independent

I

variables on student attendance. This was done because socio-economic sta—
r BRI ‘ )

tus has been reported to be correlated with student attendance, In this o

,study, however, we are interested‘in'discovering factors more within the et

school's power to manipulate in controlling attendance. ® -

K
-

I3
To complement the above analyzes, a second set of relation\hips were

-

considered. It was posited that characteristics of the community in . .

which a school was located could dramatically influenge the educati

»

¢ :
.env1ronment of that school. Hence, community variables act as contextual ’

variables which can modify ‘the relationships among input—throughput-out ut 7

-

variables such as those outlined in this study. Two community variables.

community support and community stability,‘served as contextual variables. )

.

.dFirst. theAtotal‘samplewassubdivided into two ubgroups, schools
located in low communi ty supnort districts and sch ?:\located in high
community‘support'districts.. Those schools falling pove the median on
the community suprort variable were eefined-as located in low community :
support districts and those schools falling below the median were defined
as located in high communi ty support'diétrifts.fr Within each of these
subgroups another division was made, schools located in hiqh stability

: / -

communities or~districts.l Those schools falling below the median on the .

community stability variable were classified as schools located in high

1
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stability communities while those falling aboye the median were classified-
I . - N A .
as located in low stability communities( .

H -

The parameters of the model were estimated separately for schools

-

in these subsamples, namely, high support-high sggpility, high support - low

[

h.b‘nity, low. support—high stability, and. finally low support-low stability. .

o
'
~ N ~ . <
. 3 N > .

kf"- v . ' o ' i ' /)
" The correlation matrix, the means and standard deviations §or all the

variables are given in Table 1. An examination of the;correlalion matrix

shows that'the rel ‘tionships between the environmental conditions and the

- is'pOSitively related to pupil/teacher ratio (r = .21); while financial

resources were negatively related to pupil/teacher ratio (r = -.21%)

-size and financial resources\did.not ha¥e a significaﬁ? impact gaéi :

e M

organizationaalft ibutes are congruept with the hypothesized model. Size \
- . i ) _}’;7: N N .

/
- ",‘

and were negatively related to pupil/paraprofesSional ratio (r = 57*)4‘

Schodi attendance was sign}ficantly correlated with all: the variables in

I

the model,'except pupil/teacher ratio and financial resources. The pover-

-

ty index for each school (POVSCH) as the most highly correlate% variable,:w v \' .

with school attendance as was expected (r =_7.62*).\ _ v
Table 1lgives the results of the regfesbionuof-the;organizational

. . T .
attributes on the environmental conditions, and Table 3 gives results of
. : k|

' the regression of ‘the organizational at;ribug!s ‘on the' enVironmental 5on-

’
.

ditions, after controlling for the pdyértyrlevel of the schopl. school
-t [ .-'? R . s

pupil/teacher ratio, although the relationship was in the expected
direction. Financial resources had a statistically significant impact ' N .

on the pupil/paraprofessional ratio as hypothesized and school size had ' j

a significant effect on the pupil/paraprofessional ratio, which had not



~ Only the direft effects were sﬂbstantial

4 -
\ , - 3 . 16, ,

v
3

N . . -
been hypothesized. . After controlling for the poverty level of the school,

. . ’ P J\ -
the relationship betweén'the_environmental conditions in the model and theg

orgénizétional attributes were not changed. If the multiple R is taken

B - ~ 4 .
as a general indication of fit, then the model terids to predict the

pnpil/paraprofessional ratio better than the pupil/téecher‘ratio.

The  hypothesized relationship between the two organizational vari-

v . -

ab;es and attendancé'was fouhd‘to be negligible. Tables 4 and 5 give
-« '

-the results of the regression analysis for attendance and the organizational

o } [ N S
" v attributes. The correlation between the pupil/paraprofessional ratio and

[
)

attendance was<31gnificant, but- after controlling for pupil/teacher ratio
and the pbve tv level of the schodl this relationship was not significant

Table Q gives.tne unstandardjized and standardized partial regresgion

coefficients fox” the relationships between the environmental variables

 and student attendance, controlling for the organizational variables and

the poverty levellof the‘schoqlf Contrary to our expectations the environ-

-~

mental variable, financial resources, had a significant direct effect on

\

student attendance, and the organizational variables aid not have a sig- *

. 4.
.nificant effect on school attendance. According.to the causal model \k‘\

proposed, these coefficients should‘haﬁe approached zero; if'there ﬁere

no measurement errors, and if the env1r9nmental conditions affected
X " A,
student attendance only through, the organizational variables..

Next, a decomposition Sf the pertinent zero-order correlations into

direct an direct effects was.oerformed. Given~the edrlier'analyses,
k." ) - ’ \ N ’ , y -
it was not surprising to discover that the proposed causal model was not

T p——

. . : . . S
entirely supported. Although some of the environmental variables were

'siqnificantly relatea'to the organizationel variables, there appeared to

~

P o _ S, ,
be no indinset effects of the environmental variablej/7h\§fudent attendance.
/ . .

3

& \
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Finally, we exaﬁined the functioning of the:causal model within
different %ontextual settings. The four settings were: low community

stability and low support, low community stability and'high support, high

o b J
communlty stablllty and low support, and f1nally high communlty Stablllty

.~ and high support. The' correlatlon matrlces for these. four contextual
\ N “
settings are glven in Tables 7 and 8 In 1nterpret1ng the results based

. ﬁﬂdrgp the contextual settings, 1t is important to keep in mlnd that the

sample sizes are EElatlvely small for thls type of analys1s (26,19,14, and -

: b
26), so"that the significance tests are not very sensitive, As expecte‘g»
the

. 3 g s
_the low stability-low support setting had the lowest attendance rate,
. -low. stability-high support setting and the high stability-low support had

-

slmllér attendance rates, while the hlgh stablllty-hlgh suppq;t settlng

’

i:;> had the highest. attendance rates..

?he results of the regresslon of school attendance on all the vari-

\ ables in the model by contextual sett1ng are\zlven in Table 9. . The I e .
« | i .
’ ‘ hypothesls that the relationshlp between th
! T J
q(staff cdmpositlon) ang student attendance will be weaker in schools lo~

rganizational attributeib

cated in the low support-low stability sett1ngs then the attendance in

négh support—low Stablllty settlng was not supported. In one of the

i

contextual se%ylngs, namely high support-hlgh Stablllty, there was a ..
/—\ . . '
s1gn1f1cant ‘effect of’an organlzatlonal varlable (pupll/teacher ratao) on
‘ v . . “ s

schoo attendance. It is 1nter?ét1ng to’ note that the poverty level of

4

the school was important in erery settlng, ercept the high stability-

. ' >
hlgh support context. Of course th1s result may be an artlfacéxbf the

deflnltlon of the contextual sett1ngs based on district level poverty N ,

levels. : _ ' .

'
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‘gf this\paper was to provide an approach to the study of ,

school attendan bas on theoretical framework derived from organizatioﬁ%l
. _ . g

'a&ly built into the model and were hypotheSized to have a direct

- : i 3
effect on'the two organizational variables, pupil eacher ratio and pupil/
t - \

( parap,gfeSSional ratip. Both environmentél vari les had a significant =

'y

- vari les,had a significant impact on pupil/teacher_ratio. .The hypothe-

:d relatiqnships between the 6rgaﬂizatibnal v@riables and atténdance

not statidstically signific'an‘t. ovgrall, the povertyilevel of _the‘i
¥ >

< .. .. . ) : - . b > . - .
school had the largest impact on attendance, althgugh financial resources
A ‘qr'ﬂ. i “ . o . » . . "
4lso had a significant effec%; ' :
. . N N %

A The results Suggeet that for urbanJelementéry scﬁools, environmental
. e o P

factors are impoglzht determinants of certain organizational variables,

,/’\V&hile'the.orgénizational variables after cohtxolling £&5xr the environmental

variables are not directly related to school effectiveness, as represented

by school attendance.’ Since‘httendaﬁce can be viewed as a goal for at
N

least three of the school's bonstituencies, .we might conclude that the

RN

’ : 3 4
school is not fealizing this géal. We. feel that the concluSion that
schools are‘entirely ineffective as eVidenced by the lack of relationship
betWeen pupil/teacher ratio and pupil/paraprofessional ratio with atten~

dance rates to be premature and possibly incorréct._

EN

First, we mus; consider how well we have capturea the educational
: , I

- process within the school organization by using pupil/teacher ratio and ..
y .

N

P . .
pupil/paraprofessional ratio. These indiges are fairly| rough indicators

L.l
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of the educational technolOgy, . What is ngeded is more Qirect indicatorf\
C _ Lo
‘ of the educatjonal proces: within the schools. Various factors, such as;

tracking and other curricular var"ations may’ha@é\e more ;;}ect effect .
J - be

consider iS'how'weli the attendance -  ‘ '
] . G neane J
school. N :

 on ?étendancef/ Another factor
’ )

variable refiects the goals of
R‘ﬁwe feel that the appr©a (prgvided by organizational théory to the
- < ‘ . ]

analysjs of school effectiVenass to be quite;useful. The complexity OF

for examinifg educational Systemé\i-wyat‘is needed in the future is
“ . j , .

analyses based on different leéelé f ‘analysis using appropriate theo-
. . . -

retical framework which can be combined to provide insight and under-
‘ - rFa

Le ]

'standipg of schools and ‘schooling. e
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.
Correlation matrix, means) and standard deviations - tohl"‘fMple_.
. . . . ’L
4 —_ ~Siam oL
- , /T .h . [ x “ N
- { .
XX X TX X X X X
/"1 ATTEND ° /r ##%  -.06 -.17* -.25% -.02 -.62% - .58% .53*
. T ‘ N : \ ’ ,‘ o
X, PUPIL o oees 30 b1 Tco21¢ o1 j-al00 -3l0
/ X, PROF S  wex  50% -.57%  ,19%/ -.18% -, 18%
: ~ 4
. . 3 N ) -
S X, SIZE . /—-"f:iSS* 8% -.25% -.14
\ : v . . :'\ . d
. X, RESOURCE - . . %*x 10 V15 ;01
) \ ) N T s * b
+ Xg POVSCH i Lo ‘ . st -~ 38% - _T76*
X, STABILITY . . - : " *#e  -.50*
Xg SUPPQRT |, ) '. : -k \ , Lo ke

- S . , -

- Mean . 91.87 29 60 347. 3! 63.5 02 1302 02<33.53 28. 72 32,32 \
Standard Deviatien 1.79 2.08* 240»82 263 -13 198 76 21.97 7.6l 16 94
> _ |

VR ' .. { . : . . 7‘ .'._ . ‘ //
& = 93 4 / . ' B
*p?‘fos o ' .

8) ¥
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FPigure 1. cOn tua.l ‘model of elementary sthool organization a.nd tendance.

.

! : LS N \r/ .

RESOURCE

\

Key - + indicates a: ﬁgio thesized positive re
negative relﬁ

Onship

1‘“(‘
hip, no path indicates/no prev

~ indicates a hypothesized
i hypothesis. .

]

Figure 2. Path cbof‘ficients for the total sample (N-93)

- SIZE

RESOURCE .
&

b

» Coof?l.cient 1s more than twioq ity standard error

o \ 24
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e Table 2. Unstandardized .partial regr n coefficients from regressidh of
. each ofanizational attribn eﬁxiifgmental onditions (standard
(' ‘errors in parentheses). ;;V///F

L

~ ) ) 1 O v.
Enviro 1 c‘égggéfgl/ T
‘ )

; 3
anizational attrjbute

f, pé;r '

. . .- . . - .
+ ; ' “ 7 .
: . SIZE B . .o01f{@o1) g1 5 l234(.094)*
. . , » o . ’ v ] 1l . s
. r ‘ y, , . ' .
. ‘ RESOURCE o ~.001(.001) , =.511(.125)* L .
, . ' Constant - . . .30.8 . ) L 889.5\ . !
R ' : RS L
~ ) . 2 _ -
. . { < e - R ‘ 2
Multiple R ..L ' %\ 236 .. .608
- g - -
*coefficient is more than twice its stahdard”ergor
. ) ,} ) . . ‘\‘

Table 3. Unstah dized partial regression coefficients from regression of .
-‘each or anizational attribute onjjenvironmental conditions controllin
for poverty index (POVSCH) (stan ard errors in ‘parentheses). J;%

4 . . P

v v

. R\ ‘ . '
" Environmental condition - Organigational.attribute
¢ \,,/~ ) IS - 1
e R exor
, ' :
Lo [ & v
POVSGH =~ _— -.005(.010) : .742(.953\
. .‘ * . .
V. - l- - / ’ ’
 SIZE g .00I¢, 00L) ‘ .217(.097)*
. ) [4
g ' ‘ C- ‘ ' _
- RESOURCE . ._ =.001(.001) ' -.518(.124)*
L Constant - : 30.8 ' 864.3"
S‘ ’ ‘ ) . i : |
Multiple R . , 244 615
; ‘ . . . . N . '
. © oy . J
. v . v ] : ~ N . . . P X '
*coefficient is more thanISYice its standard error e
O . . I‘-. : . : 25 . ‘ . ‘ L‘
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from regregsion o'!.\ .

1 .o
Table 4. Unstandardized partial regression dvefficients
“s of attendance (@ND,) on organizational- attributes'(stan‘_ .errors
; ¥ in pa.renthesej) . ~ 4 - , t R
- “ i A [
' * S , i i

5

N
- *

Organizational attributes™._ -~ _ - *#' pependent svariable “':
) i A

" ¢ .. " ATTEND
N / / - .
. 4 M . e ‘\ * RN
- ] . . I ’ .
“PURIL . «037(.090)
. ‘); £ 7 > \‘ n, . - :.. .
N . ~ - ": ¢ ) ) . ) ) N ,,’
- "PROF . A N IR -.001(.001) , a
. ” .. ' > A\ g . . . - - ’
AT SN o \ B - N -
g . ;" gbnstanty: 93.40 -, -
~———— . P . A .
- k‘J ' ‘ ~ : 4 i
N ' ‘_ r b
u Multiple R * : ¥ ' . ..175
i ) P , ‘ ) 5 , \ ,
L E — , » "
* coefficient is more than ﬁg&; its standard error f" . -
~ Table 5.. Upstandardized partial zfeéression coefficients frém regression of
~, ) . attendance  (ATTEND) on organizational attributes controlling for.
SR poverty ind& (POVSCH) (standard errors in parentheses). T
| ‘ e E ' et
- — N 4 L e : .
Independent variables _— ‘ u s De ent variable . .
~ . ‘ " ATTEND
- ’ - . - ‘e
: S _
, POVSCH \ . ' . -.050(.007)* S
Lo . N - -t -7 : \ ‘ ‘.mv
1 S : 5
w PUPIL . : . +.040(.072)
: : ~! ! B /. q \
. ". v
w - ‘Y ...
Constant . PR
¢ LW
y B -
- * - " 1LY
~ .624 4 - - "’
- . ) s ' - ""ﬂ )
’ - S . -

‘ #coefficient is more than twice its 3@)?( error

. | /g | :\-:.
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Table 6. 'Unstandardized and standardized partial regression coefficients from
o " regression of school attendance rates on all independent variables in
_the model (standard errors in parentheses) .

. B . «
a, T 3 7

' Independant variables - ATTEND .~ arrewpt
A ~ . ' : (UNSTANDARDIZED) . (STANDARDIZED)
povscH T -.047(.007)* -.580%
PUPIL | © -.054(.071) -.063
PROF o ~-.000(.001) -.129
= ‘ 6)
SIZE | -.001(.001) C-a77
' RESOURCE .  -.003(.001)* . -.288%
Constant - 99.3 F
Multiple R o o 661
¢ S -
N = 93

. r

* Standardized partial regreesiom coefficients are the coefficients ugsed in the
path analysis in Figure 2. _ , &*‘
. 5
* coefficient is more than twice its standard error
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Table 7. Correlation matrix, means and standardideviations - Low community stability
’ with Low community support below the diagonal and High community support
above the diagonal. ’ : ‘

‘.

X X, X, X, Xg - Xg X, Xg
X, ATTEND #%% 31 -.00 =-.00 =-.22 -.50* .29 .27
N . y‘ P . B
’ X, PUPIL -.24 **k  ..05 A7 -.36 -.22 —‘.90 .18
X5 PROF -.19 badekl .51% - 51¢% .21 A7 -.19
X, SIZE -.34% .36% *#* _.59% . 41 .11 =-.00
X, RESOURCE .15 ~.53% -,54% %% - 26 .05  -.30
, | : .
Xg POVSCH -.52% .07 .18 -.01 #R% o 34% -.28. .
X, STABILITY  ,33* =-.38% -.16 =-.12 .38% .11  *#* .- 39¢
. '3 ' ) - . . R
‘ Xy SUPPORT «41% =09 =-.26 ~-.15 .02  -.55% .01 e
Im} community stability and low community support (N = 2&)_
" Mean 91.00 . 29.79 341.50 648.23 1313.15 47.90 35.13 - 48.04
s.D. 1.50 2.14 264.69 194.72 207.63 16.68  4.50  8.69

Low community stability ‘and high community support (N =.19)

S\ Mean » 91.24 » 29.18 411.93 646.68 1291.37 25.75 34.67 23.91

=
> o

S.D. 1.60 2.18 288.14 234.97 208.99 18.61 \5:08 8.93
S




.Table 8. Correlation matrix, means and standard deviations - High cammunity étability
with low community sv.}pport below the diagonal -and high community support
above the diagona.l., , .

J j - -
' ‘ Xy .xz [ X4 X, Q; Xe X, Xg
X) ATTEND e _5pe '—.42* -.65% .31 -435;_ 620 a3 /
fﬁﬁxz fUPEL \ .12 i*i* _&:;7 .32 . -;32 T -1l '-ﬂzo .14.
Xy PROF " .30 -.is."‘***' L61% - 60% .2i 12 -.78*
- X, SIZE 22 .09 A‘;S{; bl ~-.64*_ -63*  -.45* -.07 -

X_ RESOURCE -.78% .12 -.64%* =-.55% *# -.31 =13 -.45%

'X_ POVSCH -.69* .08 .07 .11 .30 ®kx .13  -.45*

x7 STABILITY .79%  ~.12 .81% '-filﬁ -.,60% ~,57% = %ekx - 97

' N
Xg SUPPORT .70*  -.12 .23 =.66% =.66% ~-.64% —.59% e

‘ High community stability and low community support (N ="14) =~ . ] N
Mean - 91.38 . 29.86 423.68 582.57 1245.36 52.05 24.79 46.56 '

S.D. © 2.00  2.65 231.15 182.75 201.80 19.62 -1.87 10.78

High cmunitz sta.bilitx and h:.gh comunitx sumrt (N = 26)
Mean 93.30 29.37 260 67 524.19 1348.00 '14.09 19.77 13.61

s.D. . 1.37° . 1.39 173, 0L 300.34 188.83 12.81 3.21 8.18

ER4

“ rp < .05 | f | | N,




Table 9. Unstandardized partial-regressibn cobfficients from regression of
school attendance rates on all independent variables for contextual

variables (standard errors in parentheses) .
e .

Independent ' Low community stability High community stability
variables : » ! .
- Low_‘support '~ High support Low support - High support
POVSCH . . =.041(.016)* -.045(.022)* -.041(.014)* -.011(.023)
PUPIL " -.088(.132) .090(.192) .143(.095) -.391(.169)*
PROF - ~..000 (.001) , ~-.000(.002) -.001(.002) -  =.000(.002)
SIZE - -.002(.002) " .000(.002) ~.001(.002) . ~.002(.001)*
RESOURCE - =-.000(.002) " -.001(.002) = =-.008(.002)* -.002(.002) -
. . ' . IA. . -
.~ Constant s 97.1 . . 89.1 100.9 109.3
) ™ ‘ . ; -
; . . S . = ¢ "
Multiple R _ .501 - .576 .941 . .755
N 26 . | 19 3 14 26
. L . }
\
- T

* coefficient is more than twice itd standard error.
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