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Introduction

One of the most highly touted, hotly contested, and poorly
defined techniques for urban school improvement in our recent
past has been that of community involvement Increasing com
muntity involvement in eduestional decisions was supposed to
lead directly to a large number of sometimes contradictory
goals.

For some, involvement was to be used for the material gain of
citizens, as in the “job strategy'* which Sherry Amstein sug-
gests was one of the chief goals for citizen participation in
Office of Economic Opportunity programs ! Edmund M. Burke
suggested that involvement was supposed to give citizens **edu-
cational therapy’’ and to encourage “‘behavioral change.’*2
Other authors believed that increasing participation would
“‘relieve’ psychic suffering’"> and develop **community co-
hesion "¢ Radical critics suggested that the purpose of increas-
ing clienf involvement was to shift responsibility for the failure
of urban schools to the poor (**blaming the victim ") who might
then be abandoned even more completely Even moderate critics
recognized that increased involvement was oftefl used to co-opt
or placate dissidents and defuse legitimate disagreements

Except at a grand rhetorical level, there never was much
agreement about community involvement Most school people

-
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were as threatened by it as social planners were mesmenzed by
it, at least in theoky Still, there are goals or purposes for
involvement whmh‘both citizens and educators might share. In
political situations, the discovery (or creation) of common
ipterests can sometimes facilitate social progress. This article
reviews the evidence about the impact of commugity involve-
ment in education decistons in four areas where lay communi-
ties and school people may have very similar goals.

There are four possible goals of increasing community in-
volvement which may be shared by communities and adminis-
trators. The first goal—improving the responsiveness of urban
schools to their community clientele—1s intended to increase
the tongruence between what schools do and what their urban
clientele want them to do orsnieed them to do. The second goal 1s
‘that of Increasing the affective and matenal support ‘which
communmes give to,schodls. The third goal. educational
achievement, is widely regarded as most important. The
achievement levels of urban schools ¢ a source of profound
dissatisfaction. A hope for community involvement has been
that it would increase such levels. A fourth goal, democranc
principle, expresses the norm 1n this society that people affected
by public institutions should partigipate 1n their governance.

The empirical content of studies relating community involve
ment to goal achievement varies wildly from nil through
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thuroughly valid and reliable Unfortunately, there is not as
much of the latter as we might wash. Where goud, non schuol
based stugles disclose important facets of phenomena that arc
reagonably linked tu schooling, we have not hesitated tu niake
use of such tangential evidence. Where, as uften happens, the
only evidence available is anecdotal, we have considered the
soyrce along with the contributions which persunal vpinion
based upon expenence and conjecture may make to an impur
tant tupic. The procedure strans the imits of inference but can
be)usuﬁed since the guidance which it yields may be better than
unrefined speculation for people who g,annot af?urd the luxury
of inattion.

It'is important to keep in mind that the major focue here is un
the involvemegt of persons indeclsion making, not the invulve
ment of persons ‘in parenting The defnonstrated association
between high quality of parenting involvement and hygh levels
of student achievement was often used to justify increased
general involvement by Yarents and others 1n schoul decision
making. But thg two situations are not comparable—not all
community members are parents, the school’s enrollment 15
more than/an individual child, the school’s responsibility s
more hmited than the parent’s, the school 15 not the home,’

*, policy decisions are not only personal decisions, and deusional
partjcipation, 1s therefore not equivalent to parental partigpa
tion. Although parent traming strategies will be reviewed
insofar as the§, contnbute to devision-making, the focus of this
review 15 on the consequences of having invulved people 1n dc—
cisiops.

Goal I; Institutional Responsiveness

It is easy to see why the residents of a community should want
schools to be responsive to them, but less obvious that school
people should behieve 1n the same goal. Undesdemocratic prin-
ciples, it.is "*right’* for'public schools to be responsive to the
communities they serve. Practically all school people will
endors€ that symbolic goal, but the reality of its achievement 1s
more problematic. With imited resources to fulfili an enormous
number of needs, school people are mevitably the subject of
uncomfortable pressures. When the dispanties in the knowledge
base and legal responsibility between the two groups are con-
sidered, .exclusion of lay participation in quasi‘technical de-
cisions may be further justified. The bureaucratic walls dgetind
schools were erected for that purppse. Why then should school
people want to be responsive to what they consider virtually
insatiable, potentially less-informed, and legally non-account-
able communities? Why should administrators want *‘their™
schools to be responsive to communities? The big carrot in
elieiting respensiveness from administrators is the support of
their clientele But that support is no Ionger freely given Itis
exchanged for something.

Responsiyenéss is the price schools pay for community
support. The responsiveness-support: quid pro quo 1s the first
reason that educators should share this goal. The sccond has to
do with improvement. The importance of responsiveness 1s
inversely proportional to the quality of schooling. Where the

. ecommunity is satisficd. respohsiveness may be less impogtant

-

than where the community 15 dissausfied with the quality of
schuohing. Improving schuols has been an arduous business due
to insufficient know ledge about the Causes of guud teaching and
learning, the complexuty uf the educational task and the faucity
uf matenal resvurces, and such features as bureaucratic inema,

_vested interests, and su on. Thus, it 15 difficult for sThools to

respond to community demands—especially when thuse de-
mands come from new groups— when the changes involved are
substantial and prufessional educators often du nut agree with
what 15 being asked. In those cases, the impetus for improve-
ment must often cume from outside the school Averch, er al,
found, *‘Research suggests that the Iarger the school system.
the less likely it 15 to grsplay innovation, respunsiveness, and
adaptation and the mure likely 1t 15 to depend upon exogenous
shocks to the system. " Since the outside community can be an
ugportant assist to suhool improvement, and since that improve-
ment mdy lead to increased support, educators inclined to
reform may well be interested 1n responding to their commu-
nities.

But that presuppuses wmcthmg to whn,h to respond The
cummunity must present its interests and demands. The content
uf what s learned, the process through which it s taught and the
wdentities of the. people whu du the teaching, among other
similar factors, are often of considerable concem to neighbor
hoods. As the neighporhood presence grows in terms of
numbers, time, and scope of involvement, the likelihood
increases that its demands will be presented and their resolution
pursued in ways that ensure greater congruity between school
and community. That process works in both directions. The
more professionals and lay péople interact, the more opportuni-
ties professionals have to persuade lay people of the wigdom of
professionally-recommended policy. In the first insfance, the
school changes in response to the citizens; in the second, the
citizens’ own goals come to coincide witfhose of the msmu-
tion. ' , .

The evidence which most clearly relates increases in com
munity involvement to increases in the responsiveness of social
welfare institutions (including schools) is the work of Robert®
Yin. et al In their study of citizen participation in the govern

. . -
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ance of local social welfare programs? Yin, et al reported that

about half of the citizen nvolvement mechanisms which had |

only *‘advisory'” or limited authority over their pmgrams suL
ceeded in getting agency implementation-of new ideas. Yet 69%
of those citizen boards with *‘governing’" authority got their
agencies to accept new ideas.®

The most easily visible proxy for responsiveness is inno-
vation.* Marilyn Gittell and T. Edward Hollander studied the
propensity to innovate in six large cities. They ‘argued that
becduse of the ehangmg sulu-economic charactenstics, the
ablhty of thuse uities” schoul systems to adapt themselves to
new demands was their single most important, chamcterlsuc

They studied the effect of (1) administrative organization, (2) °

suitizen partivipation, and (3) the allocation of financial re-
suurces on the propensity tv innovate. They found that the
most direct and Jlear cut cause and effect relationship with
nnovation appears to be public participation.

The onby apparent difference in any of the several condi-
tions of functions among the cities was in [citizen partici-
pation]. The Detroit school system is a more open partici-
patory ~ sfStem encouraging wider public participation
than any of the other systems. More alternative choices
are presented for policy-making because of the prolifer-
ation of influence wielders and reactors and supporters.
This circumstance cap explain the greater flexibility and
innoVativeness of the Detroit school system.”

milarly, Marian Sherman Stearns and Susan Peterson note:
Evidence from Follow Through case studies conducted

/  between 1968 and 1970 suggested a contiection between

the level of parent participation in a loce] project and the
level of msmuuonal change within the project ade the
community.3 —- i

In a study of 168 school administrators, Mann fotind respon-
siveness by individual school administrators to be clearly re-
lated to the degree of orgamized community involvement. Jn
communties and neighborhoods lacking educgtion-related 1n-
terest groups, 87% of the school administrators were quntq will-
ing to substitute their own preferences for those of the commu-
nity. Where PTAs ¢xisted, 69% of the admimstrators eschewed
‘responsiveness, and where, 1n addition to the PTA, there were
independent mterest groups working on educational problems,
only 55% of the adminstrators were willing to attempt to over-
nde the expressed preferences of the public.® Thus, the number
and kinds of orgamizations present in a commumnty affect the
responsiveness of local school admimistrators.

A related finding appears 1n James Vanecko's study of com-
munity-actioh programs in 100 citics. Where the programs
stressed the provision of services to clientele, there was very
little change 1n the service- provfding mstitutidns themselves. In
programs that emphasized. community orgamzation and citizen

*Schools are also responsivé wliere communitics do not want xhang{g. and
schools accomodate that deaire But there 1¢ considerable evidence about dis
content: especiatly ih the big eities, with school performance, so the cases of a
status quo s hool reflecting a starus guo community arc prubably much less frc
quent than administrators would have people beheve

i

mobilization, the institutions themselveS changed and became

. y 1
more, responsive. Vanecko found that the simple presence of a
school -relatedommunity organization was often sufficient to

provokelchange in the schools. Compared to other %inds of

spcial welfare organizations, Vanecko found that i
Schogls are less susceptible to the threat of militant activ-
ity the pressures of citizens. They are most likely to

changé simply because the neighborhood is organized. !®

It is not surprising that participation in community organizations
should be associated with institutional responsiveness, people

get invplved exactly because they want to make a difference in

what schools do The premium which organization yields in
political influence applies in school affairs just as certainly as it
does in other areas Since lay people bring new perceptions and
new attitudes, response from the school is a logical outcome.
Gittell notes the eagerness that newly elected community school
board members Brought to their responsibilities in New York.
““There is no question but that boards and their professional
staffs in the districts sought new methods which would produce

immediate results,”’ she says.!!
Goal ll Support for Schooling \/

There is a lot of rhetoric about the plight of urban schools and the
presumed culpability of administrators for that condition. These
indictments have helped call attention to negded ‘reforms;
mobilized communities, and sensitized administrators. But no
single group bears total responsibility for what hasn’t been done
in urban education. If professionals are beheved to have bad
intentions and the failures of urban education are their fault,

. then it is an easy step to believing that the schools run by those

admlmstrators do not deserve the support of the community.

Yet, the momentum built up in an attempt to mobilize people’s
concern for the schools can damage the very institution it was in-
tended to help Two questions arise: is increasing support for
the schools a°goal which can be shared by communities and
administrators; and, can support be built by i increasing commu-
nity involvement? 3

+ Supporting the schools as an institution does not mean endor

sing everyfeature or consequence of the status quo."Nor dods 1t-

mean that support cannot be conditional on important changes.
What support means as a goal for community involvement is
that the local school is an object generally worthy of coopera-
tion, assistance, and reinforcement Schools need acquiescence
tosunive They need §upport to succeed. Thus, both communi
ties and administrators may share an interest in seeing schools
become stronger, more effecnve places for teaching and learn
ing. . &

Can support be generated through involvement? Ronald

Havelock made an extensive survey of the literature on educa”

tional innovation, including the work of Kurt Lewn and his as
sociates. Havelock has summarized the effects which lead those
who have been involved ina gmup to bccbmc more supportive
of the group’s decisions. -

. Group atmosphere has vertain important effects in ahd
of itself. Anderson and McGuire demonstrate the lowered

. : 3
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resistance that results from peer support The gréatcr the
peer support the lower the resistance and therefore the
greater the susceptibility to influence from sources aceept
able to the group . Thus, participation with others in de
cision making groups usually leads to a commutment to
the group’s actions.'?

Havelock also discusses Edith Bennett Pelz s validation of
Léwin’s early studies on the efficacy of group participation as a

-way of influencing individual behavior. Havelock notes that the

two factors most closely related to an individual's acceptance of
a new behavior were **(1) the perceived consensus among their
peers And (2) the fact that they had made a'decision.”*'?

For the individual, the act of involvement requires the expen-
diture of some mimimum amount of resources—ume, concen-

tion, inteliectual and emotional cxprcssnon. Investing person-
al resources is likely to increase one's commutment to the
g! up—regardless of the outcome of any particular decision—
sifice most people are loath to invest resources without recerving
benefits in return. If they do make the effort to participate and
nothing happens, they feel that their effort was wasted. Thus,
people tend to re- interpret unfavorable decisions as favorable or
at least neutral rather than have to acknowledge the unpleasant
outcomes of their own involvement. As involvement increases
so does support for the institution which was, after all, **good
enough’” to have made use of the involved person.

But how can that initial pamapanon be stimulated? Political *

participation is related to an individual's sense of cfﬁcacy A
person who places high value on himself is more likely to be-
lieve that an institution will be responsive to his inputs and is
thus more likely to make such a contribution. When the institu-
tion does respond, or even seenfs to respond, the person’s
estimate of both his own worth and the institution’s 1s re-
inforced. This makes further jnputs more ikely. The cycle of
self-efficacy contributing to political efficacy contnbuting to
self-efficacy 1s probably more common, more powerful, and
more socially sigmficant in the direction of negative reinforce-
ment than 1t 15 1n positive directions. Lester Milbrath has said of
those people who habitually do not take part in public affairs,
“'Failure to participate contributed to. . .
impotence and [the] lack ,of a sense of efficacy increases the
probability that they will not participate.”"'* The most likely
question for urban educators 15 this. how can the downward
spiral of s¢lf -efficacy be gayersed? How can people be involved
n participatory expcncr@sufﬁacm to increase their sense of -
political self-efficacy afld hence their potential identification
with and support for the institutions which provide such n-
volvement? RN

However it begins, once involvement is under way other
people identify the involved person with the school. They call

, on that person to explain or justify the school's actions, and the

.

identification increases the felt commitment. Where poor
scheol/community relations are a product of a lack of know-
ledge and familiarity, broadening the base of community
participation in institutional decisions may decrease hostility
and increase support. A participant will become more familiar

[a] sense of political

with the setting. Simply by virtue uf the act of partiuipation, the

individual me more accessible and perhaps more
amenable to influence than individuals who dv nut partivipate.
As we have said, inwulvementan the schuul dipuses community
members, all of whom are much moure likely to support the
school than are peoplc who are uninvolved. Thus, ata personal
psychological level, the involvement of individuals may aggre
gate to community support because participation is likely to
change an individual’s relation to the school.
Frederick C Mosher has summarized these effects:

Participation in deuision-making within a gryup or larger
organization increases one's identification and involve-
ment with the group and the organization; it also identifies
him affectively with the decision itself and motivates him
to.change his behavior and to make the decision success-
ful; it contributes to his motivation toward the accom-
plishment of grganizational or group goals—i.e., it helps
fuse group afid organizational goals with individual goals;
it contribufes to morale in general, and this usually contri-
butes to,/ more cffective performance on the job—i.c.,
higher productivity . Participative practices contribute
to the “‘self-actualization’* of the individual in the work
situation and to the lessening of the differentials in poyer
and status in a hierarchy. '

Perhaps the c*arest example of these effects in urban education
has been the experience of comrunity-based paraprofessionals,
many of whom have moderated their non-support of the schools
precisely for these ns. From the school’s point of view, co-
operation has been gaited; from the radical point of view, there
has been co-optatlon. For whatever motive or reason, the
amount of -support available to the schools has increased.

Richard Andrews and Ernest Noack in their paper on ‘‘The
Satisfaction of Parents with Their Community Schools™" cite
the work of Hess and Shipman, and Rankin, confirming that

“‘the participation of parents in various facets of the school's
operation was found to improve the parent’s attitude . . .""'6
Gittel's evaluation of the Ocean Hill Bmwnmlle expcncncc

' indicated that the commuaity s support for its schools increased
during the first years of the community control experiment. In

two surveys taken a year apart, suppon for the teachers more
than doubled from 38% to 77%.'” Support for building princi
pals jumped from 40% to 75%, support for the community su
. perintendent doubled from 29% to 58% . Support for the com

munity school board itself increased from 31% t0 57%. Even the ©

central Board of Education shared in these more supportive atti
tudes, going from 24% approval to a 50% rating ifi a year.

When asked to evaluate the schools inthe district in com-
parison to the way they were before the creation of the
Ocean Hill-Brownsville district, 72 per cent rated the
schools better or about the same while only 17 per cent
thought that they ‘were worse and 10 per cent were not
sure.'?

Gittell concluded,

Mure parents were 1n the schouls more frequently and felt

S .




more positively towards the locally selected professional
staff and the local board. Informal visits to the schools
were greater and knowledge of what was going on ap-
peared to bc more widespread. Certainly, parents felt
school personnel were more responsive to them. Partici
pant observations and interviews with Staff suggested
greater parent attendance and interest at fneetings and
more use of the schools as community facilities.!®

Robert Lyke: .

It js likely that community control of the schdols will
quickly change the character of political mtcracnon in
ghettocommunities. Citizens will no longer trace all prob-
lems in the schools to a repressive white society, hostility
and tensions are likely to diminish as reforms are made,
and future debate over edutation policy will be less likely
to be as ideological as it currently is.?®

Gittell's findings lend credence to an carlier specul@

The aggregate or community version of the participation hypo-
thesis holds that as ifivolvement increases so does supportive-
ness. In a moment we will tum to the evidence about relations
between involvement and support for the financial aspects of
" schooling. However, we first need to consider an exception to
the general relationship between increased involvement and
increased support.

Two studies have found that as involvement increases, so
does the tendency to be critical of the schools. Working with a
national sample of 2,000 parents, Kent Jennings found that
those parents who were PTA members had fewer
against the school than diq, parents who, n Aadditiok to being
PTA members, also belonged to other educau -related
groups.?! For members of any group, once a gnevance has been
expressed and pursued, there was a fendency to have another.
The second study is that of Richard Cloward and James A.
Jones They found that the more a persén was exposed to the
schools, the more likely it was that that person would define ed "
ucation as either the first or second greatest problem in the com-
munity.

-

These results would tend to suggest that school adminis-
trators.must be prepared to deal with-more negative atti-
tudes toward the school if greater efforts are made to in-
volve people in school activities. Such involvement.. . . is
functional for attitudes toward the importance of educa
tion generally, but as attitudes toward education improve
the school as an institution i§ more likely to come under at-
tack. Skillfully managed, howevcr, these negative atti-
tudes can become a source of pressure for better educa-
tional facilities and programs. 2 .

-

That complarnts increase as mvol\'cmcnuncrcasc;\wnll have the
A
shrill ring of uncomfortable truth for many school. principals.
However, an important distinction must be made in both cases.
Neither Jennings' *‘grievances'" ror Cloward and Jones™ *'neg
ative appraisals” are necessarily related to support. An individ
ual may belicve that cancer is an enormously important prob
lem, and may be very critical about research to discover its cure,
) : ) T
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yet still support the attempt. That an ihdividual ‘thinks of the
lucal schools as the community 's most significant problem may
mean that the person thinks efforts at educational improvement
should have the highest priority. The task, as Cloward angd Jones
remark, is to tum criticism to constructive purposes.

One way in which the prospects for constructive criticism cap

be increased is by providing a mechanism for authentic com- |

munity involvement. Donald Haider points out that *‘represen-

~“tational devices tend to be important to a citizen’s seqse of ef-

ficacy and overall support for a political system. It is at the heart
of the democratic process and should not be minimized.’*?3
Norman Luttbeg and Richard Griffin set out to see whether a
+lack of accurate representation by education officials of citi-
zerfs had for the system. They had hypothesized that **the low
salience of politics for the average man means that the lack of
representation in no'way affects the level of public support for
the polmcal system.”’?* But instead they foand that as misrepre-
sentation or nonrepresentation increased, support decreased.
Although the amount of the association was slight (about 10 peg
cent of the vaniance in public support was explamed by mus-

representation) it w snll significant. '
Dollar suppo, for the schools is critical. The extensive

school-community communications studlcs conducted by
Richard Carter and others at Stanford University,

. begah with the hypothesis (and implicit hope) that
public understanding leads to support for public educa-
tion. We found some evidence for this hypdthesis. But we
found it for the degree of understanding amopg informed
observers in school districts, not among the citizéns as a
whole. From what we have seen of citizen participation,

, there is ljttle to suggest-that we would find support related
to understanding among citizens $enerally.?s

Carter’s findings indicate that understanding 1s, indeed related to
support, but understanding itsclf is also related to and ncreased

" byt participation 1n school affairs. Thus, ‘involvement and -

understandmg may be used to increase each other and the result
in turn conduces to support, in this case wxllmgncssm finan-
cially 'support the schools. George Gallup, traced, the same
relation in the opposite direction in his 1969 national suryey of

+ public attitudes toward the schools: * '

1. While the American people scem reasonably well in-
" formed about school activities, they are 1ll-informed
about education itself. ~

2. Since they have little 0r no basis for judging the quality
of education in their local schools, prgssures aré ob-
vieusly absent for improving the qualify. )

i #Thus, in the absence of more sophistication and infor-
mation, they can hardly be expected to be.stronger
supporters of more money.?¢

’ A
The s{) called “"turnout™

155U06s pass more €asily when voting participation 15 1n the hght
than in the intgrmediate range. In Voters and Thewr Schools,
Ruhard Carter and John Sunoff rcport “that for more than a

- 5
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hypothesis suggest that school bond '
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thousand school districts over more than adecade, bund election
experience indicated this: ’
When the perc¢ntage, of voters “is 1éss than 30 per cent,
many more eleglions succeed than fail, when a modérate
. turnout of 30 to 60 per cent of the voters ovcurs, more
elections fail than succeed, and when the turnout is over
60 per cent, the chances of shiccess and failure are equal.?” .

Most school people have concentrated on the \dimimished

+  chances of success in the portion of voter turnout from 30 to 60

& per cent The relationship exists because of the differences,in at

‘ “titudes which characterize successive strata of the electorate. In

genggal, the stratum of frequent voters contains a higher pro-

portion favorable to government action (in this case, additional

money ) than does the stratum of infréquent voters. A light voter

turnout will be made up dispmportionate) of those who favor

schooling expenditures (parents, schodl people, and their

friends and neighbors). But as voter tyrnout increases, it moves

into a stratum of voters which has a higher proportion of **anti’*

attitudes. Evidence’is not unanimous on this telation,?® but the

conclusion frequently drawn js that success can be enhanced if
voting can be depressed.  * :

There are two difficulties with this conclusion. In the first
lace, it s ethically objectionable for public educators torely for
the schools’ (shoft term) success on restricting the public’s fran-
chise. The secord objection is a practical one. It is difficult to.
control voter turnout. When issues are important and opinions
are strongly held, turnout may be heavy. Since in the most im-
portant issues that is exactly the case it seems preferable for
educators to work on the attitudes that characterize all strata of
the electorate prior to the need for mobilizing support. A resér—
voig of informed voters is.a more reliable resource in times of.
. crisis than people who are intermittently called upon for only
marginal participation.* b
After one of the few longitu'dinal_sn‘xdies of school/commu-
nity interaction, Robert Agger and Marshall Goldstein con
. cluded that there Was an ominous gap between pmfcssiogal
educators and the less mobilized stratum of citizens. They found
an ;

incteasing tendency for the alienated to organize and
be organized by what the dominant oversfructure might
term ‘‘demagogues '’ The increasingly effective leaders
of the opposition are demagogues but not in the pejorative
sense. They are men and women who represent the less ar
ticulate but substantial numbers of people whose poten
. tially sympathetic support has increasingly been wasted
by an elite which partly does not comprehend the exis
tence of an alien cultural perspective, partly does not care,
partly does not know how to cope with it, and partly fears

*Finance 1s not the only cntical area in which the public's supportivencss of the

school’s programs secms to turn around lcvels of public understanding The

U S Civil Rights Commussion, i an catensive aational survey deahing with
. school desegregation. found a close,relation between understanding the
‘ facts and more favorable responsc toward desegregation. The more people
know, the less withng they are (& resifict the Constitutional rights of Black
I children % :
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buth persunalsand prufessivnal sclf-searching and the \\
kinds of professionally prohibited political involvement
which might then have to follow.3° *

™ Agger and Goldstein object to the mamipulative use of involve-
ment, the practice of asking for community inputs only at the
puint of crisis, in unly one direction (support for the status guu)
and then only fur something that has already been unilaterally
determined Russell Isbister and G. Robert Koopman make the
case against this manipulative public relations model nicely.

When citizen participation is Jooked on as a way tu get out
of a commumty conflict or tu put uver a bond 1ssue, the
very process is degraded. Emphasis should be placed on
the essential nature of democracy—uon the basic nght of.
the interested citizen. Edu;ation.t‘l}emg a matter of great
public concern, should be planngd by all members of the
community. Without participation in educational planning
only the most common and traditional needs may be per-
ceived and met.?! '

The so-called *’participation ﬁypothesn§“—increascd involve-
ment leads to increased support by thosc involved—has been
documented in several areas of private and public endeavor. In-
volvement is not without its limits or 1ts drawbacks, but 1t re-
mains a fundamental justification for &locentrz!llz.anon.

[

Goal I1I: Educational, Achiévement

Educational achievement of studerits is a principal goal of public
schools. Yet, student achicvement is at the same time both a
widely accepted and widely disliked measure of school perfor-
mance. Still, the importance of student achievement, and its
central place as a criterion for school performance, suggest that
professional and lay people share a profound interest in it. -
Historically, proponents of community involvement have
- argued that educational achievement could be increased through
community participation. The statement of Carol Lopate, et al. 4
is a good introduction to this area. Their 1969 review of the liter-
ature noted:

- When parents are involved in the decision-making pro-
cess af education, their children are likely to do better in
school. This increased achievement may be duce to the les-
sening of distanee between the goals of the home and the

“goals of the school and to the changes in teachers' atti-
tudes resultihg from their greater sense of accountabihity
when the parents of the child are vibible in the schools. It
may also be related to the increased sense of control the
child feels over his own destiny when he sees his parents,
actively engaged in decision-making i tus school. Very
important for this achievementis the heightened commun-

- ity integrity and ethni. group sélf-csteem which can be
enhanced through'parent and community groups affecting
changes in educational policy and programs.32

. - d ! . .
At the historical high water mark for rhetorical suppu‘?\uf the .
direct linkage between commumnty involvement and achieve-
ment, Maurice Berube wrote:

-

There is every reason to belicve that community. centrol of

o
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wrote:

city s¢hools will enhance educational quality. Equality of
Educational Opportunity discovered that the secret to
learning lay with student attitudes Attitudes toward self,
of power to determine one’s owy future, influence aca
demic achievement far more than factors of class size,
teacher qualifications or condition of school plant. **Of all
the variables measured in the survey, the attitudes of stu-
dent interest in school, self corfceﬁt, and sense of environ-
mental control show th¢ greatest relation to achieve
James’S. Coleman concluded. Furthermore a
pupil’s attitude—*‘the extent to which an individual feels
that he has some control over his destiny’’—was not only
the most important of the various elements studied, but it
““appears to have a stronger relationship to achievement
than do all the “school’ factors together."??

Another prominent defender of community involvement, Mari

lyn Gittell, evaluated those aspects of New York s Intermediate
School 201 and Two Bridges experiments in local control. De-
fending the positive impact of community involvement, she

To a certain extent, the results of these edugational experi-
ments were reflected in the standardized testing. The hard
data on\(.aS. 201 and Two Bridges shows that the school
district was able to at least keep some children on reading
level and in some cases in some schools there was marked
improvement. Both 1.S. 201 and Two Bndges reflected a *
stable standardized test achievement at a time When the -
city declined in reading acheivement primaﬁly because of |
the teacher strike Figures indicate that the two districts
did not decline at a period of general decline.?4

The natlonal study of the effects of parent participation in Head
Start programs conducted by Charles Mowry. found.

There is a strong relationship. between high partlc:lpatlon
by parents and better performance on intellective and task-
oriented measyres. The children of parents with extensive
participation in both rales [as decision makers and as
learners) produt.ed better scores on verbal intelligence,
acgdemic achievement, self concept, behavioral rating 1n
classroom and at home, and, change ratings in both *
learning and activities.3%

As Mowry recognizes, there are several problems with these
findings, including the probability that parents of children who
were already high acheivers prior to theyr Head Start exposure,
self-selected” those children (and themselves as decision-
makers) into program participation.

There are other difficulties, of i mtcrpretmg the evidence which
links the decisional mvolVement of parents to the educational*
achievement of students. A first and most important qualifica-
tion concems the difference between causation and association.
Milbrey W. McLaughlin, for example, found that although
‘*parental involvement’ of any kind is conspicuously absent in
[Title I} programs which fail to mcet their objectives, altthat can
be  said with justification about this finding is that successful
programs and parental participation covary together.""*®

. . L]

-,

While parents with middle class attributes | participate mage in
school attivities than do lower class parents, and middle,class
c.hlldren perform at higher levels on standardized tests, this dpes
not mean that the parents’ participation in the school’s activities
causes the students’ achievement. Increasing the involvement
of lower class cammunities in education decisions will not of
itself make up for the tremendous range of educational advan-
tages not available to them or their children. And changing
decision- makmg patterns will not by itself dramatically alter the
school’s performance. As Diane Ravitch has noted.

It still remains true in New York City as elsewhere, that
schools with middle-class children—whether white or
black—record higher achievement scores than schools

‘. with lower-class children, no matter who controls the

_schools. And itis equally true that the problems of poverty
—hunger, family instability, sickness, unemployment,

and despair —cannot be solved by the schools alone. No
amount of administrative cxpcnmcntatlén seems to be
able to change these facts.>”

Averch’s survey of the question of educational achievement and
its causes found that: , .

The current status of research in this areg can be described
by the following propositions: L

Proposition 1: ReSearch has not identifiéd a variant of the
existing system that is consnstcntly nclatcd to stiidents’ ed-
ucational outcomes. .

Proposition 3. Research tentatively suggests that im-
provement in student outcomes, cognitive and non-cogni-
tive, may require sweeping changes in the organization,
structure,,and conduct of educational experience. 3%

We have now had several years experience with levels of com-
munity involvement somewhat higher than those which pre-
viously characterized urban schooling. Although there have
been some gains (which will be reviewed below), a break-
through in student achievement has not been made. Itis difficult
and depresang to document something which has not happened.
Robert Hess, et al. have provided a useful summary.

A compelling line of argument. .. contended that early

experience affects subsequent intelleotual and educational

growth and achievement, and that children who grow up

in homes ‘disadvantaged by racial discnmination and

poverty have a deficit of the experiences presumably es-

sential for academic achievement in the public schools . . .-
Therefore compensatory programs should involve parents

and assist them in providing a more adequate cdticational

environment for their young children. In view of our pre-
sent knowledge about carly experience in ghetto and low

income homes, this view obviously is simplistic and in

-some aspccts\false.39

Citizen involvement with school decision-making 1s thus the

same as parental involvement with children. The benefits .of

association between the last two sets of factors (parents and

children) could not be translated into casually increased benefits
Sev
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from the first two sets of chtors (citizens and decision- makers).
To make matters worse, community involvement tumbled into
the' implementation gap aléng with virtually every other pro-
grammatic reform of the sixties. Programs that began with
grand hopes were watered down. Their implementation was
hesitant, imperfect, very partial, poorly supported and fickle. In
order to justify their clairs on resources and in order to over-
come resistance to change, proponents of social and political re-
form (and community involvement 1s dpe such reform) over-
stated their original case. The uneven results from those partial
changes have now been interpreted by some as showing the
foolhardy nature of having tried to change anything in the first
place. This cycle is familiar fo political scientists and histonans.
Furthermore, the community involvement movement was not
the first to wrap its political goals (control, responsiveness, efc. )
in educational clothes (student achievement). The irony 1s that
school people who have been doing exactly that for years should
be so adept at criticizing community involvement on their owng
grounds.

We should have known better than to expect very dramatic,
quick or widespread rgsults-from the sorts of changes in com-
munity involvement which have been 1n place too short a time
for their effects to be manifest. The problems are too complex to
yield to mere management reform.

Serious attempts at improving urban’ schools may require
quantug jumps in political and materfal resources. When
effects do emerge, they may be fant and they will certainly be
difficult to trace to involvement. They may yot be adequately
registered by standardized tests. And  finally—and perhaps most
:mportantly—u seems certain that we will not get important
changes in achievement associated with involvement unul we
have moved that involvement to a IeveI of significance such as
shared control. N

There are several implications which need to be drawn from
this experience. The first is that community involvementin edu-
cation remains an important strategy for the improvement of ur
ban education" it should not be discarded simply because it turns
out to be as complicated and subtle as other education change
stratcglcs 4% The gains may be slbw to arrive and modest when
 they come. The sécond implication is that the resources devoted
to community involvement (time, energy, support, efc.) need to
be increased significantly if significant gains are tobe realized.
Recall Avereh’s conclusion that improvement in student out-
comes may require, not the sort of incremental change so far
attempted but “*sweeping changes in the orgamization, struc-

ture, ‘and conduct,of educational experience . ..""4!
v

To this point, we have reviewed some of the original expecta-
tions about the linkage between community involvement and
educational achievement. We have stated the subsequent disap-
pointment, and we have outlined some of the more plausible
explanations for%\at melancholy reality. Other benefits asso-
ciated with community involvement may, by themsclves, pro
vide a sufficient rationale for its support, but the central role of
student achievement is so important that it should not be aban
doned. The following section identifies four paths through

8

2 .

Path 2:

which involvement may affect achievement. It cites.the existing
evidence which supports these paths and speculates about
needed additional research.

¢Path I: Parent Self-Efficacy. Parents as citizens participate 1n

educational decisions, become more knowledgeable
and confident, and then encourage their children to high- °
er levels of achievement.

Institutional/Child Congruence. Parents and other citi-
zens participate in educational decisions and in so
doing, affect the school which becomes more respon-
snve to the children who then perfonn better.

Path 3. C ommunity Support. Parents and other uitizens pamu

pate in educational deuisions, become themselves more
interested 1n the schoul, turn to the community to get
morg support for the schovl, which s then better able to

help children to higher achievement levels.

Path 4: Student Self-Efficaqy. ln this pattern, the child notices
parent’s involvement in the school and is stimulated by

that example to perform better. - >

These patterns are graphically represénted below and then
traced in more detail.

* Path 1: Parent Self-Efficacy

This is the most.thoroughly (but still msuff ciently) documented
path. It begins with the parent’s involvement in.desision,
making which increases (A) the parent's knowledge and (B)
self-confidence. Those increases are then translated into (C) in-
creased and improved attention to the child who then (D) does
better in school. First, we should consider the evidence on thé
effect of involvement on the parent and second, on the general-
ization of the parent’s involvement to the child's achievement.

MtLaughlin's review of Title I evaluations indicated that, "It

. typically reported that, as a result of increased parent

participation, parents know more about the ‘special” program in
which their child'is enrolled . . ."*42

lGigtell's evaluation of community school boards in New York

City
. indicated that the knowledge, petceptions and "at
titudes of board members were developed in the new citi
zen boards. All the board members showed increased
knowledge as a result of their participation and became
more articulate about their views. . :

-

She continues:

The net effect [the] developing sense of community . . .
was to reduce the amount of alienation of parents towards
the schools and to make them more aware of educational

policy.43
Yin et gl., looked at the extent to which leadership skills had
been developed as a result of citizen service on social welfare

govertung buards. Not unly did sigmficant numbers of people
develop those skills as a result of thewr service, but also more
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- erate involvement as ‘well as to’

" groups, feel a sense of powerlessness

leadership skills were developed where the responsibility of the
was greatest. 44
he sense of political efficacy measures the confidence which

" an fpdividual feels that government will be responsive to his or

her ipputs. People who feel that their actiorts will be responded

* to ‘\ more likely than those who do not to take part in.

govemmentactivities. The act of pamc1pann itself encourages
pebple to feel more efficaciots. a circular relationship
here between cfficacy and particfpation and*it works to decel-
celerate it. Hess’ extensive
revnew of the, parental mvo}vemc literature reinforces the
pointin an educational setting: *‘There
Black mothers, and probably those of\pther ethnic minonty
ing their ability to

help their children achieva in school . . ."

He continues: 3

feelings of control can comn'b\\te toeducatjonal achievement. 4§

Participation may have some impact on tits development
of competence and self-esteem in the parents involved
! (Miller, 1968; Scheinfeld, 1969; Hadger, 1970). It can be
\ noted that these programs actively engage and involve
' parents in teaching their own children whilelemphasizing
irespect for their potential worth as individuals and confi-
dence in this potential for gogatinuous development. 4

Mowry’s study of parental partic
that, .
Parents who were high in participation, especlally those
high in decision-making, were also high in feelings of
ability to control their environment . éarcnts wha were
(h_i'gb_m participation also viewed themselves as more suc-
cessful, more skillful, and bcttcrable toinfluence their en-
.vironment.

’

(ation in Head Start f'()und

L
McLaughlin makes a similar point:

Parent training programs and a number of parent partici-
pauon programs have accdmpllshed what many Man
power Development Training Act programs have failed to
‘do. They have given parents a senge of competence and

confidence . . .49 .

That participation z‘@d the sense of personal efficacy reinforce

each other is well established in educational governance and tn
other settings.*® The sense of political efficacy is important in
its own right but it also deserves to be cultivated for its con-
tribution to other values. In the achievement context, the sensc
qf efficacy is important because of its,bearing on the parent’s,
‘inferaction with the child. If some parcr:& feel powcrlcss to help
their children in school then schools sh uld work to ovcrcomc
that.

Parents who bunld decisional skills through pamcnpanng in
the school, become more knowledgeable about education, gain
specific m(ormanon about the school's efforts with theig thld

lO:

indicationsthat many .

ren, and are better able (and more willing) to reinforce thuse
efforts. Thus, there is a spillover from politigal to parental
efficacy. McLaughlin cites a reanalysis of the Coleman data
undertaken by Marshall Smith at the Center for Educauunal
Policy Research which indicates that for

*

. . a representative sample of sixth grade students in the
urban north . . . even when a large number of individual ,
background charactenstics such as SES and school-wide
measures were controlled, the relation between [parental]
PTA attendance and three measures,of academic achieve-

. ment were significantat the .05 level for black students.!

In her own excellent review, McLaughlin distinguished between

programs of parent participation and parent training Moving
beyond parlicipation to

. parent trammg of evenamodest sort . . . canbe said to
posmvely and significantly affect the cognmve develop
ment of children—both the target ypungsters and the
younger siblings Of the two parent models, then, parent
training appears to combine most successfully all the vir-

. tues of economy and attainment of cognitive and affective
abjectives for both parents and children.52

Stearns and Peterson make a similar point.

t
The evidence indicates that involving par'cr'ns as trainees
and tutors can indeed improve children’s performance—
at least with young preschool children. [Several carefully.
controlled investigations] . . . have noted positive effects
of such participation both on parents’ attitudes about
themselves and on children's 1Q scores. 53

And; Wilbur Brookover, et al., (1965) found that low achieving
junior high school students whose parents had become involved
in the school and made more aware of the developmental pro-
cess of their thldren showed hclghtcned sclf~concept and made
sngmﬁcam academic progress. 4 {

Adelaide Jablonsky asserts that compensatory pmgrams n

*‘schools which have open doors to parents and ‘community
members have greater success in educatimg children . . . The
¢hildren seem to be the direct beneficiaries of the change in per-
ception on the part of their parents'’.5%

Joe L. Rempson states that, .

School-parent programs can help to increase the school
achievement of the disadvantaged child. Both Schiff . .
and Duncan. .. discovercd' that children of low SES
parents who pamcnpatcd in programs of planned contacts
made significantly greater achievement gains in reading
and in new mathematics, respectively, than comparably
matched children of no or few .contect parents. 58

, Carl Marburger has made the same puint from the negative
dlrecmn

Parents who are not involved, who do not know what 15
taking place in the school, can certainly not r¢inforce what

»+the school is doing' with their children.*’

The évidence indicating that Lhnld&:n of parents who are




actively involved in their education perform beter th do other
children hardly ngeds emphasis The point here is tha a?su;uess

ful involvement in school decision- making can provide parents
with the confidence and the knowledge to support a more active
role at the more immediate family level.

Path 2: Institutional/Child Congruence

Responsiveness 1s the k€y to this second of the paths through
which community participation may be linked to educational
achievement. We had earlier hypothesized that 1n this path,
parents and other citizens would be found to be participating in
educational decisions, and that participation would affect the
schools which might then become more responsive to the child-
ren who would in turn perform better. The studies reviewed in
the earlier section dealing with the responsiveness goal (learly
indicate that ifs achievement increases as community participa-
tion increases. Here we are concerned with evidence about the
step beyond responsiveness, the congruence-achievement link-
age.

One of the strongest supports for that 1s the so-called Pyg-
malion effect. Parents who express their confidence in therr
children’s ahility to their teachers have aneffect on the teacher s
subsequent view of those children. Rosenthal and Jacobson

. reported that children who profited from positive changes m
teachers’ expectations of their abulity all had parents who had
demonstrated some interest i their child’s development and
who were distinctly visible to the teachers. %8 Similarly, Rankin
compared high and low achieving inner city children and found
that the parents of the higher achieving group were better able to
initiate contacts and pursue school-related matters with school
officials.*? T

Most PTA’s are weak forms of participation in governance,

yet Coleman found that there was a sngmﬁqam relationship’

between the amount of community participation in the PTA and
the achievement of students in 684 urban elementary schools.
Where PTA attendance was repo;ﬁ:d as being high, children’s
performance was two to four months ahead of thuse schools
which had no PTA. Christopher Jencks' reanalysis of the
Coleman ddta indicated that

PTA attendance was . . . significantly related to achieve-
ment. Race and class explained about 15 percent of the
variance in schools’ PTA attendance. But even after this
was taken into account, schools whose principals reported
that almost all parents attended PTA meetings scored
between two and four months above schools whose princi-
pals reported not having a PTA, Schools with more mod-
erate PTA attendance were strung out between. PTA
anendancc seems to be a proxy for district-wide parental
interest in education. . . [Iif the PTA was having an
effecton achlcvcmcnt, it was an imdfirect effect on the atti-
. tudes of district staff, or other unmeasured factors, not a
direct effect on measurable charactenstics of the district.
The relationship did hold for reading or math scores.5?

" Another of the analyses done of Head Start, the Kirschner
report, concluded that sngmﬁcant institutional changcs weére

EC ' ©

identified more often at those sites where parental involvement
was classified as high than at thosc sites with low mvolvcmcm
of parents, The difference was significant, and the researchers
concluded that a relationship did seem to exist between the
degree of parent involvement and the extent of Head Start
impact on an institutional change.®! Mowry’s study of parental
participation in Head Start investigated several types of institu-
tional change including greater emphasis on the educational
needs of poor people *‘The number of reported changes was
significantly greater in centérs where parents were highly
involved in decision- making.and leaming activities:62 *

The importance of such responsiveness can hardly be under-

esuma{ed As NYC’s Bundy Commission'said. **If peers and ,,

family regard the school as an alien, unresponsive, or,ineffec-
tive institution in their midst, the child will enter the school in a
mood of distrust, apprehension or hostility.'*®* Hess's analysis
of the premises underlying parent involvement policies indi-
cates that the strategy was designed to overcome the *“schools-

as-failure’* model (the school fails because it is not relevant to

the child’s need) and/or the *‘cultural differences’” model (the
majority group culture reflected in the school does not match the

child’sgeeds ) The strategies and models are all similaf in that*

they require the school to facilitate the child's achievement by
becoming more responsive to parental desires. McLaughlin's
reviéw of the lay participation aspects of Tjtle I evaluations also
documented the frequent finding of, *‘achange in teachers atti-
tudes about and understanding of low i income children and thelr
families "4 The linkage between’ phmapanon and responsive-
ness is clear, but although it is reasonable to presume that re-
sponsiveness may be being translated into achievement, it has
yet to be empirically demonstrated. -

Path 3: Community Support 'y
In the first two pattems, educational achievement was e'ffcued
through the actidns of pamapants on the schools. In this pa m
the focus of the participants’ action is on other unzcgs Partici-
pating in the school’s affairs arms people with mfonnanon nd :
motivation whith can be directed to other citizens. We h e
ready reviewed the considerable stock of research which relates
increases in participation to increases in support by primary
participants. Evidence aboutthe persistence of that effect as it
ripples outward is more scanty. There, the greater supportive-
ness of primary participa0ts should encourage them to recruit

, others in the community, and the resulting increased reservoir of
positive attitudes should help the schools to facilitate the child’s -

achievement. The path is long but there are some indications
that at least part of it is being traversed. For example, with
respect to parent training, a number of sources document the
“vertical™* and **horizontal’ , diffusion of benefits from such
training. Not oply does the trained parent perform better with
“the siblings of the child (**vertical’* diffusion) but those skill$

also get communicated to other people in the community «
" (**horizontal’* diffusion).5 If those ‘‘horizontal'’

or second-
generation participants feel more efficacious, have more know-
ledge about the schools, and so on, then 1t 1s also quite

» . v . I
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school as an institution. Similarly, MdAughlin'srenew of Title
[ evaluations found that participants in progtam decisions led to
lncreases in parént morale about the school.¢¢ .

L]

Path 4: Student Self-Efficacy

suggests that the children observe their parents taking part in
schodl decision-making’and are thergfore encouraged to, think
more highly of their own participation in school. The ts Ofﬁce
‘of Education has made a suceinct case for this pattern.>*There is
a subsidiary asset of parcntal involvement. As children see their
own parents morc involved in schog) affairs, they will be
encouraged to take a more active intqrest in school. ver

The logic underlying this path is apparent if you believe that
there is no way to succeed, you are nluccly to try. A sense.of
self: -cfﬁchcy is as necessary a precondition for success with stu-

thfough parental and community participation?

The expenence of the Flint Michigan School and Homc Pro-
gram supports the possibility. The evaluation of the parent
trainj cts of that program indicate that the child’s aware-
n93§ of parents® participation stimulated the children to greater
activity. The children in the group whose parents had the train-
. ing experience.Showed gains on the Gates Revised Reading test

which were double tiose of the: contrbl group of children. 58
" Thebest known study relevent to this question 1s the Coleman

" Report. Coleman measured three attitudes of students toward
themselves:

(1) Student’s interest in"school (2) self-concept specifi-_
cally with regard tolearning and success in school, and (3)
sense'of control of the environment. This analysis-demon-
strated that of all the variables measured (including family
background and school variables) these attitudes showed
the strongest relation to achievement at all three grade
levels.5® [Grades 6, 9, and 12]. e

Coleman’s data indicate how important it is that students believe
in themselves and in their ability to achieve. Parents can affect
the child’s attitudes toward school and toward their prospects
for success in the school. Inthe first Path discussed above,
**Parent Self-Efficacy,” parents are encouraged to take direct
and purposeful action with their children. The pattern described
now, ‘‘Student Self-Efficacy,”” does not involve purposeful
communication from parent to child; rather the parent’s actioris
are an example which the child notices. The key attitude may be
what Colcman called 'The sense of control of the environ-
ment,’" the school’s admlnlstrators teachers, decision produ
cers, governance roles, etc. Students who percei¥e that their
" parents are cffective in that environment are more likely to
believe that they teo, can successfully negotiate it. In addition,
they are more likely to perceive their school environment as one
that is supportlvc of them.

Mario Fantini has suggestcd an analogy bemccn community
"involvement in urban schools and the control of Catholic
schools. ,AnQrew Greeley and Peter Rossi speculated that
12

reasonable to assume that they will be more supportive ‘of the

In some ways, this is the simplest and most direct of the pathg. It -

dents as i is with their parents., The quegtion 1s, can it be built

students in Catholic scbouls performed well academucally at
. leastin part because of the sense of secunty thuse schuuls gener
ated. Similarly, Fantini says.

Under community-directed schools, the educational en-
vironifent is far less likely to be hostile or intimidating to
the minority child. He will thus have a sense of beinaablc
to function in the school environment and, n tum, 4
greater sense of internal contrul —the prime prereguisite
tu effective leaming, accurding to a growmg budy of
ucational evidenue as well as psychologial indight.”®

h which would suppgrt Fantim’s speculation, Joan
Abramns has documented the extdnt to which school principals’
1deolpgy of pupil control covaries with their attitude toward de-
centralimation. Those who suppart decentralization are much
more, likely to employ more humanistic, child-centered, and
pedagogn,ally effective methods with Q%uld‘rcn

The linkage between the general concept, **sense of fate con-

trol’" and educational achievement have been triticized by
Judith Kleinfeld on three grounds "2 First, Kleinfeld points out
that “*fate control’’ in the context of community control has
overtones of racial self-detefmination and aspects of racial and
ethnic pride and self-esteem Coleman’s measure of fate control
did not refer to the community’s self determination but rather to
whetber or not the student felt his or her own academic achieve-
ment was controlled by others or by self Kleinfeld then attacks
the validity of Coleman’s fate control idea by demonstrating its
ambiguity and by suggesting that the items on which it was
based are susceptible to other measurement errors. Kleinfeld's
own research {with 166 black eleventh and twelfth grade stu-
dents in Washington, D.C. public schoojs) shows that those stu-
dents who believe their fates to be: €xternally controlled do
not achieve less 1n school than those who feel themselves to be
in more persennal control. Second, Kleinfeld's factor ahalysis
of thie Coleman data indicates that student attitudes toward aca- -
demic achievement and not student attitudes toward fate control
. ar¢ related to their measured achievement levels. If Kleinfeld is
cortect the questiun becomes whether or not increases in control
by the community {or more spexifically, decisional involvement
by parents) can contribute to students’ sense of therr own fate
control and through that to their estimate of thcnr own academic
ability. Kleinfeld is pessimistic.

-

2

.. Itis hard to see how redistributing power from exter-
> nal forces to the black community would affect black stu-
dents’ estimates of their academic ability.”

However, just before that statement, Kleinfeld notes,

Community control of the schools might well increase
black students self-estecm and racial pnide, and this 1n-
creased sense of self-worth may increase achieve-

ment..\74

-

A more encouraging conclusion would revolve around such fac-
tors as the availability of rule models, and an identification (ande
cooperation) with officials presumed to be less discnminatory
and more sympathetic.

13
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In anothcr look at fate control, Marua Guttcntag adminis
téred the Coleman instryment to black fifth graders in New
* York’ s Intermediate School 201 where community involvement
has been intense, prolonged, and visible. Coleman had found
that poor children and those who attended ghetto Ms: had a
low estimate of the prospects for their own successey. Moreover,
they believed (perhaps realistically) t
them and that gpod luck would play a myj
their success or failure. Guttcntag indicates tha

Perhaps the most stnkmg finding in this fifth grade group
is the percentages of yes (19%) and no (79%) to the first
question ¥ ‘Everytime 1 try to get ahead something or
somebody stops me." Typically ghetto children over
whelmingly answer “‘yes’” to this question. These I. S.
201 fifth graders had answered o»emhclmmgly ‘no.”

Particularly the boys feel that they are not being stopped in
their attempt (6 get ahead Answers to this attitude item

are directly related to later academic achievement. This |

data is markedly different from the Coleman finding . . . It
seems reasonable to suppose that the new atmosphere
induced by commun®y control of schools was related to
this dramatic difference in attitude. It should also be noted
that this was one item which explained.much of the var-
iance in later acheivement test scores for black children in
the Coleman report. This difference in attitude is therefore
likely to be related to later changes in achievement.”s

ly, and dramatically increase achievefentfevels. Whnlc there 15
reason to believe that pupil achicvemenk can be affected by
parental (and other) involvement, the relandnship 1s more subtle
and the paths linking the two are mare torfuous than was on-
ginally suspected. Ewdenuc about the secdnd route,  nstitu-
tional/child congruence™ 15 fairly well deleloped but stops
short of the dcmonstrated impact on achievement: The third
path, community support, still lacks a conclusnvely demon
strated link between  the participation of the individual and sub-
sequent pmselynzmg of the sehool’s cause among the indivi
dual’s peers  Although the proposition that involvement leads to

. support among those so invdlved is very weil documented (See
* Goal I1 **Support’* above) it has yet to be demonstrated: thatthe ) ,'the commun

school’s supporters do what we may reasonably expect them to
da—i.c., recruit other supporters.

There is a similar problcm with the student self efficacy
pattefn. Self-efficacy is associatedswith achievement, and it
seemy reasonable to believe that parental self-cfficacy (genes-
ated ol at least enhanced through decisional involvement) can
percolfte to the children of the involved parents, yet evidence 1s
not yet conclusivé. Thus, the state of vur rescarch Khow-
ledge concerning the individual patterns through whi
|onal involvement leads to increased achievement must be
described as promising but uneven. T

Although the beneficial impact of involvement on achieve-

ment has yet to be conclusively demonstrated fgr any of the *
¥ paths, there-is some cvidence supporting each of \hem. In the

real world, as well as in the world of research. the cdmmunity s

¢ ' ' , ‘
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invulvement travels all four of the paths. To the extent that there
is an effect, it is a cumulative one.

Goal IV: Democratic Principles

One of the root norms of a'democratic society is that those -
people whose lives are affécted by a public institution should
participate in the control of that institution. Schools affect im-
portant aspects of the social and material well-betng that their
students will enjoy. Schools are directly relevant to the ambi-
tions which parents have for their children, and they are major
public agencies in terms of taxes spent and social functions )
performed At the neighborhood level these effects suggest that
there should be neighborhood participation in school decision

" making. In fact, this basic democratic principle 1s so strong that

even if involvement could not be expected to affect educational
auhlevemcnt the congruence between the child and the institu-
tion, and support forschooling, it would still be justified on the
democratic principle alone. Melvin Mogulof, whose wide
practical and academic experience with citizen participation in
social welfare-matters makes him a well-qualified observer, has
pointed to democratic principle as an intnnsic and sufficient
justiﬁnation for community involvement.

Itis not That citizen paﬂncnpanon helps us to get any place
faster; although it may in fact do all the good things that
have been claimed for it (c.g., decrease alienation, create
a program constituency, - calm would-be ridtess, etc.).
Rather we base the case fora bmadly conceived Federal
citizen participation policy on the argument that participa-
tion represents an unfulfilled goal in and of itself. It fits us
well as a society It is what the American experiment is all
about And perhaps in the process of giving aggrieved
groups influence over their resources and communal de-
cision becatse it is right we will increase the life chances
for all of us.76 , ' -

,One problem ls that decisions about many aspects of the
buhoolmg cnt;ppnse are facilitated by expert knowledge. That
knowledge is nol'very widely spread among the general popula-
tion. Those who possess 1t have used 1t to control schooling for
outcomcs in thuh they believe. But where ntajor segments of

disagree with the valuepnd actions of the ex-
perts, it is necessary for the community to assert 1ts own 1nter-
ests on itsown behalf. The problcm of lay involvemient in areas
. that are at least in part technical is a persistent one.”

-

’ Yet. as John Dewey wrote almost fifty years ago:

No govérnment by experts in which the masses do not
have the chance {0 inforni the experts as to their needs van
be anything but an oligarchy mafjaged in the interestof the

" few. And the enlightenment must proceed in ways which
force the administramg specialists to take account of the
needs. The world tas suffered more from leaders and au-
thorities than from the masses. The essential need, in
other words, is the improvement of the methods and con
ditions of debate, discussion antt persuasion.”

The political process 1s a carrier for Jebate, discussion, and per-
13
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suasion. The problem which Dewey posed for the publn, re

mains with us. How can community involvement in school
decision making be organized? The halting movements toward
decentralization have been one such attempt. But few ‘persons
(even academics) are still so innocent as to believe that reason-
presented-by-writing will very draratically affect other peo-
ple’s behavior. School decentralization was and is a political
movement. It set out to aiter both the control structure and the
values served by schools As an aggregate process, politics is
how' the society summarizes the clash of individual interests in
temporarily *‘final” statements of its overall values Teachers
and administrators have the same right as community members
t pursue their inevitably partial interests in school policy The
force and scope of unionization is one indication of how effec-
tively professionals now exercise that right. But too many
school people still draw a line at the community’s involvement
in decision-making. Involvement, they say, is “politic‘s“‘ As it
is commonly (and perjoratively) usqd, the word **politics™ con-
jures visions of buying and selling Influence, making dirty and
secret deals, ang compromisthe®way moral gains. For many
professionals, politics has an even less attractive personal mean-
ing since they see themselves as the target of unwanted political
pressures. Politics is the force that would have them favor some

one’s nephew for a teaching job, or it is the power that ham-

strings their professional prerogatives and gives them to another
~— group. Tt can be the selfish mozvauon that causes an ambitious

citizen to furn a mucal spotlight on the administrator s school.

These are all indeed aspects of politics, but they are not the total
—or even the most important— part of politics. For example,

the unsavory motives that compelled a President to disgrace the
office are part of poltics, but so are the moral indignation and
competing purposes that forced him out. The privately nego-
tiated understandings among the voting members of a school
board are part of politics, but so 15 the keenly felt responsibility
to constituents beyond which some board members will not go.

-

L4
The nvalry and duplication afnung offices with overlapping
missions leads to “"office poliies™ in a bad sense, but the
competition among them can alsv produce pulitical responsive
ness desired by all.

Like other political systems, schools have to cope with the
human charactenstics that are so casy to disdain (ambition,
parochiality, 11l will, misunderstanding, and so on). The job of
public educational policy then is to arrange intensely human
and individual-characteristics so that they aggregate to a more
inclusive interest. The public strife and conflict that put the ugly
part of politics on such prominent display 1s part-of this process.
Adopting a political interprotation means moving past a merely

cynical reaction to people’s failings to see 1n those shortéomings )

how the publlc s nterest 18, or can be.served. Educatbrs and
especially educational admlms(rators who do ndt go beyond
their tynical rejection of * polmcs cgnnot engag¢ the realistic_
tasks of the public’s schools. They cannot cope wch the short-
comings of the persons in their organizations and-their commun- .
ity environnients so that the public’s interest is served. They are

not playing their vital role as leaders—both educl'nionally and

\ politically.  ~ _ ~

If the recent history of decentralization 1s viewed 1n this
broader— more political — context, then no one should be sur-
prised that school people have been reluctant to embrace a
political interpretation of their responsibilities. To the obscure
and difficult task of schooling has been added one that is even
more difficult— politics. To the central social task of educating
children has been added the task of doing that with and through
the society s political process. Thatis an outrageous but app_(o
priate expectation which is far beyond the s.apauty, of most pro-
fessional educators, most communities, amd most of the control
structures which now mediate their interaction. But if urban
schools are to achieve what they must, then we must all learn

" and practice a better politics of education.
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