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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the state of public participation 
in relation to the disparity it possibly has by school level, size, appropriation, 
experience of principals, and geographical setting. 

To treat 
participation, 
approach. 

both the micro and macro 
the study was made to base 

factors 
on the 

of the intensity 
major components 

of 
of 

public 
systems 

The data made in use were collected mainly through questionnaire from 98% of 
respondents from both groups representing school systems ' and the public 
suprasystem, as well as through structured interview as a supportive from 100% of 
school principals . Mainly one-way ANOVA/correlation statistical techniques were 
used to analyze the data . 

Taking all things together, the results indicated that by level, the primary; 
by size, the small-size; by appropriation, the non-government; by experience of 
principals, those schools with experienced principals; by geographical setting, the 
rural schools are found exceeding correspondingly their counter parts under their 
respective dimensions with regard to : 

Their openness amplitude to public participation; 
Enhancing the extent of public influence on their educational 
operation; 
Intensifying the magnitude of the economic, political-legal, social, 
and technological-educational dimensions of public participation. 

Statistical treatments proved that the disparities in public participation 
among the categories under those dimensions happened mainly due to the relationship 
between the dimensions of this study and the degree of occurrence of the major 
components of the systems approach in dealing with public participation. 

Yet, what ever the difference is, it is apparently understandable that the 
schools as a whole are found in a pertinent need of increased public participation 
in their endeavour of educational operation. Thus, the following are expected from 
schools, the public , and from the government as suggested by the study. 

It is indispensable to develop two-way relationship between the schools and 
the public. Thus, the schools being more open and using socialization as their 
strategy in responding to pubic demands, have to enable the public to participate 
and support them more economically, legally, socially, and educationally. 

Public representatives (local administrative councils) have to create 
conditions for the public to participate being organized so that the educational 
operation in schools would be economically efficient, legally responsive socio­
culturally relevant, and educationally effective. 

The government or policy-makers have to strengthen school administration 
committees by establishing at Woreda (District) level as boards of education for 
better coordination and with better legal protection enabling the public to share 
educational responsibility in light of decentralization. This can be done by 
securing the educational policy nationally and the administrative task at the would 
be educational board level&updating both the curriculum as well as the work and· 
organization designs . : / 

XII 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1 . 1 Formulation and Statement o f the Problem 

Schools, as systems, are part of the public in which they 

are situated; to be supported and, in turn, to serve the 

public. 

In recent years, public participation in the educational 

operation has become a catchword (Morgan et al . , 1992 : 11, 

Goldring, 1991: 215). For this reason, governments, world 

wide, are devolving responsibility for the support of school 

systems in terms of financial, material, manpower, direction 

and feedback or information resources by the public 

environmental-suprasystem (Preston, 1991: 275-276). 

It is obvious that except the salary payment to 

government schools' personnel, the budget to run those schools 

provided by the government in Ethiopia is too little . 

Furthermore, in non-government schools there is no government 

expenditure that shows that the expenditure on the educational 

operation in schools provided by the public is found to be 

considerable. 

In relation to this, the various acts made in Ethiopia 

describe for the public to have a part in the administration 

of schools ' educational operation (Zaudneh, 1989: 8). 
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This leads to issues such as the openne ss amplitude of 

school systems for public participation, the extent of public 

influence in the educational operation of school systems, the 

magnitude of the dimensions of public participation or support 

(i.e., the economic, political-legal, social, technological­

educational support). 

On the whole, despite the fact that the public 

participation in the educational operation in school systems 

in many countries is mainly through fund raising, its 

participation is not that much recognized as we ll as not found 

developed (Goldring, 1991:215; Bush et al . , 1980 :72 - 73). 

Thus, more often than not, schooling needs better public 

participation beyond what is being attempted because: (1) 

educational expansion and absorption by the economies is not 

found to be proportional; (2) education could not solve the 

problems the people are everfacing and improve its life, 

instead, it is found to be a means to "divorce" the children 

from the life of local community or the public (Shaeffer , 

1991 : 6; Foster in Karabel and Halsey, 1977 : 356); (3) education 

is not made to be relevant and responsive to the needs of the 

public (Sander , 1989 : 226-230). 

This necessitates the schools to have the due amplitude 

of openness to the public and more public influence on their 

educational operation in various dimensions of participation. 
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Thi s l eads to issues suc h as t he ope nne ss amplitude of 

school systems for public participation, the extent of public 

influence in the educational operation of school systems, the 

magnitude of the dimensions of public participation or support 

(i.e., the economic, political-legal, social, technological ­

educational support) 

On the whole, despite the fact that the public 

participation in the educational operation in school systems 
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participation beyond what is being attempted because: (1) 

educational expansion and absorptio n by the economie s is not 

found to be proportional; (2) education could not solve the 

problems the people are everfacing and improve its life, 

instead, it is found to be a means to "divorce" the children 

from the life of local community or the public (Shaeffer, 

1991 : 6; Foster in Karabel and Halsey, 1977 : 356); (3) education 

is not made to be relevant and responsive to the needs of the 

public (Sander, 1989:226-230). 

This necessitates the schools to have the due amplitude 

of openness to the public and more public influence o n their 

educational operation in various dimensions of participation . 
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As a result, by virtue of the public being the source of 

the necessary resources, school systems have to be accountable 

to it; and the public in turn should be responsible for the 

educational operation of the schools (Ranson , 1988:7-11; Bush 

et al., 1980:42; Goldring, 1991:215) 

This implies that under the appropriate administration of 

school systems, by the public representatives (i . e. under the 

school administration boards ) , some degree of decentralization 

has to be given to school systems for more public 

participation; for the degree of decentralization affects the 

magnitude of public participation in turn (Marsh, 1988:86). 

With this in mind, this study describes the school as a 

system, its administration committee as well as the principal 

as boundary spanners; and the public, which is interchangeably 

used with "community" and "parents II I as environmental-

suprasystem . Generally, in systems perspective , they are found 

described as having complementary objective. 

Similarly, the study uses public " involvement " in the 

context of "participation " to support schools in terms of 

various resources, and to have an important place in the 

decision-making and execution in the operation of education . 

Hence, the public is supposed to participate as 

environmental-suprasystem support to schools, as educational 

systems, individually as well as through organized school 
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administra tion or e duc a t ion b oards . In thi s con tex t the u s age 

of "boards", councils and committees are opt'i onal ly seen . And 

the public can participate or provide support through parent 

committees or parent associations and the PTAs as supportive 

public organizations. 

With reference to mobilizing the public for 

participation, government regulations, guidelines or policies 

in various countries state that education is the 

responsibility not only of the governments but also of the 

public or the community (Moegiadi in the edition of Shaeffer, 

1992:15; Shaeffer, 1991:8). To this end, the newly issued 

Ethiopian polic y of Educatio n and Training gives plac e f o r 

schools to be administered under boards or committees in which 

parental or public representation is indicated (TGE, 1994: 

30) . 

Yet, with regard to public participation, disparity seems 

to reveal in the educational operation between the Ethiopian 

schools by level, size, appropriation (status), experience of 

principals / and geographical setting at which this study is 

made to aim. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to identify and examine the 

difference between primary and secondary, small - size and 

large-size, government and non-government schools as well as 

between those schools with inexperienced and experienced 
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principals, between rural and urban schools in public 

participation in their educational operation with respect to: 

(1) the openness amplitude of the school systems to public 

participation; (2) the extent of public influence on the 

educational operation of school systems; (3) the magnitude of 

the dimensions of public participation. 

Basic Questions 

To achieve the purpose of this study, the following basic 

questions were raised to be answered: 

1. Is there a statistically significant difference in 

public participation between the educational operation in 

government primary and secondary school levels? 

2. Is there a statistically significant difference in 

public participation between the educational operation in 

government small and large school sizes? 

3. Is there a statistically significant difference in 

public participation between the educational operation in 

government and non-government school appropriations? 

4. Is there a statistically significant difference in 

public participation between the educational operation in 

government schools with inexperienced and experienced 

principals? 

5. Is there a statistically significant difference in 

public participation between the educational operation in 

government schools with rural and urban geographical 

settings? 
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1.2 Delimitation of the Study 

For its capacity to accommodate schools with diversified 

dimensions of level, size, appropriation, experience of 

principals, and geographical setting, the study is delimited 

to the investigation of public participation in the 

educational operation in 30 schools (i . e . , in 20 government 

and 10 non-government) of central Ethiopia. 

1 . 3 Limitations of the Study 

The unavailability of non - government schools in the rural 

geographical setting being consistent with that of the urban 

that would have helped in comparing with the government 

schools (i.e., by embodying the two geographical settings) is 

one limitation in this study. 

Among the 30 sample schools 5 primary, 5 secondary of 

government schools; 5 primary, 5 secondary of non-government 

schools totally 20 out of the 30, which is 2/3 of the sample 

schools or half of the gov ernment schools , are found in Addis 

Ababa where untrained administrators are assigned to run the 

schools . For this reason, "train i ng of principals " is not 

included in the study as one dimension or basic question . 

Thus , this can be considered as another l imitation of the 

study . 

Moreover, very weak or nearly non-existent condition of 

the school administration committees, particularly of certain 

urban secondary schools, also limited this study to obtain 
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responses from the public representatives with that rate. Any 

how, it is found reflected as one major drawback of secondary 

and urban schoo l s in public participation in the finding o f 

this study under the dimensions of school level and 

geographical setting respectively. 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

It is felt that the study is s i gnificant· for , the 

following three reasons with the systems approach perspective . 

First, the study provides a measure of public 

participation in the educational operation in schools using 

the scores of the variation in public participation between 

couple of school categories as an index. These couple of 

school categories are primary and secondary, small-size and 

large-size, government and' non- government schools , schools 

with inexperienced and experienced principals, as well as 

rural and urban schools . 

Second, the study can contribute 

makers and practitioners to be aware 

by enabling policy 

of the degree and 

imperativeness of public participation in the educational 

operation in school systems so that they may give the due 

attention. 

Third, the study can serve as an additional material 

documen t for further study and other researchers. 
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1.5 The Research Methodology and Procedures of the Study 

The theoretical frame work for this study is drawn from 

the systems model of organizations of Daniel Katz and Robert 

Kahn , Fermont Kast and James Rosenzweig . 

Accordingly , the following major components of systems 

approach as premises are used in the examination of public 

participation in educational operation in schools of central 

Ethiopia as illustrated by Figure 1 . 
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Figure 1: A Systems Model of Interacting Components of Public Participation 

in the Educational Operation of Schools 



1 Level Dimension 

a Primary 

b Secondary 

2 Size Dimension 

c Small-size 

d Large -size 

10 

LEGEND 

4 

5 

Dimension of Experience o f 

Principals 

g = 

h 

Schools with Inexperienced 

Principals 

Schools with experienced 

Principals 

Dimension of Geographical 

Setting 

i Rural 

j Urban 

3 Status (Appropriation) 

Dimension 

e Government 

f Non-government 

------. 

The difference between the categories in 

each dimension in receiving public-

environmental-suprasystem participation. 

The interaction of a major component of 

pUblic-environmental-suprasystem 

participation and another. 

The interaction of a subdivision of a 

major component and another. 

The intrusion of the components of public­

environmental-syprasystem participation 

in the educational operation of school 

systems. 
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The movement or effort of categories of 

school systems (under each dimension) to 

receive various magnitudes of dimensions 

of public-environmental-suprasystem 

participation as per the extent of 

pUblic-environmental-suprasystem 

influence as well as the openness 

amplitude of the school systems. 

Figure 1 demonstrates a systems model of interacting 

components of public participation in the educational 

operation of schools. 

Beginning from the center, the numbers in the figure show 

the various dimensions . Under these dimensions, the 

differences between the couple of categories of schools (that 

are represented with letters) in having public participation 

in their educational operation are investigated. 

Accordingly, the representation of the numbers and letters 

is as follows. 

1 represents the level dimension where "a" stands for primary 

and "b" for secondary schools. 

2 represents the school size dimension where "c" stands for 

small-size and "d " for large-size schools. 

3 represents the appropriation (status) dimension of schools 

where "e" stands for ' . -government and "f" for '~on-government 

schools. 
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4 represents the dimension of experience of principals where 

"g " stands for schools with inexperienced principals and 

"h" for schools with experienced principals. 

5 represents the dimension of geographical setting where 

"1" stands for rural and "j" for urban schools. 

The shaded parts under each dimension show the possible 

differences between the categories of schools in receiving 
---

public-environmental-suprasystem participation. 

The different types of arrows depicted are with different 

purposes. Besides, bar arrows show the effort or the ability 

of the various categories of school syste ms under their 

respective dimension to 

suprasystem participation. 

receive public-environmental-

The arrows pointing to the center represent the intrusion 

of the subdivisions of major components of public 

participation to the categories of schools (as educational 

systems) originating from the major components . 

The horizontal arrows indicate the interdependence 

between subdivisions of a major component and another . And 

the arrows with broken lines show the interconnection or the 

interdependence between one major component and another. 

To measure the public-environmental-suprasystem 

participation wi th the instrument (the questionnaire), based 
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on the systems perspective, items 1-11 are used for the 

openness amplitude of schools. These items of the openness 

amplitude are further specified into the subdivisions with the 

items 1-5 for the degree of schools' openness, 6-10 for the 

level of school boundaries, and item 11 for the autonomy of 

schools in light of decentralization. As to the extent of 

public influence on schools ,i tems 12 -20 are used. Within 

this range, items 12 and 13 are used for the environmental 

dimensions , item 14 for the environmental characteristics, and 

items 15-20 for the community power structure. And as for the 

magnitude of the dimensions of public participation in the 

operation of schools, items 21 - 30 are used. Among these , 

items 21-23 are used for the economic, items 24 and 25 for the 

political-legal, items 26 and 27 for the social, and items 28-

30 for the technological-educational dimensions of 

participation. 

The systems model of interacting major components and 

subdivisions of maj or components of public-environmental­

suprasystem participation are indicated in the first and 

second layers from the last respectively. 

The first major component is the openness amplitude of 

schools . Under this major component, the degree of public 

acquisition of schools' openness, public bearing upon schools' 

level of boundary, and decentralization of educational 

responsibility to the public are found as subdivisions . The 

second major component is the extent of public influence on 
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schools. And its subdivisions are environmental dimensions, 

environmental characteristics. and community power structure. 
I 

The third major component is the magnitude of the dimensions 

of public participation. And the subdivisions of this major 

component comprize economic, political-legal, social, and 

technological-educational dimensions of participation. 

Thus, as per the systems approach, it is conceived that 

the categories of schools receive various extent of public 

influence as well as magnitude of dimensions of participation 

according to their openness amplitude to the public in their 

educational operation. 

Furthermore, it is conceived that the prevalence of the 

subdivisions of the major components are the immediate venues 

of public participation. 

This study uses a descriptive-survey research method; 

and thus, the following methods and procedures are employed t o 

collect and analyze the data. 

1.5.1 Data Source 

Relevant and related literature (books , periodicals) and 

school principals, deputy principals, unit leaders, department 

heads, teachers, school administration committee members (in 

government schools) as well as parent committee or board 

members (in non-government schools)and parents were used as 

sources of data. 
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1.5.2 Sampling 

The subjects of this study consist of a stratified and 

purposefully sampled schools; 10 from rural and 10 from urban; 

totaJJing 20 government schools from central Ethiopia. 

These include Northern Shoa, Southern Shoa, Western Shoa, 

Eastern Shoa , to represent the relatively rural geographical 

settings and 5 zones in Addis Ababa to represent the urban 

geographical setting. Here, considering the current socio-

economic setting (SES) of the Ethiopian population , rural 

people are considered with low SES while urban community are 

considered in the relatively upper SES. 

To have a balanced approach, the number of schools in the 

categories under each dimension were made to be equal. 

There were 6 school administration committee members plus 

4 parent committee members; totalling 10 respondents from each 

school were taken to represent the public. Where anyone of 

these groups are not available parents as representatives of 

the pub lic were taken by stratif i ed , pur poseful and simple 

randomization sampling based on their children's grade level. 

There are one principal, 2 deputy principals, 2 unit 

leaders and 5 department heads selected . In situations where 

there are not enough of these personnel, teachers are sampled 

purposefully using simple randomization . In so doing, a fair 

balance between the number of representatives of the public 

environmental-suprasystem and the school system is used . 
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In this manner, there were 20 respondents from each 

school to make (20x20) 400 respondents from the 20 sampled 

government schools . 

(classified based 

The small-size and large-size schools 

on student population) as well as the 

schools with inexperienced and experienced principals 

(classified based on the experience of their principals as 

principals and related experiences) were classified using the 

"Median " statistical technique with in those 20 government 

schools . 

Moreover, 5 "public schools " and 5 mission schools with 

a total of 10 non-government schools were taken to correspond 

to the 5 primary and 5 secondary of a total of 10 government 

schools with two categories of respondents. 

In the same manner, these groups of respondents include 

one principal, 2 deputy principals, 2 unit leaders, and 5 

department heads where these are found in the sample schools . 

Where anyone of these groups are not available, teachers are 

sampled purposefully and by simple randomization . In the 

other group , 10 parent committee members or school 

administration members as public representatives are used 

where these many are available . And where these public 

representatives are not available parents are sampled 

purposefully and by simple randomization as well as stratified 

sampling (based on their children's grade level) that make 20 

respondents from each school, totalling (10x20) 200 

respondents from the 10 sampled non-government schools. 
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Thus, the number of respondents includes the 400 and the 

200 respondents from the 20 government and the 10 non­

government schools respectively. All in all the total sample 

includes 600 respondents from the 30 sample schools. 

1. 5.3 Instruments 

A questionnaire with 34 items was originally developed on 

public participation based on the systems approach perspective 

in English and later translated into Amharic . 

Before the questionnaire was used for the final study, it 

has been made to pass through two phases to maintain its 

reliability and validity, and its being exhaustive and 

mutually exclusive . Accordingly, as a pretest, a surface test 

was made that made the questionnaire to remain with 30 items 

with certain corrections. Then a pilot study that has shown 

the total reliability coefficient (calculated with Cronbach's 

formula) of the questionnaire was used to be 0.93, carried out 

in northern and southernShoa as well as in Addis Ababa. As a 

result , t h e r el i ab i l i ty indexes of the three major components 

of the systems approach namely : the openness amplitude of the 

school s to the public, the influence of the public 

environmental-suprasystem, and the dimensions of public 

participation were found to be 0 . 85 , 0.63, 0 . 83 respectively . 
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For this reason, the study was able to continue with the 

final study, using the same questionnaire and having 30 items 

in both English and Amharic for school systems and public 

suprasystem representatives respectively. 

Here, the questionnaire is prepared in such a way that 

all types of sample respondents as data sources are able to 

give response. 

As to get additional information structured interview 

items were also designed. 

1. 5.4 Procedure 

The finalized instrument was distributed to both groups 

(i.e. the school representatives and the public 

representatives) and collected by an assistant, designated by 

the principal of each school, and then returned to the 

researcher . The structured interview made to the 30 

principals of the 30 sampled schools was administered by the 

researcher himself. 

1. 5.5 Analysis 

Responses were measured by a 4-point Likert type scale 

ranging from "Strongly Agree " to "Strongly Disagree" that are 

found appropriate to investigate the state of public 

participation in the educational operation with the 

perspective of the major components of the systems approach . 
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In doing so , the data gathered was processed using one ­

way ANOVA and correlation coefficient techniques with a 

computer. One-way ANOVA technique is made in use to find 

whether there is a significant difference between the 

categories under each dimension 

raised . As to the dimensions 

as per the basic questions 

and categories, government 

primary and secondary schools were treated under level; 

government small-size and large-size schools under size; 

government and non-government schools under appropriation; the 

schools with relatively inexperienced and experienced under 

the experience of principals; and government rural and urban 

schools under geographical setting, dimensions. 

Correlation coefficient technique is used to see the 

relationship between an item and another, a dimension, a major 

component of the systems approach; and it is used to see the 

relationship between a major component of systems approach and 

another, and a dimension . Additionally calculations of 

correlation coeff icient were made to see the relationship 

between economic background or economic expenditure (based on 

the ability to pay registration fee in government schools that 

was practiced until this study was carried out, and school fee 

in non-government schools and public participation, academic 

achievement of primary and secondary schools. Moreover, 

calculations of correlation coefficient were made to see the 

relationship between public participation and academic 

achievement of both levels . 
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Moreover, mean scores, processed with a computer, are 

also made in use to see the direction of how the differences 

between the categories under each dimension are found 

significant or non - significant . 

1.6 Definition of Key Terms 

The meanings of some of the key terms used in dealing with 

public participation in the educational operation in schools, 

with the systems approach, are presented here under as used in 

the study . 

Auton omy - the independence of sub-units of an organization 

from control by other parts of the organization or 

even by the whole organization (Katz in Hanson, 

1991:99) . 

Board of Education (School Board) - a body that works as 

Boundaries 

local educational authority or committee 

responsible for overseeing the schools in an area 

known as a school district. It is usually set up 

by the state with its members elected locally and 

having powers as a school governing body (Page and 

Thomas, 1977 : 300). 

the demarcation points or lines at which an 

organization 

environment 

1989: 47) . 

or 

in a 

a system meets 

fairly closed system 

the outside 

(Pearce II, 
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Characteristics of Environment typologie s of 

Community 

environmental conditions based on the degree of 

change, complexity and being clustered as per the 

"causal texture" representing opportunities or 

constraints for an organization or a system. The 

typologies found in a continuum include placid 

randomized, placid clustered, disturbed reactive, 

and turbulent fields (Hanson, 1991: 136; Hoy and 

Miskel, 1987:91). 

Power Structure the variation of power 

interrelationship among communities forming various 

patterns some of which allow people to adjust so as 

to predict the situation, and others which do not 

(McCarty and Ramsey, 1971: 16) 

Dimensions of Environment the forces facing the system 

with the demands of its supportive public; of its 

environment as uncertainty, the extent to which 

the public is found organized in interacting with 

the system as clustering, and the economic capacity 

of the public as suprasystem to support the system 

(Hoy and Miskel, 1987 : 89-91) . 

Economic Dimension - the pressure on the system that results 

from the nature and direction of economic capacity 

of the public in the environment in which the 

system operates (Pearce II , 1989 : 100). 
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a concept of open social systems theory that 

represents the pressure resulting from significant 

changes in the environment forcing for the addition 

to, delition from, or alteration of system's goals 

(Barnett in Gorton et al., 1988:226). 

Open System (System Openness) an organization that 

exchanges information, energy, and materials with 

its environment. In this view an organization is 

dependent for its survival on an exchange of goods 

and services with its environment in an optimal 

degree of openness (Kast and Rosenzweig 1985 : 132; 

Hoy and Miskel, 1987:20; Pearce II, 1989:47) . 

Participation involvement characterized by jointly 

initiated, monitored and evaluated programs of an 

organized group of people. It envisages self 

perceived interest of groups and individuals in an 

effort to achieve set goals (Rahman in Zaudneh, 

1989 : 7) 

Political-Legal Dimension - the pressure that includes the 

opportunit ies or constraints on decision making 

that result from the legal and otherwise governing 

parameters within which the system must or may wish 

to operate (Pearce II , 1 989 : 100) . 
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the pressure that i nc lude s t he 

opportunities or constraints on decision - making 

deriving from the beliefs, values, attitudes, norms 

of behavior of the system's external environment as 

evolved from history, traditions, and religious, 

educational, 

1989:101-102} 

and ethnic conditioning (Pearce 

Suprasystem the broader system in which systems o r 

System 

organizations are found as subsystems with 

identifiable as well as permeable boundary between 

them, through which inputs enter from the 

suprasystem to the system, and outputs go to the 

suprasystem from the system (Kast and Ro senzwe ig, 

1985: 131 - 132). 

a set of interdependent elements forming an 

o rgani zed whole. Or ganizat i ons such as schools a r e 

systems composed o f interacting personalities 

bounded together in mutually interdependent 

relationships (Hoy and Miskel, 1987: 16). 

Technological-Educational Dimension the pressure on 

operating system resulting from the level of 

scientific and technological advancement as well as 

the general literacy level of the society (Kast and 

Rosenzweig, 1985:137) . 
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1.7 Organization of the Study 

This srudy is organized in four chapters. The first 

chapter deals with formulation and statement of the problem, 

delimitation of the study, limitations of the study, 

significance of the study and definition of key terms. The 

research methodology and procedures of the study employed to 

collect and analyze the data are also included in this 

chapter. The second chapter presents a review of the related 

literature. The third chapter is concerned with the 

presentation , analysis and interpretation of data. Summary 

of the findings, conclusion and recommendations are presented 

in the fourth chapter . 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

In this section of the study, valid literature from books 

and periodicals related to the problem were summarized. 

2.1 Openness Amplitude of Schools as Educational 

---Sys-tcems- tce- Pa-rt-ie ipa-t-ien- e -f- tche- P-uhJ.-ic- a-s-- -----­

Environmental - Suprasystem 

Systems theory provides a new paradigm for the study of 

organizations and their management and a basis for thinking 

the organization as an open system in interaction with its 

environment (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1985:112). 

As a result, the systems paradigm is a ground of 

understanding public participation in schools. 

2.1.1 Open Versus Closed Schools as Educational Systems 

With respect to open Vs closed educational systems, 

organizations, such as schools, are supposed to be open and 

their boundaries are expected to be permeable to a variety of 

inputs; here the organization exchanges energy and information 

with its environment, (Hanson, 1991: 128; Silver, 1983: 52). 

Inputs are classified into t wo : namely, (1) energy inputs 

that are physical materials or forces imported to the system 

and used up as a process called enthrophy, (2) information 

inputs that are signals that enter the system and indicate to 
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the components how or when they are to interact. Accordingly, 

as Hoy and Miskel (1987: 20) and Nichols' in the edition of 

Deighton (1971: 341), organizations take inputs from the 

public environmental-suprasystem, transform them, and produce 

outputs. For example, school organizations are social systems 

that take resources such as manpower, students , material , 

finance , public direction and information from the public 

environmental-suprasystem; subject to these inputs to an 

educational transformation process, to produce behaviorally 

changed or educated citizens or graduates . 

The link is the one that ties an organization into a 

dependency relationship with its environment where without 

that link, an organization is viewed as a relatively closed or 

unaffected system but not in an absolute sense (Hanson, 1991: 

128) . As Meyer in Hoy and Miskel (1987: 16) proposed, "the 

issue of open versus closed systems is closed on the side of 

openness. II 

Thus , the openness of school systems to the " . . gaze, 

support , and appropriate interaction" with the public is one 

major factor for public participation in the operation of 

education (Shaeffer , 1991: 14; Goldring , 1991: 219) . With 

this regard, the extent of openness and transparency a school 

has to the public, the degree of responsibility, ownership 

and accountability sensed by the public towards education/and 

the extent of accountability of a school to the public for 

quality of education are worthwhile to note. One potential 

benef it of schools' openness to the public is the 
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establishment of clear and direct link between good education 

and greater public demand and support to education. 

Systems vary with respect to the general range of inputs 

t hat can be absorbed . And also vary with respect to openness 

to particular types of inputs they face upon and deal with the 

pubic (Katz and Kahn , 1966: 59-61) . This means, the 

prevalence of more conscientious teachers better teaching 

facilities and more resources lead to more satisfied pupils, 

lower dropout rate, higher rate of promotion and continuation; 

that in turn translate into greater public support for schools 

(Shaeffer, 1991 : 14). 

This state of affairs necessitates a school, as an 

organization, to consider a general open-system model in a 

continual interaction with the supporting environmental­

suprasystem and achieve a "steady state" or dynamic 

equilibrium (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1985: 112; Griffith, 1979: 

31-32) . 

As per Hoy and Miskel (1987 : 20-21), open system, (see 

Figure 2) has a number of important characteristics : First, 

the organization's capacity for feedback facilities for the 

input-transformation-output cycle. When we say feedback, it 

is the information about the system, which enables to correct 

itself. Second, a system that survives tends to move toward 

a steady state-equilibrium . The public as an environmental­

suprasystem protects a school system from disruption that 
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could have made it to lose its equilibrium. Third, an open 

system overcomes the tendency to rundown by demonstrating 

adapta t ion . Thus , a school seeks to maintain a favourable 

position with resp ect to its environmental demands . To this 

end, schools can select various means to emphasize on basic 

skills if i t is a de mand of t he public . 

Figure 2 : Open-System Model 

Environment 

Inputs System Outputs .. 

• .. ~ Transformation po 

t 
Feedback Loops 

Source: Hoy and Miskel (1987: 20). 

Thus , openness means (1) the sharing of authority , 

responsibility and accountability by involving all sectors of 

the public across more partners; (2) the reforming and 

governing of s chools through an opening of the school to the 

public , more "bottom-up " planning and new roles for parents or 

the public; (3) the planning and implement i ng of activities in 

more participatory and collaborative ways suitable to a 

particular environmental context (Shaeffer, 1991 : 11) . 
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On the other side, as a supportive suprasystem, and to be 

effective, the public must organize itself if it is intended 

to influence school systems (Goldring, 1991: 217) . As Clark 

and Austuto in Goldring (1991: 227), more and more educators 

at present believe that parents being the major components of 

t h e public, who want to invest on their children's education 

must be allowed to do so in relation to the schools ' degree of 

openness particularly in three realms: (1) the selection of 

their own children's schooling, (2) input in determining 

curricula, and (3) involvement in extra-curricular activities 

as well as disciplinary actions. 

Moreover, the public, organized as parent committees can 

be effective when the following hold true: (1) parental 

representation on the committee is substantial, and (2) 

relevant not merely ritualistic issues link the committee with 

the school system ' s authority (Goldring, 1991: 219). 

Nonetheless, according to Katz and Kahn (1966: 19-25), 

the following common characteristics among others seem to 

define all open systems : (1) 

throughput , (3) the output, 

importation of energy, 

(4 ) 

(2 ) t he 

(5) information input, and (6) 

systems as cycles of events, 

the steady state and dynamic 

homostesis . 

This is related with the input-throughput - output process 

(Silver , 1983 : 53-54) . For example, a school consumes the 

energy and information inputs it receives and, in so doing, 
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alters the students who are "processed" by the school, i.e. 

they pass through the school system and "changed " in the same 

way which is often called the throughput. And systems always 

produce some energy and information outputs other than related 

to the systems' purposes identified as by-products that affect 

the quality of outputs or outcomes of the system. 

In relation to the quality of outcomes, as identified by 

Carlson in Hanson (1991: 142-144) across the entire decisional 

spectrum of the school , there are differing classes depending 

on the magnitude of their relationships with their public 

suprasystem. These classes of organizations are (1) the 

"domesticated" organizations such as government schools which 

are guaranteed for their continuance and are less comptetive 

with other schools for quality outcome; (2) the "wild " 

organizations in character like the non - government schools 

that depend on competition and on their quality of outcome for 

their survival . 

This shows that an "open " school is said to be a 

necessity in non-government school systems . Because, when, a 

market for such school exists , the school must be visible to 

the public or parents who make additional pay for their 

chi ldren's education (Shaeffer , 1991: 14) . 

As a result, school systems by the input they receive as 

energy and information from their supporting suprasystem 

(which is the public) develop and change with the 
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corresponding change and development of the public. (McCarty 

in the edition of Deighton, 1971: 348). 

Because of this, when the resource inputs received from 

the public are intelligently used, the public will support 

schools more i n creasingly and a better communication or public 

relations can be established (Nichols in the edition of 

Deighton, 1971: 342). 

Regarding the information aspect of school systems , the 

most advanced thinking in school-public relations considers it 

as an integral part of the total system. Such a system makes 

provision for comprehensive factual information about all 

major areas of educational operation that is vital and 

indispensable tool of school board members, parent committee 

members, laymen, and principals in their effort of improving 

the performance of school systems (Deighton, 1971: 315). 

Thus , the support and the partic i pation of public for 

school improvement depends on the information received by the 

public from school systems or on the degree of openness of the 

school systems about their performance to the public 

environmental-suprasystem (Preston , 1991: 285 ; Nichols and 

McCarty in the edition of Deighton, 1971 : 342-347; Silver , 

1983: 63; Bloomberg et al . in Bloomberg in the edition of 

Deighton, 1971 : 341). Thus, the more open the school systems 

to the public, the higher the sense of ownership and 

responsibility for the system; and the higher the partnership 
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wi t h the school sys t e m, the g reater the feeling o f being 

accountable for the operation of education (Shaeffer, 1991: 

1 4 ) . 

Again, school systems, based on their amp l itude of 

openness in relat i on to bureaucra tization and formali zation , 

they can be grouped into two: (1) rational system, where the 

system is viewed as formal designed to achieve specific 

organizational purposes only, and (2) natural system , where 

the system is viewed as primarily social trying to adapt 

primarily by the basic goal of survival not by spe cifica lly 

and formally defined goals. A natural system is, therefore, 

a n organiza tion t ha t i s info rmal and more open to any thing in 

the environment (Hoy and Miskel, 1987: 17 - 19) . 

With regard to being formal and informal for public 

participation in school systems , "the level at which contact 

is made higher , the content of such contact will be more 

univ ersal " (Goldring, 1991: 21 7 -2 19). I n this manner , when 

school s y stems are viewed as rational systems , the manner of 

the con tac t will be hig hly formali zed and regul a r ; t hat 

affects the amplitude of openness . Schools have to have the 

due amplitude of openness without inclining more to either 

side of the continuum of rational or natural view of openness . 

Howeve r , as realized by compbell et al . (1983: 257 ) , 

some principals have almost no relationship with the citizens 

of their respective attendance areas, t hough, i t is 
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significantly desirable for every principal as a middle 

manager of his system to negotiate and deal extensively and 

continuously with the public. And he, too, must be involved 

in public relationships (Goldring, 1993: 97; Bloomberg in the 

edition of Deighton, 1971: 341). 

When establishing school public relations, with regard to 

school resource provision by the public, the following 
----------------

suggestions among others serve as a raport for principals 

(Nichols in the edition of Deighton, 1971: 344). These are: 

(1) being candid in explaining the need for the resources, (2) 

using wisdom and tact with regard to the resources requested. 

Thus, school principals can playa decisive role in the 

intensity and effectiveness of public cooperation or 

participation in the educational operation of their school 

systems (Novak et al. in Goldring, 1991: 220-221). 

Any how, Goldring (1991: 221) has classified principals 

on the subject of parental " involvement " depending on their 

positive or negative attitudes towards it as follows: (1) 

Those who want parents to feel welcome in their schools, and 

those who believe that positive parental-school relationships 

can bring about a worthwhile partnership for both parties. 

These principals consider parents as sources of assistance and 

indi viduals who can raise the quality of their schools' 

educational programs. Such principals attempt to translate 

parental interest into programs which aid the school in 
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general and their children in particular . These principals 

believe that parents naturally are concerned for their 

children's education and that they are sincere in their desire 

to become involved in school affairs. (2) Those who view 

parental involvement as a source of concern. Such principals 

usually report that interaction with parents is one of their 

most difficult task. They complain that parents are over 

critical and claim that parents do not cooperate in their 

efforts to enhance the quality and goals of education. 

This negative attitude of certain principals that happen 

due to their fear of loss of their "traditional" power 

described by Bacon in Bush et al. (1980: 72-73) as experienced 

in the UK is as follows. 

A number of head teachers took the view that the new 
board system posed a serious threat to their 
traditional personal autonomy while a few simply saw 
the new participatory system as a public and formal 
confirmation of a subtle policy which sought to 
undermine their traditional "leadership role", and 
transform it into that of a chief executive directly 
responsible to a powerful representative body. 
because they thought that these kinds of legalistic 
stipulations might not only limit their general 
effectiveness as leaders, and stimulate a general 
"looking - over - the - shoulder mentality", but would also 
increase their administrative burdens and make for 
indecisiveness in their day-to-day reactions to the 
crisis situations typically confronting a modern head 
teacher. 

Again, one factor of difficulty for principals toward 

public involvement is the principals' split loyalty and dual 

responsibility toward teachers and parents (McDowell in 

Goldring, 1991: 220-221). 
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Nevertheless, the principals' accessibility to parents or 

the public is important because schools with an informal open 

door policy are more effective (Glatter et al., 1988: 122). 

Accordingly , there should be face-to-face relationships or 

two-way communication between the school system and the public 

environmental-suprasystem. Principals may stress on the 

importance of openness, by enhancing public participation, 

noting the value of participation in the planning, decision-
---

making, soliciting and utilizing feedback to develop the 

schools' educational operation (Deighton , 1971: 315; Epistein 

in Redding, 1991: 150; Glatter et al., 1988: 112) . 

According to Deighton (1971: 315) and Marsh (1988: 95), 

the most basic consideration of school systems is taking the 

initiative in organizing and conducting public relations 

program. It is indispensable to understand that schools belong 

to the people and, consequently, the people have the right to 

be informed about the affairs of schools . Attention and 

initiative has to be made to contact local government and 

private industrial , agricultural, and business organizations 

within the general public for participation (Moegiadi in the 

edition of Shaeffer , 1992 : 95) As per Moegiadi in the 

edition of Shaeffer (1992 : 104) , to fac i litate implementation 

of strategies for obtaining full participation from the 

public, specialized training should be arranged for school 

principals. 
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Becaus e , a s a n op e n s y s t e m r e a l ize s, s chool s are suppose d 

to be sensitive and often quite vulnerable to shifts in their 

external environments (Hanson, 1991: 253). Besides, the extent 

to which the public perceives its objectives through schools 

becomes critical in explaining the depth of public commitment 

to school management through the school administration boards 

(Preston, 1991: 285) 

When a dynamic community or public is well organized 

behind a school many tasks will develop In its educational 

operation (Stearns, 1955: 295). However, the techniques of 

public participation as a community action varies according to 

the relative power of the public organization (i . e . , school 

administration boards, parent committees or associations) and 

the nature of the issue (Gittel in the edition of Deighton, 

1971: 352 ) . 

In addition, the nature of interaction between parents 

and a school is influenced by the socio-economic status of 

parents on the one hand, and on the students' relative status 

among classroom peers on the other hand . Teachers would have 

greater contact with parents of children who have academic or 

disciplinary problems (Beher and Epstein in Goldring, 1991 : 

224; Nichols in the edition of Deighton, 1971: 342). 

In a broader sense, in their effort to maintain public 

support and good relations with teachers or the school system 

in genera l , school administration boards as representatives of 
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difficulties. 
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environmental-suprasystem can e xpe ri e nce 

These difficulties in turn can affect teacher 

attitudes , pupil access to school, learning resources, and 

subsequently learning outcomes (Preston, 1991: 283). 

Therefore: (1) enthusiastic principals are said to 

stimulate strong school administration boards (school 

administration committees in our case) and public support with 

regular and considered consultation . Because, without 

consultation, the authoritarian principal adopting superior 

attitudes to the public is likely to induce apathy and 

alienation among committee members. (2) Where public 

commitment to education is high, the school administration 

board or committee may generate high level of authority to 

change the attitude of teachers. 

Yet, to Preston (1991: 284), public commitment for 

participation through school administration board can be 

maintained throug h: (1) innovation and (2) the need to manage 

crisis . 

Accordingly, it is necessary to conceptualize a school as 

a system the public as environmental-suprasystem, a school 

administration board together with a school principal as 

boundary spanners between the two, and all in all as a triad 

of organization . 
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2.1. 2 Boundaries of Schools as Educational Systems 

The concept of boundaries helps one to understand the 

distinction between the relatively open and closed systems to 

the broader suprasystem (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1985: 134). 

with respect to boundaries, social systems such as 

educational systems must be bounded in some manner to 

"separate " them from their environment (Hoy and Miskel, 1987: 

56). According to Hoy and Miskel (1987: 57), using social­

systems analysis is important to define carefully the 

boundaries and the unit of analysis. Hence, the environment 

is anything outside the boundaries of the unit of system 

analysis that: (1) affects the attributes of the internal 

components and (2) changes the social system itself(see Figure 

3) . 
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Figure 3: A Graphic Illustration of the Social Systems 

Definition Using a School Building as a Unit of 

Analysis 

ENVIRONMENT 

BOUNDARY 

THE SCHOOL BUILDING 
Mutually interacting components 
Through puts 
Elements-subsystems 

1. Formal school structure 
Administration and policy 
Classrooms 

-- Gen-eTa-l- s -ervi-c-e ----
Informal groups 
Individuals 

Inputs ... Administrators Outputs .. 
~ Teachers .. 

Other employees 
Students 

Goals 

2. Activities-behaviors 
Administering 
Teaching 
Maintaining 
Learning 
Creating 
Socializing 

Boundary 

Feedback Loop 

Source: Adapted from Hoy and Miskel (1987: 56). 

The community i s thus the environmental-suprasystem of 

schools ; and nor mally , the boundar i es are partially open to 

t he contribution of the major component of the environment, 

i . e . the public or the community . 
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The interchange between the school as a system and the 

public suprasystem is related to boundary maintenance and 

organizational buffer (Hanson, 1991: 64) and boundary spanning 

(Kast and Rosenzweig, 1985: 136). Boundary maintenance refers 

to the preservation of the social system against undesirable 

interaction with outside factors . As a result the boundary 

becomes high or low (Hanson, 1991 : 64) 

The organization can not respond to all possible 

environmental influences, or it is selective in its intake of 

energy and information inputs (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1985: 132 -

134) . Selection is done, because, demands conflict oftenly and 

organizations cannot thrive by simply responding to every 

environmental demand. 

Hence, the challenge for school decision-makers is to 

determine the extent to which the school organization can and 

must respond to various environmental demands. 

The overall implication for practice is that school 
organizations do not have to be simple passive 
instruments of the external environment. Both 
internal and external coping strategies can be used 
to buffer environmental influences and actually to 
change the demands. Structures, programs, and 
processes can be developed by educational 
administrators to manage the environments of their 
school organizations (Hoy and Miskel, 1987 : 103) . 

Thus, there will be organizational buffer, which is an 

operational screening device that reveals itself in various 

strategies. Buffering strategies are used by school personnel, 

mainly by the principal, to conform an environmental demanding 

attention (Hanson, 1991: 358-360). 
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2.1.2.1 Buffering Strategies of Public Demands 

In practice, school principals attempt to control the 

openness of schools , and the result is a partially controlled 

exchange that modifies both the system's internal and 

environmental components. This mutual control and exchange 

mechanism is explained in social system models as homostesis, 

feedback, and equilibrium (Hoy and Miskel , 1987: 57). 

As Hoy and Miskel (1987: 98), in unstable environments 

and high levels of dependecy, buffering strategies will not 

adequately protect the instructional program from external 

influences . As a result, under the conditions of high 

uncertainty and dependency, educational organizations of 

schools can attempt to control environmental fluctuations by 

strategies of planning and forecasting. Under these 

circumstances, a separate and extensive planning and 

forecasting of a variety of scenarios is carried out. 

A principal who is unsuccessful in dealing with the 

diverse demands of parents, as members of the community, may 

be unable to achieve manageable boundaries for the schools 

(Goldring , 1991: 221) . 

Hal linger et al . in Goldring (1991: 221-224) noted three 

response (buf f ering ) strategies, which principals use, when 

interacting with parents: 1) coalition collaboration, (2) 

socialization, and (3) formalization. 

----I 
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Coalition Collaboration - The f i rst r e sponse s t r ategy which i s 

useful at defined periods of time, when parents and principals 

join together in order to achieve a common, agreed upon goal 

(Mintzberg in Goldring 1991: 221). Such Collaboration is 

intended to reach a goal that would be difficult to realize 

without the two parties' collaboration. In this case, if 

coalition collaboration is not institutionalized, the 

coalition is disabandoned. 

So cia l ization - The second strategy is an attempt to mold the 

parents' attitudes to approximate those of a school. Morris 

et al. in Goldring (1991: 222) stated that in their attempt to 

socialize parents, principals, should try to modify parents' 

expectations of their schools. They attempt to persuade 

parents to identify with the schools' objectives and values . 

I n o ther words , principals a t t e mpt to br i ng p a r e n ts closer to 

the schools' frame of reference. 

Formalization - In contrast to the first two strategies, which 

deal with initiated contacts between the principal and 

parents, the third response strategy attempts to diminish , 

delay or relegate contact to others. Formalization is achieved 

through buffering and cooptation. An example of buffering as 

reported by Hollister in Goldring (1991: 222) is found in 

schools; as parents posed numerous demands, principals adopt 
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rational and bureaucratic measures in order to weaken 

unwanted parental demands. Principals can also buffer 

parental demands by relegating them to their superiors or to 

their subordinates. 

The aim of this is to change parents' attitudes so that 

they will be less critical about the schools (Barak in 

Goldring, 1991: 222) 

Furthermore, through cooptation an organization absorbs 

representatives of the public and institutionalizes their 

actions and gives them a role in the decision- making process 

(Selzni c k et al . i n Goldring , 1991: 222 ; Hoy a nd Miskel , 1 987: 

102) . 

According to them, organizational theoris t s consider 

cooptation to be an effective strategy for r etaining a 

manageable link between an organization and representatives of 

the public. However , the problem comes when clients from the 

public that are not represented experience alienation, not 

only from the educational organization, but also from those 

representatives who have become part of the organization. 

Those strategies used by principals to either foster or 

discourage parental involvement are linked to parents' social 

class and to the balances of power that exist between them and 

the principal (Becker et al. in Goldring 1991: 223; Gittel in 
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the e dition of Deighton, 1971: 352) . The y f ound t ha t 

principals viewed upper-class parents' involvement or 

participation as too intense and that of lower-class parents' 

involvement as insufficient. 

Hallinger and Murphy in Goldring (1991 : 223) again stated 

that principals in low SES are supposed to use more buffering 

by carefully controlling access to the school and protecting 

the schools' program from outside influence that might dilute 

its effectiveness . Principals in high SES schools engaged in 

socialization and cooperation. These principals are found 

busy mediating public expectations of the school and 

constantly seeking efficient ways to involve a population that 

took great interest in the school. 

As Goldring's discriminant analysis (1991: 223-224), the 

higher the percent of low SES parents in the school, the more 

likely principals are to respond to parents by buffering , a 

formalization strategy. Principals in homogeneous schools, 

regardless of socio-economic status , are more likely to 

interact with parents through cooperation than are principals 

who work in heterogeneous schools. Principals in 

heterogeneous schools are more likely to respond to parents by 

socialization. 

It seems that principals serving a heterogeneous parent 

clientele must socialize the parents in an effort to 

homogenize expectations and demands. Principals in 
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homogeneous schools can work with parents more easily; because 

they are dealing with a homogeneous clientele with similar 

values and expectations. Hence, cooperation is found to be 

a typical response model. 

with regard to cooperation, as a strategy of public or 

parental participation, Morgan et al. (1992: 16-19) carried 

out a research on public participation and found that there 

was considerable variety in the issue that the public or 

parents wished to raise. More importantly there lS also 

variation in the intensity of interest that leads to the 

concept of levels of involvement. 

2.1.2.2 Levels of Public Involvement 

Level of public involvement could be seen as indicators 

of particular relationships that parents have with schools; 

and this model can be postulated an ascending ladder of 

levels: (1) low level involvement, (2) high level involvement, 

and (3) formal, structural involvement. 

Low level involvement This is a traditional one, where 

parent-school relations have tended to operate. Such 

involvement is usually of a formal nature and of school rather 

than parent oriented. Parents visit schools when invited 

occasionally to discuss problems that are mainly often of a 

disciplinary nature. The relationship between parent and 

school engendered by this type of structure can be narrow and 

one-sided. 
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High level involvement - In this level some parents extend 

their relationship beyond the basic teacher-parent relation. 

They take an active part in the activities of parents' 

councils, act as teacher-helpers in the classroom, and raise 

funds for the school. In these ways, the focus of their 

relat i onship wi th the schools widens from that of the parent 

concerned with his/her child's education perse with the 

school. 

Formal structural involvement - At this level, a relatively 

small number of parents also become involved with the schools 

beyond the levels described above, usually as governors. As 

a parent governor the type of involvement is managerial and 

the form of the relationship between parent and school becomes 

much more specific and formal (Golby and Brigley in Morgan et 

al., 1992: 18). 

As to the findings of Morgan (1992 : 19), most parents are 

content to operate at the basic level , at which inv olvement 

usually s i gnifies a close two-way relationship with teachers 

for the benefit of the child. 

However , as to Redding (1991: 161) , to involve parents in 

the education enterprise , understanding of the complex 

connections between the intervention strategy, parents' 

motivation, the parent-child relationship, the child's 

learning , and the practices of teachers and school is 

required. 
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With regard t o public "involve ment" or partic ipation, 

there is a variation in relation to geographical setting. Here 

the public in an urban area with a relatively high socio­

economic status are aware of the importance of education. This 

awareness can help to provide schools with supporting 

facilit i es . And those parents or the public found in a 

relatively rural area have lower socio-economic status and 

also lower educational level that do not allow them t o 

consider that education is their concern. 

Coleman and Husen in Redding (1991: 150), in their report 

described three phases of public or parent-school 

relationships that correspond to the levels of economic 

development. 

In phase I, t he f amily lives as a s ubs istence level, re lying 

on children for work. Phase I families limit the growth of 

the child, and the school's role is to "free" the child from 

his family and expand the possibilities for his development . 

In phase II, the industr i al economy, the goals of the family 

and the school converge , with both institutions seeking the 

improvement of the child's ultimate economic situation . 

In phase III , post - industrial affluence, parents view being a 

child as an impediment to the pursuits of their adult lives 

and invest little time and energy in the development of their 

children. 
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Thus, based on the description of phases again, Cole man 

and Husen in Redding (1991: 150-153) provide the analysis of 

changes in families through the economic evaluation of their 

societ i es by altering the view of phases into types of parent­

school relationships as follows. 

Type I families are from a subsistence economy but they live 

at a survival level, overwhelmed by the daily demands of the 

world that they are unprepared to meet. 

II families retain the value sys t em of the 

multi-generat i onal, intact family. 

Type III families are the norm in the new wo rld of mobile 

families, working mothers, divorce, and self - indulgence. 

Schools of today feel pressure from both type II and III 

families in their educational operation . Type II parents seek 

greater role in the education of their children and may seem 

to be the ideal i n home-schoo l relations ; their goals and of 

the school are confluent. Nevertheless type II famil i es are 

inclined to flee government schools opting instead for non ­

gov ernment schools. 
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And type III parents usually receive little sympathy from 

school personnel and they have much to offer their children 

and the school system; unfortunately, their acquisition of 

various resources does not componsate for their inattention to 

their children . 

As Shaeffer (1991: 17) put it, to solve this discrepancy 

of public attention and participation in the educational 

operation of school systems parents and PTAs among others can 

be the most and common venue for collaboration between the 

school and parents. These may be formed around individual 

classes, grades, and/or the entire school and may, depending 

on their mandate, have the power of a school management board. 

However, openness is not an unmixed blessing that 

necessitates school boundaries to be high or low; if the 

public is to be at all involved in planning the objectives and 

evaluate the activities of education, and thus to "gaze" at 

the school, they have to know what they are gazing at 

(Shaeffer, 1991: 15). This is because "open " system can lead 

to manipulation within highly politicized contexts, to 

domination of school affairs by a local elite. 

Hence, buffering may be used to reduce the prevalence of 

uncertainty and interference caused by parents or members of 

the public. 
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Therefore, schools should be open with only the 

precaution that the most effort can be applied in collecting 

all the pertinent facts in checking their correctness and 

validity (Douglass in Olsen, 1963: 124). Thus, a trained 

school public relations personnel is needed in schools. 

with regard to public-school relationship, the boundary­

spanning components must represent their organization. To be 

effective, they must be sensitive to the attitudes, needs, 

beliefs, values, goals and aspirations of the public 

environmental-suprasystem. 

public relations bodies 

This in turn necessitates to have 

in school systems; because, 

institutional environments are notoriously invasive(Kast and 

Rosenzweig,1985:136; Hoy and Miskel,1987: 57) . 

More significantly, school administration committees or 

boards have the potential to be the ideal vehicle for the 

interaction of public suprasystem with the school system 

(Marsh , 1988: 12) 

This means , for the representation purpose, boundary 

spanning personnel send information in the environment from 

the organization. Similarly, the school administration boards 

link the school organization to important constituencies in 

the environment in a highly visible way where they will feel 

their interests are being represented . As a result,managing 
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the school's image can reduce uncertainty and able to depend 

on the various elements of the public environmental­

suprasystem(Hoy and Miskel,1989 : 101) 

with regard to school public relations, NSPRA (National 

School Public Relations Association) of the USA has 

established minimum standards for full-time public relations 

staff (Deighton , 1971: 316) where in every school there 
---

should be one full-time professional public relations officer 

in our case. 

As to Deighton (1971: 316-17), among others, the 

following six kinds of relationships between schools and the 

public are most common: 

(1) Levell relationships - These are the simplest and with 

(2 ) 

the longest history . The flow of communication is one 

direction: from school to public. The school takes the 

initiative to provide information for a passive public 

audiences. 

Level 2 relationships The school again is the 

initiator , but the community plays a more active role 

than it does in level 1 relationships. In most 

instances , the flow of communication again is one 

direction : from school to public . However, individuals 

or groups are in a somewhat better position to respond to 

what they observe . 

(3) Level 3 relationships - Here, members of the community or 

the public initiate communications and enter into 
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dialogue with school representatives. Thus, the flow of 

communication is in two directions i.e. from school to 

public and from public to school . 

Level 4 relationships The school considerably 

influences the format of communication between the school 

and public, but the public clearly exercises greater 

influence of the substance of the communications than 

what the school does. Members of the public are 

encouraged to provide and advice on school insights 

and the policies and problems, 

opportunity to generate 

dialogue. 

public is given the 

the the greater portion of 

(5) Level 5 relationships - Although the public is given a 

progressively larger role to play at each higher level 

through level 4, the school unquestionably retains 

complete control of its own operations and decision­

making. The distinguishing characteristic of level 5 is 

that members of the public are given a greater 

opportunity to participate in the planning and/or 

decision-making process on some school issues or in some 

areas of school operations. 

(6) Level 6 relationships Educators have found level 6 

relationships , as conducive for the involvement of laymen 

in implementation of school programs and services, as 

compared to level 5 relationships. Laymen serve both as 

volunteer aids and as paid employees of the school 

system. 
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More ge nerally, a s Katz and Kahn (1 966: 60-6 1 ) put i t , 

the practice is to have specialized structures for the 

reception of information . Hence, any message will have to 

traverse and survive the proper channels . 

Assessing how a system has been successful in maintaining 

its equilibrium, makes the feedback loop necessary(Deighton, 

1971: 316). The purpose of assessment is to gain indicators on 

causes of failure and scope of improvement by establishing 

relationships (Davies, 1975: 310) 

Therefore, specific departments and roles supposed to be 

created in school organization to deal with and absorb 

uncertainty and dependence from a variety of environmental 

elements (Hoy and Miskel, 1987 : 98) 

Thus, when one considers about 

involvement , he has to be aware of that 

levels of public 

the goal of buffering 

is to make the technical care as nearly as "closed system " as 

possible and there by enhance efficiency and protect 

disequilibrium (Hoy and Mi skel , 1987: 98) . 

On the other hand , Beher et al . in Kogan i n the edition 

of Glatter et al. (1988: 149) have concluded that giving 

parents information did not allow them much power and 

influence . According to them, more information might in fact 

reduce criticism, but that might depend on the nature of what 

is given and received. So, the time spent on communicating 
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with parents could be regarded as an important part of the 

educational task of the school. 

Accordingly, Beher et al. in the edition of Glatter 

(1988: 149-150) have provided five types of reasons for the 

significance of public-school interaction in the processes of 

education. These are: (1) personnel referrs to the 

responsiveness of teacher to parents in their dealings with 

the schools. (2) Melieu - referrs to what the school could 

explain how it maintained good order and reasonable behavior. 

This can occur through open assemblies for conversation or by 

quick visits to working classroom. (3) curriculum where 

schools can develop written accounts of curriculum policy that 

parents can welcome them. (4) Teaching process - where parents 

who gained access to classrooms show increased confidence on 

teachers. (5) Progress of individual pupils - which means 

teachers could inform parents about what their children had 

learnt, give some indication of the children's aptitude and 

motivation and discuss any matters that either the teacher or 

parents regard as "problematic. " 

Hence, school systems are part of a complex public 

environmental-suprasystem in which principals as middle level 

managers and as boundary spanners have to respond to the 

parent clientele (Chub et al. in Goldring, 1993: 95). For 

example, experienced principals learn to recognize which types 
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of school activities or mat t ers will interest parents. And 

thus, a new role of the professional principal comes need for 

a technique of public relations (Stearns , 1955:5). 

Consequently, from an organizational perspective, the 

principal must take certain actions to increase public-school 

interaction, while simultaneously "freeing" the internal 

organization (mainly the academic part) from undue external 

intervention to maintain the systems' proper and due autonomy 

(Goldring, 1991:221). 

2.1.3 Autonomy of Schools as Educational Systems in 

Light of Decentralization 

As the examination of public participation with the 

systems perspective (especially the amplitude of openness) 

leads to boundaries of schools as educational systems, 

treating their boundaries also raises the issue of autonomy of 

school systems in light of decentralization. Because, the 

issue of autonomy of schools in light of decentralization has 

a significant implication on public participation. As 

described by Hoy and Miskel (1987 : 97) , environmental 

uncertainty and resource dependence threaten organization 

autonomy and effectiveness. As a result, administrators often 

try to minimize external effects on internal operations by 

making system boundaries high or low. 

In this connection, Kast and Rosenzweig (1985: 135) , 

state that organizational boundaries perform another vital 

function by providing a degree of autonomy and independence 
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for the system like that of a school. And the degree of 

autonomy of schools shows variation in relation to being 

governmental and non-governmental. Hence, each organization 

as a system needs sufficient discretion for conducting its 

operation , as long as it meets the broad social goals. Thus 

the filtering and buffering functions of an organization are 

important in maintaining its autonomy. 

Among the other concepts, system openness and system 

boundaries are interrelated and have to do with the relative 

autonomy of system functioning (Katz and Kahn, 1966: 59). As 

per Scott's conclusion in Hoy and Miskel (1987: 44), " the more 

open a system the harder it is to distinguish the system and 

its environment. " 

Nonetheless, the question of autonomy can be geared to 

the decentralization or delegation of responsibility and 

authority of educational operation in schools not from the 

public but from enacted bureaucratic chains in the government 

educational structure. This is because , the problems of undue 

interventions from the public environmental suprasystem can be 

alleviated with what are mentioned earlier as strategies of 

buffering in relation to system's openness . 

When one talks of decentralization, there are three forms 

that exist on a continuum of the decision-making process: 

deconcentration, delegation, and devolution. On the other 

hand, centralization also takes place within the context of 
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these three concepts; because, decentralization usually occurs 

in 'measured' doses (Hanson, 1991: 31-33). 

with regard to the debate over centralization versus 

decentralization, in educational organization and 

a dmi n i s t ra t i on; it reveals that there are no hard and f ast 

rules or pat formulas as well as easy solutions (Sander, 1989 : 

232) . Nevertheless, there are two suggestions forthcoming. 

First, it is necessary to separate educational policy and 

administrative practice. In order to preserve nat i onal 

identity, it would seem that general educational policy should 

be national in nature. Then, for t he implement ation of 

national educational policies, administrative practice could 

be more or less decentralized. This means, in each case, to 

attain educational policy and at the same time to preserve the 

cultural hetrogeneity of the country, the most efficient, 

effective, responsive and relevant administrative strategy 

should be adopted. 

Second, it is i mportant to clarify concepts and practices 

so that centralization is not necessarily associated with 

authoritarianism , and decentralization not necessarily be 

con fused with democracy and participation . 

In effect, in the same way that authoritarianism can 

coexist with decentralization, democracy and participation can 

also exist in a centralized system . The difference lies in 

the forms of participation and the practice of democracy. As 
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a result, the concept of autonomy is a key to understand the 

special characteristics of the spheres of influence to schools 

(Hanson, 1991: 99). Hence , as Katz and Kahn in Hanson (1991: 

99) propose , autonomy refers to the independence of systems 

such as schools from the undue control of other parts in 

higher hierarchy or echelons considered as stifled 

bureaucracy. Because these higher echelons are not the 

"major " and "proper" sources of the resources over which 

school systems depend for their existence and growth . 

Thus, what has to happen among higher echelons and school 

systems is that, certain decisions are decentralized 

(delegated) and others are centralized (retained) (Hanson, 

1991: 31-33). Because, federalism itself is a form of 

decentralization, and constitutionally in certain countries is 

deliberately made to be difficult to violet the powers and 

boundaries of systems (Gorton et al., 1988: 51). 

Moreover, as Gorton et al. (1988: 50-51), centralization 

and decentralization may be used for varieties of ends ; each 

should be evalua t ed based on the purpose for which each is 

employed. They can be analysed as the transfer of 

organizational decisions initiated by different competing 

groups with three major goals: (1) representativeness , (2) 

politically neutral competence, and (3) executive leadership 

or liability to get and use of information . 
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Therefore, the public as a suprasystem of schools, need 

to have the due degree of participation that mainly depends on 

the degree of decentralization. Contrarily, highly 

centralized forms of educational practices allow little 

opportunity for public " involvement " or participation in 

school systems (Marsh, 1988: 86). 

In relation to public participation, as Sander (1989 : 

231) noted, the proponents of decentralization argue that it 

facilitates the interaction between education and society by 

upgrading significantly the degree of responsiveness and 

relevance of education for its participants and the public at 

large. According to these proponents, decentralization could 

also move the participants of local communities to search for 

solutions to their problems in education within their limits . 

Because adopting universal solutions cannot be practical. 

Besides, in the context of autonomy, public participation 

refers to an active process, whereby beneficiaries influence 

the direction and e xecution rather than merely receive 

guidelines (Paul in Bamberger, 1988 : 5) 

Consequently , as the perspective of decentralization 

defenders, decentralized education systems wou l d be 

economically more efficient , and pedagogically more effective . 

Decentralization is an instrument of change through which more 

active public participation could have sought greater 

innovation and flexibility in school programs and curriculum 

(Gittel in the edition of Deighton, 1971: 356) . 
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implemented in an 

6 0 

designed 

average 

in a central ministry 

school, financially 

and 

and 

bureaucratically might not be relevant to local needs . In 

this manner, it is unable either to stimulate local demands or 

to be sustained, and leading to an increased realization of 

the need of decentralization (Shaeffer, 1991 : 7; Gittel in the 

edition of Deighton , 1971: 356). 

To this end, if and when there is decentralization, 

principals are capacitated to ascertain that the schools 

belong to the public and that they (the schools) should be 

guided by the belief of the public (Campbell et al., 1983: 

257) . Accordingly, in relation to the autonomy of school 

systems in light of decentralization, Knezevich (1969: 23) has 

indicated that the problem of uneven quality of education in 

various schools within a country can be solved through 

decentralization. 

However , the adoption of a decentralized education system 

in countries marked by a centralized economic structure and 

political organization could run the risk of creating 

"abandoned" school systems in the marginal urban communities 

and poor rural localities (Sander , 1989 : 231). Moreover, 

decentralization can seriously jeopardi ze equity and increase 

regional inequalities and educational services (Preston, 1991: 

287; Sander, 1989: 232) . 
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Hence, this can be considered as a limitation of 

decentralization as any mode of administration possibly 

acquire. Nevertheless, it has exceeded centralization in terms 

of public participation in addition to the variation and 

relativity of ends they have. That is why many countries 

currently, from both developed and less developed, are moving 

towards an increase school autonomy after realizing that the 

centralized system could not meet the diversified educational 

needs of their pluralistic society (Goldring , 1993: 94-101; 

Shaeffer , 1991:7; Goldring, 1991: 217; Preston, 1991: 276). 

Nonetheless, it is necessary to use participatory form of 

administrative mediation to attain the enhancement of 

education in quality and quantity, with the conviction that a 

school administration with higher public participation is 

better than centralizing or decentralizing the system. A 

decentralized system need not always necessarily ensure 

participation, and a centralized system need not always 

necessarily deny it; what matters is, their being favourable 

for more public participation (Sander, 1989: 232). 

Therefore, schools have to be granted the due autonomy 

being administered by independent trust boards to create self ­

governing institutions under the control of the public or 

parents. As Bacon in Bush et al. (1980: 95) r eported , the 

extremely centralized tradition o f school administration left 

each principal in a particularly isolated and visible position 

being exposed to the critics that can emerge when the pubic 
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raises "fundamental questions" about its educational 

operation. 

This necessitates for school systems to be influenced by 

their major customer (the public suprasystem) (Ranson, 1988: 

7- 11 ) . 

2 .2 The Publ i c as Environmenta1 - Suprasystem of Sc hool 

Systems and Its Influence 

Man has been learning from his environment and has thus 

acquired a multiplicity of technological and related skills 

(Ekanayake, 1987: 129). 

Moreover, even in the history of American Education the 

word public or community has been a part of education lexicon 

since John Dewy, and at the beginning of the 20th century the 

public have enhanced the scope of learning in schools and 

obviously made a remarkable transformation (Redding, 1991: 

149) . 

Thus also , the public is a major reference group with 

which any school administrator must work in the determination 

of school policies and programs (Campbell et al ., 1993 : 257 ; 

Bloomberg in the edition of Deighton, 1971: 336) . This is so 
of 

because the dimensions environmental-suprasystem do affect 

the nature of educational operation in school systems . 
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2 . 2 . 1 Dime nsions of Public Envi r o nmental-Suprasystem 

According to Hoy and Miske l (1987: 88-91 ) and d e pending 

on the particular circumstances, specif i c environments vary 

from school to school. An enhanced understanding may be 

gaine d by examining the dimensions of school e nvi ronment. 

The general e nvironment does not only influence the school as 

an organization but also its specific environments as 

illustrated by Figure 4. 

Figure 4: Managerial Perceptions o f the Environment 
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Source : Kast and Resenzweig (1985: 139). 
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Empirical tests have shown that environmental dimensions 

t hat include uncertainty, clustering and scarcity do i n fluence 

the educational operation and outcome of schoo l systems (see 

Figure 5) . 
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Figure 5: A Social Systems Model for Schools Showing 

Dimens i on s of Public Environmental-Suprasystem 

Infl u e nce on Their Educational Op erat ion 
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The s e d i me nsions (unc e rtainty, clusteri ng and s carc i ty ) 

a r e particularly useful to understand how the pub lic 

environmental-suprasystem can influence the educational 

operat i on of schools. uncertainty is viewed as a problematic 

situation confronting organizations . 
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However, if schools are to develop in their educational 

operation through public participation, some degree of 

uncertainty in a clustered form and with the necessary 

resource provision is indispensable . Accordingly, stability 

and complexity affect environmental uncertainty. The more 

complex and unstable the environment , the greater the 

uncertainty of the organization . Schools like all formal 

organizations need certainty, that is why they are subject to 

the criteria of rationality. 

Hence, schools, when confronted with uncertainty, often 

attempt to cope up by creating special parts such as 

committees or offices like that of public relations. This 

enables schools as educational institutions as well as social 

systems to be obliged to be influenced by the public as their 

environmental-suprasystem . Therefore, this influence serves 

considerably as a means of public participation. 

When we say clustering, it is to say that environments 

differ in the degree of clustering or structuring as compared 

to randomness . Highly clustered environments present any 

organization with a powerful and highly structured set of 

demands and constraints. 

Poorly organized environments lack order that makes 

further diversity to be tolerated. For example, a school 

policy might be in conflict with a given aspect of an 

unclustered community, but when there is deviance by the 
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school from the community aspirations, it would not be construe 

as a general or intolerable break of values. In a clustered 

community , however , even if there is serious conflict, it 

might well produce a strong reaction from highly structured 

and interconnected community groups. 

In relation to scarcity, it is the extent to which the 

environment has the resources available to support stability 

and sustain growth for the organization. The question of 

scarcity is mainly related with the abundance of resources in 

a district to maintain educational program for the number of 

students in a school. 

2.2.2 Characteristics of Environmental-Suprasystem 

of School Organizations 

With regard to the special characteristics of 

organization's environmental conditions, Emry and Trist in 

Hanson (1991: 136); and Hoy and Miskel (1987: 91) have shown 

in terms of four typologies based on "causal texture " to 

indicate the public as the main environmental element. They 

described the constraints or opportunities that can be caused 

by environmental characteristics for the organization as 

follows. 

(1) Placid, randomized environments which are relatively 

unchanging, with limited interdependence among specific 

factors or parts. 

rural community . 

An example is a small school in a stable 
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In such a community years can pass without abrupt change. 

Students, teachers have deep roots in the area. Few special 

interest groups make systematic attempts to influence the 

school. Events that might have a major impact on the school 

are unlikely. In this kind of environment, the professional 

staff can concentrate on the day to day operations of the 

school. The environment typically is not a major factor in 

the principal ' s decisions-making. 

(2) Placid, clustered environments which are relatively stable 

but increased interdependence or growing complexity is 

evident. Events in the environment are not random, a number 

of factors may change simultaneously, planning process is 

important and day-to-day operations should allow for possible 

new events in the environment. 

As a direct request, government and private organiza­

tions as dominant elements or as components of the public have 

greater influence on the school system by introducing new 

p rograms such as vocational training. 

(3) Disturbed, reactive environments are dynamic and exhibit 

changes that are not random. In education, the disturbed, 

reactive environment is a community with competing schools, 

for example, both government and non-government schools, want 

to catch the interest of the public through high academic 

achievement. 
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The role of the school principals is to plan de c isions 

and strategic moves to allow for counter moves. 

(4) Turbulent fields environments are characterized by 

complexity, rapid change and clustering. In this type of 

environment, conditions are so complex , and it is difficult to 

understand the combination of forces that create constant 

change. 

As an evolutionary chain , Terrebery's work in Hoy and 

Miskel (1987 : 93), provides the prediction that organizational 

environments are becoming increasingly turbulent. According 

to her, in today's society, placid-randomized environments are 

probably quite rare. And in such environments, schools are 

becoming more and more interconnected with and affected by 

o ther o rganizations . 

Nonetheless, the interdependence among the school system 

and the public as environmental-suprasystem and its parts is 

decisive. As Emry and Trist in Preston (1991:284) stated, 

teacher absenteeism prevents the school system from fulfilling 

its objective of ensuring that children acquired the knowledge 

prescribed in the curriculum. Likewise, as Adams in Preston 

(1991: 284) has indicated, public and other organizations with 

in the public failure to provide resources, can result in 

school closure and restrict the future opportunities of 

children. Simultaneously, it thwarts the fulfillment of 

schools as well as the public objectives. 
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Therefore, as systems o f the public supra sys tem, schools 

have to go along or adapt with it, so that they can have the 

"reward " of successful adaptation that ranges from survival to 

growth or prosperity (Hanson, 1991: 157). 

In relation to adaptation Burns and Stalker in Hanson 

(1991: 157-158); Hoy and Miskel (1987 : 98) have identified two 

types of management styles, referred to as "mechanistic " and 

"organic " placed at the ends of continuum. Here, the 

mechanistic form of organization and administration is most 

efficient when existed in basically stable situations with 

predictable conditions prevailing. 

f o rm is the most effective in 

changing conditions. 

And organic organizational 

organizations f a ced with 

This implies that organizat i ons wi t h unc e r tain a nd 

diverse environments, for purposes of obtaining high level of 

efficiency tend to follow organic type of administration 

(Gabarro, Baldridge in Hanson, 1991: 159). 

In contrast, those organizations operating in certain and 

homogeneous environments tend to operate in mechanistic 

fashion. Hence , the degree of stability of conditions or the 

certainty or uncertainty of the environment and its diversity 

or homogeneity become key situational variables in determining 

the most effective and efficient form of organization and 

administration . Furthermore, in relation to the influence of 

the degree of environmental homogeneity or ile terogeneity on 
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it is found that school 

structured subsystems 

systems with 

operating in 

heteJ:;'ogeneous are likely to be innnovative than less 

differentiated schools operating even in relatively stable 

homogeneous environments. These differentiated subsystems of 

school systems enable t hem to successfully adapt or cope up 

with the needs of public environmental-suprasystem. 

In short, when the external environment is stable, the 

organization is "mechanistic" , that is characterized by formal 

rules and centralized decision-maki ng. In a highly unstable 

environments, the organization is "organic " , that is informal, 

flexible, and adaptive, characterized by decentralized 

decision-making, and open communication. Thus , the most 

effective structure is one that adjusts to the requirements of 

the environment (Hoy and Miskel, 1987: 98). 

This is because, the maladjustment of a school system 

with its surrounding environment or public could be an 

obstacle of participation that in turn affects the operation 

of the system (Nichols in the edition of Deighton, 1971: 347) . 

In connection to this, Shaeffer (1991:12) has indicated that 

social heterogeneity and conflict, passivity, poverty, and 

illiteracy of many communities are hindrances or constraints 

of participation. 
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In relation to constraints, resource depe ndency theory of 

the systems approach highlights the importance of 

environmental factors in promoting and restraining 

organizational decisions and operations (Hoy and Miskel, 1987: 

100) . 

As a result, parents , among whom are the most valuable 

human resources, may either support the school program or be 

antagonistic towards its activities, depending on their 

understanding of the goals, objectives, and procedures of the 

school system's operation (Nichols in the edition of Deighton, 

1971: 342) . 

This confirms that environmental forces have a direct 

impact on the way the organization operates its activities. 

This means , when the environment is dynamic and heterogeneous, 

it is usually necessary to establish functional departments to 

deal with a specific set of environmental demands (Kast and 

Rosenzweig, 1985 : 135) . 

All these are done, if for e xample a school is not 

producing outputs useful to the public or community, someone 

must reorganize its subsystems and control its inputs so as to 

produce more useful changes (Silver, 1983 : 63) As models of 

organizational analysis stress, organizations not only are 

influenced by their environments, but also dependent on them 

(Hoy and Miskel, 1987 : 16) . 
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The incursion of environmental influence would be 

uncontrolled and could vitiate the intrasystem, where the 

organization must have interchange with its supporting 

environment (Katz and Kahn, 1966: 61). The public thus, 

provides, expects and criticizes or assesses (Davies in the 

edition of Dobson, 1975 : 307). 

Consequently, the community or the public surrounding a 

school becomes dynamic so that decision-making structures of 

both the school as an educational system and the public as 

environmental suprasystem will eventually correspond to each 

other (Gans in MaCarty in the edition of Deighton, 1971 : 348). 

2.2.3 Community Power Structure and Its Implication 

On the Nature of Public Participation in 

Educational Operation of Schools 

Power structure varies from one community to another 

and this variation forms various patterns , some of which allow 

people to adjust to predict the situation, and others which do 

not (McCarty and Ramsey, 1971: 16-18) These types of 

community power structures are : (1) the "elite power mode "; 

(2) the factional power structure; (3) the pluralistic power 

structure and (4) the inert power structure . 

Walton in McCarty in the edition of Deighton (1971 : 348), 

indicated that communities and their decision-making centers 

(power structures) can be categorized along with a continuum 
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established with four types, which assist in locating 

communities more meaningfully. 

(1) pyramidical-a monolithic, monopolistic or single cohesive 

leadersh ip group. 

(2) Factional-at least two durable factions that compete for 

advantage . 

(3) Coalitional-leadership varies with issues and is made up 

of fluid coalitions of interested persons and groups . 

(4 ) Amorphohs the absence of any persistent pattern of 

leadership or power exercised on the local level. 

The concepts of community power structure are defined by 

McCarty in the edition of Deighton (1971: 349) and in the work 

of McCarty himself and Ramsey (1971: 19-20) Accordingly, the 

elite power model holds power structure in a community is 

pyramidical, and the decisive decision-making group is likely 

to be economic elite of the community. The elite power model 

does not allow for conflict between sides. 

The factional power structure is one in which at least 

two durable factions compete for control over important 

decisions . 

Dahl in Deighton (1971: 349) described that some 

communities follow neither the elite nor the factional 

power model . Rather, the power structure of these other 

group is pluralistic or diffused with many poles of power . 
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Leadership varies with issues. Power and community interests 

exist, but power is contestable and not overwhelming. 

The fourth type of power structure which is frequently 

seen in small rural communities that does not reveal active 

power structure. In this type of a community, power is 

basically inert, or more properly latent, and assembles a sort 

of domination by the statuesquo. 

Thus, as "mediators" of the public and the school system, 

school boards (school administration committees in the 

Ethiopian case) do exhibit a type of decision-making that 

corresponds to the particular type of community power 

structure of which they are a part (McCarty and Ramsey, 1971: 

19; Bush et. al., 1980: 42-45). 

Nonetheless, the objective of school board is supposed to 

be ensuring that conditions are favourable for both the public 

and the school system to meet their complementary objectives 

(Preston , 1991: 284). 

In relation to these complementary objectives, public 

participation in education is most likely to enjoy substantial 

success when the public or community members have the ability 

to adequately develop the following among other important 

elements (Bloomberg et . al . in Deighton, 1971: 341 ; Preston, 

1991: 284). 
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(1) Substantial clarity about the g oals of s c hoo l p rog r ams 

and the means to implement these goals 

(2) A capacity to understand the problems of instruction so 

that the participation process would be beyond spontaneous 

protest and ephemeral excitement. 

(3) Direct influence on the decision-making of schools which 

actually affects the education of children. 

Yet, as described by McCarty and Ramsey as well as Minar 

in the edition of Deighton (1971: 349-350), boards of 

educational administration as representatives of the public 

can exhibit a type of decision making structure that 

corresponds to the particular kind of community p owe r 

structure stated as follows. 

(1 ) The elite power struc ture results in dominated b oard. 

Board membe r s a r e chosen on t he assump t i on t hat t hey wil l take 

the advise of community leaders mainly because they share the 

belief or aspiration of the dominant group. A majority of 

board members or perhaps one or two powerful individuals 

represent the community elite and executive power. 

(2) In the community with a factional power structure, a 

factional school board is found. Voting is more important 

than discussion; if the vote is crucial, the majority faction 

always wins. Board members represent the view point of one or 

the other of the factions and tend to act accordingly . Board 

elections are hotly contested, and the balance of dominating 

is likely to shift as new members are elected. 
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(3) In the community with pluralistic power structure, school 

board members may often represent particular interests. It is 

in this type of community that school board members will be 

active but not rigidly bound to one position. Discussion 

before a motion is often of utmost importance. Board members 

are equal in status and treat each other as colleagues free to 

act as individuals. Rather than a hierarchy of control with 

in the board, there exists a peer organization whose decisions 

are characterized by full discussion of problems and arrived 

at consensus. 

(4) In the community wi th the inert power structure, the 

school board is inactive and has no motive or reinforcement 

from the community as well as commitment to shoulder the 

representation of public views. It tends to perform 

perfunctorily because, board members neither represent nor r 
receive reinforcement from the public to expressing one view 

or another. When decisions have to be made, the board tends 

to follow the lead of the professional principal or acts as a 

rubber stamp without going extensively into appropriateness of 

a decision in terms of community needs or desires (Bacon in 

the edition of Bush et al., 1980: 89-90). It simply sanctions 

decisions presented to it and does little but exercise its 

right to approve or reject proposals from the school 

administration. 

With regard to commitment and representation, Bray's 

report in the work of Preston (1991: 276 - 283), indicated that 

members of an effective educational board do held meetings 
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regularly according to their internal constitution. And for 

fair representation of public views, the board is made to 

comprise members geographically and socially from communities 

served by the school across the different sectors of the 

school catchment areas. 

This realizes that school boards are the main official 

channels through which the public or parents are encouraged to 

voice their concerns, and are the means to mobilize public 

resources to support educational implementation (Morgan et 

a l ., 1992 : 12 ; Moegiadi: in the edition of Shaeffer, 1992 : 

100 ) 

However, as Moegiadi in the edition of Shaeffer (1992: 

100-101), remarked, the frequency of board meetings and 

general parental meetings in schools do not occur as planned. 

Besides, the attendance of parents in the general meetings is 

common to be low. This is especially the case in schools of 

low socio-economic status; whereas, in urban and higher socio­

economic situat i ons, attendance is relatively higher. 

One of the main reasons for such discrepancy for parental 

or public participation depends on the degree of strength and 

commitment of the school boards. 

In relation to the regularity of board elections, it 

seems common to depend on the willingness or request of school 
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administration, though school board is supposed to be elected 

formally for a limited number of years. 

As a supportive mechanism to the effort of school boards 

the role that can be played by PTA relations or parent 

committees, or parent associations constitute a major branch 

in the program of schools. 

With regard to PTAs, the nature of relationship between 

parents and teachers is significantly affected by the wider 

organizational context of relations between the educational 

system and parents (Goldring, 1991: 224). Schools function 

normally and most of the time, depending on the balance of 

relationship between teachers, school boards, and the public 

or the community at anyone time (Preston, 1991: 282). 

As Blackstone et al., in Morgan et al. (1992: 13) 

remarked, in conventional terms, parental "involvement" or 

participation means that parents and teachers work in close 

relationship for the educational benefit of the child and the 

society (Blackstone et al. in Morgan et al . , 1992:13). 

In systems terms, as Sander (1989: 226-230) indicated, 

the evolution of twentieth century administrative theory is 

analyzed in terms of closed systems (that were practiced from 

1900 to 1960) and open systems (that were practiced from 1960 

to 1980), each with rational and natural models respectively. 
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However, it is found compatible to classify in terms of 

criterion-based models: (1) efficiency, (2) effectiveness, (3) 

responsiveness, and (4) relevance. 

Efficiency conceives an organization as a closed 

mechanical and rational system, in which management was 

founded upon the criterion of economic efficiency. 

Effectiveness conceives an organization as a partially 

open and natural system in which management is concerned with 

the functional integration of its components in light of its 

institutional effectiveness. 

Responsiveness conceives an organization as an open and 

adaptive system in which administrative mediation emphasizes 

the situational variables of the external environment. 

Relevance conceives an organization as a wholistic and 

interactional system. In an attempt to overcome the 

limitations of economic efficiency and pedagogical 

effectiveness, 

context of 

political responsiveness was developed in the 

meeting public demands; but political 

responsiveness caused unprecedented expansion of education . 

Cultural relevance has become then the dominant criterion 

of educational policy-making and administrative performance . 

So, taking the responsiveness and relevance models together 

became strategic to administer public institutions such as 

school systems. That in turn enabled to increase public 
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participation in the operation of education in school systems 

(Sander 1989: 226-230; Bush et al., 1980: 43; Curle, 1963 : 

118) (see also Figure 6). 

Figu re 6 : Multi-dimensional Paradigm of Educational 

Admi nistration Model 

Substantive Instrumental 
Dimension DimensiGn--

Cultural ~ ~ Pedagogical 
Intrinsic (Relevance) (Effectiveness) 
Dimension f ~ ;;, 

l' ~ ~ 

V .?T ~ ~ 
Extrinsic Political .e- ~ 

Dimension (Responsive- Economic 
ness) ~ ~ (Effi c iency) 

Source: Sander (1989: 227) 

Hoy and Miskel (1987: 101-103) described that school 

organizations can adapt the external environment by means of 

coping strategies, and can also change their environments. 

Two types of strategies are used to manage the external 

environment : (1) Establishing favourable linkages and (2) 

Shaping environmental elements . 

When establishing favourable linkages, they can enter 

into venture in vocational education, which is one of the best 

predictor of organizational influence on the environment. 
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Co - optation represents another strategy of developing 

favourable linkages. Co-opting means bringing leaders from 

important elements in the environment or the public into 

policy structure of a school system. Co-optation occurs when 

influential citizens are appointed or represented in boards of 

school management and in school advisory councils or 

committees . Thus, it is found evident that the public can 

increase its influence on the social organization (the school 

system) via the boards or councils, or committees. 

with regard to shaping environmental elements, 

politicking is a primary method that includes the technique to 

influence government regulation especially that of the local 

government. Politicking can be used to erect barriers against 

unwanted influences and to establish rules favourable to 

existing schools and their policies. 

Therefore, exercising school or educational public 

relation program becomes necessary. 

NSPRA in the work of Deighton (1971 : 314), has developed 

a comprehensive definition of educational public relations as 

follows. 

Educational public relations is a planned and 
systematic two-way process of communication between 
an educational organization and its internal and 
external publics . Its program serves to stimulate 
a better understanding of the role, objectives, 
accomplishments , and needs of the organization. 
Educational public relations is a management 
function which interprets public attitudes, 
identifies the policies and procedures of an 
individual organization with the public interest, 
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and executes a program of action to encourage 
public involvement and to earn public understanding 
and acceptance. 

Generally, public or community participation is an 

evolutionary process in which activities at the micro-level 

can create the conditions for increased popular participation 

in the planning and implementation of programs (Bamberger, 

1988: 5). 

To realize this, school principals have a significant 

role to playas middle level managers and as boundary spanners 

(McPherson et al. in Goldring, 1993: 94; AASA in Olsen, 

1963:392). 

The roles of a school principal can be identified in 

various contexts of community power structure as described by 

McCarty in the edition of Deighton (1971: 350), as follows. 

In a dominated community and board or committee, the 

principal must play the role of functionary if he is to act 

effectively as the integrator of community or public interests 

and school programs. 

In the factional community and board, the principal must 

work with the majority; but, since these communities often 

change majorities, he must be careful not to become identified 

too closely with one faction. In other words, he must be a 

political strategist or he takes middle course. 
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In t h e community with a pluralistic structure, the 

principal is expected to give professional advice based on the 

best educational research and theory. He is not limited to 

carry out policy handed down to him; nor is he forced to shape 

his opinions according to the view of the group in power. He 

can express to the committee or board alternat ives to any 

policy , and he can delineate the consequences of any action 

openly and objectively. 

In the community with the inert power structure, the 

principal initiates action and the board becomes merely a 

rubber stamp. In this case, his role is that of a decision-

maker. Due to the lack of interest on the part of the board, 

he is not only free to initiate action in substantive matters 

but must do so if the program is to be effective. 

Nonetheless, among the means of engaging the public or 

the community in school affairs as per Gorton et al. (1988: 

104) , school principals have found the follow i ng to be 

beneficial. 

(1) A curriculum to be conducted periodically to find out the 

goals and objectives advocated by the community ; 

(2) Provision to be made for a standing advisory committee 

services in a capacity for the school administration ; 

(3) Efforts to be made to involve the public in the day - to ­

day affairs of the school. 
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Thus, whe n we say publi c p ar t ic ipation, the p arti c ipation 

should have a real or discernible impact on the decision­

making process in such a way that the expected needs of the 

participants are reflected in the results of planning and 

implementation process (Weiler in Jean, 1985: 297). 

As a result , parents and other citizens or the public 

environmental-suprasystem in general have the right in 

democratic societies to participate in the decision-making or 

operation of school systems. As per Marsh (1988: 84), in 

relation to the parental o r publ i c right, there are five among 

others expected : 

(1) To be given information about school proce dures 

(2) To have access to interpretation of records 

(3) To visit and observe programs 

(4 ) To b e rep resen t e d on dec i s i on-making bodi es 

(5) To question the educational program and policy of their 

local school 

2 . 3 Dimensions of Public Participation as Environmental­

Suprasystem Support to Schools 

In the broadest sense , the environment is external to the 

organizations ' boundaries ; however , it may be usefu l to think 

of the environment in two ways : (1) the societal (general) 

environment, which affects all organizations in a given 

society and (2) the specific (task) environment, which affects 

the individual organization more directly. 

-
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Thus, the environment of schools is composed of many 

1991: 138). As a result, public converging forces (Hanson, 

inputs into school level decision-making have been high-

lightened over recent years with certain developments occurred 

in schools (Marsh, 1988: 109). 

This means that the community or the public have various 

values of economic, political and social nature that influence 

educational purposes (Davis in the edition of Dobson et. al . , 

1975: 307). 

Thus, the dimensions of public participation can be 

classified as: (1) Economic 

(2) Political-legal 

(3) Social and 

(4 ) Technological-Educational (Kast and 

Rosenzweig, 1985: 137; Hoy and Miskel, 

1987: 88) ; (see also Figure 7) . 
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Figure 7: 
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Relationship of General and Ta s k Environme nts to 

the Organizational System 

Source: Adapted from Kast and Rosenzweig (1985: 138) . 

In r e lation to this, Sander (1989: 227) , has described 

educational institutions as : 

(1 ) those having a business nature in whi c h administratio n is 

govern e d by economic ef fici ency as a predominant criterion. 

(2) those more concerned with their political role in the 

larger community and , for this r eason, their administratio n is 

primarily based upon the criterion of political 

responsiveness. 

(3) those adapt cultural rel evance as a predominant criterion 

of their administration. 
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(4) those in which their administration is guided principally 

by pedagogical effectiveness in the attainment of 

instructional objectives. 

These Sander's four specific models can be synthesized 

with the four corresponding dimensions of public 

environmental-suprasystem participation described above by 

Kast and Rosenzweig (1985: 137; Hoy and Miskel (1987: 88) 

economic with efficiency ; political-legal with political 

responsiveness ; social with cultural relevance; and 

technological-educational with pedagogical effectiveness) . 

2.3.1 Economic Dimension of Participation 

Generally, economic dimension of environment includes the 

general economic framework, including the types of economic 

organizations private versus public ownership, the fiscal 

policies, and the level of the investments as well as 

consumption characteristics (Kast and Rosenzweig , 1985: 137). 

And more specifica lly as Sander (1989: 228) noted, the 

economic dimension involves financial and material resources . 

Thus, the public or parents always have been involved in 

schools to assist with fund-raising activities traditionally; 

because, resources are always scarce in schools (Marsh , 1988 : 

82-91) . 



88 

He r e , the fundamental assumpt i on o f resource d e p e nde n c y 

theory is that organizations are unable internally to generate 

all the resources and functions to maintain themselves ; 

because , resource must come from the environment (Hoy and 

Miskel, 1987: 95). This includes raising money for routine 

operation , construction , maintenance of buildings and grounds , 

furnishing and staffing , as well as for salary payment and 

incentives (Preston, 1991: 28 3 ; Moegiadi in the edition of 

Shaeffer, 1992: 94). 

In general, most of the resources or contributions fo r 

school support/as Moegiadi in the edition of Shaeffer (1992: 

101) and Morgan et al . (1992: 13) indicated, are colle cte d 

from parents. For this reason, boards of school management 

are supposed to have a systemat i c plan to mobilize resources 

f rom the pUblic. 

In relation to public support, Phan and Cao in Bray and 

Lillis (1988 : 217) have asserted that increased use of public 

resources has t he advantage , that the government will receive 

no more request s from the public for building more schools and 

running them . Because, the public has felt that it is 

responsible for its own community ; and because, i t is directly 

concerned with the education of its children . 

As Bennett (1975: 154) has described it, if the public is 

persuaded of the need to construct schools for its children ' s 

education, the government could save very large amount of 
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money and invest on othe r facilities to ma i ntain the quality 

of educational operation. 

That is why in association with their II economic 

adj ustments " , there is a trend in many countries for 

governments to devolve responsibility for logistical support 

to schools (Preston , 1991: 275). 

In this connect ion, Shaeffer (1991 : 7) has noted the 

imperativeness of public participation as follows: 

There is no enough money available and not enough 
control able to be exercised over the very bottom 
of a bureaucracy to guarantee that the reforms 
planned and organized at the central level can 
achieve their anticipated goals at the level of the 
school. There is thus the need to expand out to 
other sectors, both for financial and material 
resources and for assistance in planning and 
implementing educational change. 

Apparently, when compared with government inputs and when 

opportunity costs to households are included in the 

calcul ations , public support in terms of financial resource 

does have a highly substantial but hidden share to sustain the 

existing schools everywhere (Moegiadi, in the edition of 

Shaeffer, 1992 : 95 ; Preston , 1991: 275). 

In theory , schooling should be equal in all aspects. Yet, 

school systems inevitably "mirror" the resources of their 
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supporting public environmental-suprasystem or "a communi t y 

gets what it deserves" (McCarty in the edition of Derghton, 

1971:347-348; Moegiadi in the edition of Shaeffer, 1992: 92-

101) . 

This indicates that since education is obviously 

expensi ve, the presence or absence of public support to 

schools with resources is the most decisive factor in 

determining the overall quality of school systems. This 

leads to the quest ion of qual ity of education in relation to 

organizational effectiveness (see Figure 8) . 
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F ~ gllrc 8: A Systems Model of Educational Institution in the conte! o f Organizational Effectiveness 

./ 
Gl!ncral Environmem 

~ r 
INPUTS AN D RESOURCES ( I) 
students. pupils finance , space 
equ ipment Personne l and group 
contributions expectanc ies 

I Feedback A: Ace resou,ces 1 
adequate? How is su pply & demand 
relationship? What is distinctive 
competence of organization? 

General Env ironment 

Source Davies (1975: 308-309). 
L 

Pressures . . ---_. _- Substanf .. 
in fluences lcnl 

values resources 

Substantive environment 

THE EDUCA TlO~AL ORGANIZATION AND ITS PROCESSES(2) 
Activities undertaken by organizations .. - I E. I . . nsurmg response to commumty/external pressures 
2. Setting objectives and detailed operational plans 
3. Integrating its objectives, tasks, personnel & groups 
4. Ensuring stability and predictability 
5. Using raw resources efficiently (productivity) 
6. Investing in future capacity 
7. Satisfy ing codes of behavior 
8. Evaluating its performance 

-- ---- ---

FeedJ ack B= is organization effective 
to fulfil objectives? 

- - - ----

- ~-
- . .-..----- ~ 

c ~. IU"" :'''' 0.;):'0;;::',."",;" , 
comparison 

PROVISION (3) RESPONSE 
intcnned iate student! pupil (4) 
places improve-ment in 
Expressed in: subject areas, studem take-up of 
numbers location, values etc. prov ision 

, , 
• t 

Feedback of infonnation from 
env ironment in relation to expectancies of 
students, industry soc iety plus perceived 
needs and objectives 

I I 

,f 

~ 
'J 

IMPACT (5) 
long-tcnn social, economic, 
cultural impact o f 
cd. provision eg. citizenship 
rate of return on investment 

, 
I 

..J 

Gener.l\ 
Env ironment 

, 

General 
Environ nent 



92 

To this end, good management of s c hool r esource is 

supporting factor for more public participation (Moegiadi in 

the edition of Shaeffer, 1992 : 95; Jean, 1985 : 312; Bush et 

al., 1980 : 45-47). 

Moegiadi in the edition of Shaeffer (1992 : 103) suggests 

that to overcome the problem of the public that cannot afford 

to pay the financial contribution, they should be encouraged 

to contribute in non-monetary forms equivalent to the amount 

of money they are expected to pay. This alternative would give 

them a choice in the type of participation they could offer. 

Katz and Kahn in Silver (1983:53) distinguished between 

maintenance inputs as those required simply to sustain the 

system and production inputs as those used for growth and goal 

at t a inment . Yet , the fina ncia l a nd materi a l resour ce support 

from parents or the public in various forms especially in 

developing countries do not cover the operational cost let 

alone to carry out other development projects (Mogiadi in the 

edition of Shaeffer , 1992: 96). 

Nonetheless , it is only the public and the mobilization 

of its resources that can ensure schooling (Goldring, 1991: 

220) . 

Besides, it should be borne in mind that the support of 

schools has been through public taxation, and the people must 

support the program of schools (Douglass, 1954: 507; Hoy and 

Miske l , 1 98 7: 95) . 
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Therefore, as Ranson (1988: 6-7) put it, education must 

be accountable to society and economy. 

This is because school systems' dependence on the public 

is determined by the following factors (Hoy and Miskel, 1987: 

95-96) 

First , The importance of the resource to the organization 's 

continued operation and survival that affect the 

level of dependency. 

Second, The amount of discretion the other party has over the 

allocation and use of the resour ce. 

Third, The number of alternatives or extent of control that 

the other has over the resource. In other words , the 

dependence of one organization on the other derives 

from the concentration of resource control. 

Accordingly, the public: (1) expect that schools are 

provided with sufficient, competent, and e xperienced teachers 

and (2) expect that class - size b e adjusted to suit specific 

needs (Marsh , 1988: 95-103). 

2 . 3.2 Political-Legal Dimension of Participation 

The political-legal dimension of public participation is 

the general political climate of the society , the degree of 

concentration of political power and the nature o f political 

organization (degrees of decentralization, diversity of 

functions, etc . ) (Kast and Rosenzweig , 1985 : 137). 

Accordingly, there seems to be a growing realization that the 
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practices of education are highly political and should not be 

confined only to the initiatives and care of the teaching 

profession (Marsh, 1988: 109). 

According to Sander (1989: 228), political dimension 

involves the strategies of concrete action of the participants 

in the education system. The importance of the political 

dimension is rooted in the specific responsibilities of the 

education system . 

The importance of political dimension is also found in 

the education system that involves various conditioning 

circumstances of the environment, and it is influenced by 

powerful external variables. Hence, for increased public 

participation and effectiveness through economic efficiency, 

educational administrators seek responsiveness to the public 

or the external environment. 

As a result, the public is likely to acquire power and 

influence in the educational operation of the school as an 

organization if it is formally organized as interest groups 

and Coalitions (Goldring, 1993: 98) . 

Schwartz in Goldring (1991: 215) notes that public 

"involvement" encompasses "idedogical" demands, that is, it 

represents an attempt to influence learning structures and 

curricula in light of personal values and perspective on life . 

And a high correlation was found between the level of public 
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involvement in the development and activities of alternative 

educational programs, and the intensity of public's 

ideological tendencies. 

Peterson in Goldring (1991: 220}stated that the actions 

of public coalitions are intended to influence decision-makers 

at various levels of educational establishment in order to 

bring about the enactment of educational policies consistent 

with their beliefs and outlooks. 

Thus, guidelines for obtaining increased public 

participation or "involvement" through associations and 

committees should be provided by governments (Moegiadi: In the 

edition of Shaeffer, 1992: 104; Douglass, 1954: 508) For 

this reason it has become a central plan of government policy 

in many countries (Morgan et al., 1992: 11) . 

with regard to the legal application, it is the 

constitutional consideration , the nature of the legal system, 

specific laws concerning the formation, and control of 

organizations (Kast and Rosenzweig, 

McCarty in the edition of Deighton 

1985: 137) 

(1971: 348) 

Thus, 

put 

as 

it , 

educational systems are essentially political subdivision of 

local governments that reflect on the expectations of their 

governing people. 

Hence, government representatives, that include city and 

community elected and appointed officials can provide 
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resources for school s as nec essary (Nichols in t he edi t ion of 

Deighton, 1971: 343). 

As a result, principals have to administer their schoo l s 

according to loc al powe rs, whe re the public i s invo lve d in 

local school policy-making (Go l dring, 1993 : 94: Hanson , 1991 : 

137) . 

last 

For example , in 

30 years, there 

the USA , from the perspective of the 

have be en c ertain forms of public 

" involvement " as legal provision for an elected school board 

to function at the local school. The legal provision has been 

decentral i zed leve l ; because, the school boar d i s supposed to 

be a representative of the public . Thus, the board has 

specific p owe r and a u t h orit y to ope r a t e schools a n d sha r e 

policy decisions (Gorton et al., 1988: 66) 

However, in less deve l oped countries like that of Papua 

New Gunea and other European countries like ireland, school 

board s of management appeared to be little participative in 

policy related activ ities of schools; they are only confined 

to pupils d i scipline matters (Preston , 1991 : 283; Morgan et 

a l., 1 992 : 15). 

Nonetheless , in a wi der perspective , schools in many 

countries have e xperi enced an increasing part i cipat i on or 

" involvement " in local legislation of e ducation . Thus , school 

management boards have moved from having an advisory role to 

have a policy determining role (Hopes in Poster and Day, 1988: 

93 ) . 
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As environmental suprasystem perspective illustrates, the 

public being the main source of school resources, the school 

board as a representative of the public makes policy decisions 

(Silver , 1983: 77). 

Consequently, public or community power is held over 

members of community-wide boards or committees and also over 

professionals implementing the policies of those committees or 

boards (McCarty and Ramsey , 1971 : 16) . So, with the legal 

perspective, the public has the right to : (1) be able to 

appeal against decisions that are considered to be 

unsatisfactory (Marsh, 1988: 95) and (2) to question whether 

or not school resources are used efficiently (Moegiadi in the 

edition of Shaeffer, 1992: 102). 

In connection to the experience of legal provision to 

public participation, in countries like that of the UK, it has 

passed through various phases: (a) the first phase of 1969 - 75 

is that attached the quality of comprehensive schooling and 

the need to strengthen t he "voice " of parents; (b) the second 

phase of 1974-80 is that developed "parents charter " a theory 

which tied educational quality to consumer accountability and 

(c) the third phase of 1984-88 is that conceives a great 

change in parental power culminating in parliament in 1987-88 

with the new Education Reform Bill (Ranson, 1988: 10). 

In the Ethiopian context , in relation to the legal­

support for public power legislations (Negarit Gazeta No.206 
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of 1980 and 260 of 1984) issued by the Ethiopian government 

and the guidelines set by the Ministry of Education indicate 

that: (1) on the part of the schools to give due services to 

the community and (2) on the part of the community to allow 

the school to prepare students for employable skills and 

a t titudes (Zaudneh, 1989 : 8) . And more recently, the new 

Ethiopian Educational and Training Policy declares public 

participation as a legal provision (TGE, 1994: 28). 

2.3.3 Social Dimension of Participation 

The social dimension of public participation is related 

to the definition of social roles, the nature of social 

organization, and development of social institutions (Kast and 

Rosenzweig, 1985: 137) . 

The social dimension includes the cultural aspects like 

the historical background, values norms of the society, views 

on authority relationship, rationalism, science and 

technology . Moreover, the social dimension includes 

demographic aspects that constitutes the nature of human 

resource , their number, distribution of age and gender, rural 

types and urbanization (Kast and Rosenzweig , 1989: 137). 

When we say cultural aspects of social dimension, it 

covers the philosophical, anthropological, biological, 

psychological, sociological values and characteristics of 

participants in the educational system and society in general 

(Sander, 1989: 228). Again as Sander has identified it, the 
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role of an educational administrator is one that includes 

coordinating the action and interaction of the persons and 

groups who participate directly or indirectly in educational 

processes. As to the cultural aspect, relevance that 

corresponds to the level of technological-educational 

development of a society is used as the basic criterion in the 

administration of educational systems . 

As a result, when instructional programs are enriched 

with community or public resources, learning becomes more 

relevant and meaningful to students (Nichols in the edition of 

Deighton, 1971: 342). 

Therefore, we can say that the public in general, as its 

right does have values supported and acknowledged if it is 

able: (1) to discuss values implicit in the educational 

program; (2) to insist that the teaching of schools is not in 

conflict with the values of people; (3) to expect the school 

to reinforce the broad cultural experiences and aspirations of 

the public or the society (Marsh, 1988 : 95). 

As Rose in Gittel in the edition of Deighton (1971: 352), 

community action groups such as PTAs, citizens' associations 

observed, like all outer-directed voluntary associations can 

function as mechanisms for social change, assuring vitality 

to the system. Almond and verba in Deighton (1971: 352) have 
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indicated what has been realized by social scientists that 

" the more active such voluntary associations are in 

society, the more competent the citizenary". 

Moreover, the most recent and future-oriented form of 

public participation is where the school serves as an equal 

partner, possibly as coordinating institution in developing 

or enhancing educational, recreational , social, cultural and 

health activities as a community-education. This partnership 

enables to have more social influence over educational systems 

(Gorton et al., 1988: 66 - 67). 

2.3.4 Technological-Educational Dimension of Participation 

Concerning the technological-educational dimension of 

public participation, technological refers to the level of 

scientific and technological advancement in society (Kast and 

Rosenzweig, 1985: 137-141). This includes the physical base 

(plant , equipment, facilities) 

technology (the degree to 

and 

which 

the knowledge base 

the scientific 

of 

and 

technological community is able to develop new knowledge and 

apply it) . 

Educational refers to general educational level of 

population that includes the degree of sophistication and 

specialization in the educat i on system. Technological 

conditions are changing rapidily and organizational change 

also takes place in a corresponding rate as a result of the 

change of environmental contexts. 
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Thus .. the pedagogical or technological-educational 

dimension of educational administration refers to the 

educational principles, scenarios, and techniques that are 

intrinsically committed to the effective attainment of the 

objectives of a school system. And the attainment of 

educational objectives can be realized through the support or 

_ Rarticipation of the_public environmental.=-suPLasysteilLJ .Salli!e.r, 

1989: 228). 

As a result, public participat i on i nc r eases r i c hness and 

variety of the school learning environment, because of the 

wide range of skills , knowledge, and attitudes that can be 

provided by the public environmental-suprasystem (Marsh, 1988: 

B4). Therefore, the type of content chosen has to depend upon 

envi r onmental potential, local needs, and the social-cultural 

conditions of the public(Moegiadi in the edition of Shaeffer, 

1992: 98). 

For this reason, it is necessary to incorporate proble ms 

of the public related to the environment s uch as draught, 

natural degradation, ecological inbalances, pollution, old 

and new diseases into school curriculum (Ekanayake. 19B7: 

12 9) . 

Moreover, to make education beneficiary to the public, 

the business community can become actively involved in 
.~ 
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programs related to technical and vocational training of the 

would be employees (Gittel in the edition of Deighton, 1971: 

353; Gorton et al., 1988: 44-45). 

Besides, parents are supposed to raise issues such as 

the strategies to be adopted in the teaching-learning process; 

so that the public can have an input in the instructional 

planning and implementing (Morgan et al., 1992: 15-16). 

In addition, the public or parents are to instill in 

their children a respect for learning, habits of study, and 

the ability to set goals and work diligently. Parents are 

also expected to participate in their children's education by 

monitoring their progress as well as encouraging their 

achievement. To this end, researchers have found the greatest 

impact on the children's learning-attitudes, values, habits 

(Redding, 1991: 149). 

Thus, effective schools are places where principals, 

teachers , students and parents agree on the goals, methods, 

and content of schooling (Redding, 1991: 150) They are 

united by understanding the significance of a coherent 

curriculum , public recognition and giving incentives for 

students who succeed, promoting a sense of school pride and 

protecting school time for learning. 
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Furthermore, public participation is likely to improve 

educational program by ensuring the full advantage of taking 

local technology and knowledge (Bamberger, 1988: 9) For 

instance , for school systems in the rural areas, rural 

technology refers to all activities and skills of rural people 

in their day to day activities (Ekanayake, 1987: 129) . 

This leads to the development of self-reliance and 

recognition of local talents that would be a significant 

contribution for the curriculum and instruction with regard to 

techniques of agriculture and the like. This can bring 

relevance (Sander, 1989: 227-229) that has the importance of 

adopting the methods by the community to solve their problems 

and would also help to gain an insight into the learning ­

teaching process (Ekanayake on page 129) . 

In relation to the learning-teaching process, the use of 

public resources as an integral part of instruction has been 

common in developed societies (Nichols in the edition of 

Deighton, 1971: 344-345) For example , supervised farming 

programs for the future farmers consist projects and work 

experiences in farm - related occupations. To have such public 

participation, parents, employees and employers within the 

public are expected to cooperate with vocational teachers in 

aiding students to fulfil agricultural education based on the 

concept described by Nichols in the edition of Deighton (1971 : 

344-345) as " learning to do, doing to learn, earning to live, 

living to serve." 
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In other vocational fields, there are cooperative 

programs whereby students attend schools part-time in shops of 

business and industrial establishments as students' 

occupational training.And this program is closely related to 

the instruction provided in classrooms. This makes students 

to be competent and productive employees after leaving the 

school system as an output and enter to the public­

environmental-suprasystem (Silver, 1983: 53-54) . Besides, when 

conducted properly , trips, tours, on-the-spot observations on 

public resources based on the level of students' maturity and 

its relevance to classroom lessons are among the best of the 

school system's instructional procedures. Becasue such 

programes are much easier to recall than that are acquired 

through second hand activities (Nicholsin the edition of 

Deighton, 1971: 344-345). 

Similarly, Izbecki in Hughes et al . (1987 : 442) has noted 

that public support can be used in a variety of ways in aiding 

and sustaining the work of professionals. This means, there 

is an important aspect to use resource persons in the 

teaching-learning s i tuations along with a trained or 

professional pedagogue. This is so because the resource 

person would bring the public or the community into focus 

(Ekanayake, 1987: 136). In this manner, the public do possess 

a wide range of specialist skills that can be welcome as an 

addition to school curriculum (Marsh, 1988: 92). 
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Reference to specialists, it includes such skilled 

persons as musicians, artists, hobbyists, professionals, sales 

and services workers, merchants, businessmen, bankers, 

industrialists, farmers, home makers; as school aids that are 

having resources to provide school systems (Nichols in the 

edition of Deighton, 1971 : 342-343). Citizens' advisory 

committees are other very valuable resource bodies for school 

systems, often known as councils at the school level and a 

committee at the department or subject level . As Stearns 

(1955 : 300) has described it, citizens' committees can provide 

additional means of assigning specific tasks to qualified 

citizens who otherwise might have not relationship to local 

education except through the payment of taxes or registration 

fee or school fees. 

Thus, the technological-educational dimension of public 

participation, as the last dimension, ends chapter II (review 

of the related literature) here. 

Next, the study deals with the presentation, analysis and 

interpretation of data using review of the related literature 

as a theoritical frame work in chapter III. 



CHAPTER THREE 

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND 

INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

This part of the study deals with the presentation , 

analysis and interpretation of the data. The data was 

gathered through a questionnaire from two groups of 

respondents. Tne--rirst group incIUaes princlpals, deputy 

principals, unit leaders teachers from schools as educational 

systems. The second group of respondents comprizes school 

administration committee members, parent committee members 

parents a s representatives of the public environmental 

suprasystem. Of the total questionnaires distributed for the 

representatives of the schools and the public 

representatives, 295 (98%) and 293 (98%) respectively were 

returned. Also the data obtained through the structured 

interview made to all principals of the schools taken for 

this study were used as supportive to the questionnaire in 

the analysis of the study . 

In the course of studying the public suprasystem's 

participation in the educational operation of the educational 

systems (the schools) of central Ethiopia, there were 

dimensions in use as sources of variation. And these 

dimensions are: school level, school size, school status 

(government or non government appropriations), experience of 

principals, as well as geographical setting of schools 



107 

forthc oming unde r 3. 1, 3. 2, 3.3 , 3 .4 and 3. 5 r e spective ly. 

In the process of presentation, analysis and interpretation 

of the data, 4 tables are displayed under each dimension. 

Under the first, tables 1,5,9,13,17 are used for the 

variation in the openness amplitude of schools. Under the 

second, tables 2,6,10,14 and 18 are used for the extent of 

public influence on schools. Under the third, tables 

3 ,7, 11,15 and 19 are used for the magnitude of the dimensions 

of public participation. And under the fourth , tables 

4,8,12,16, and 20 are used for the summary of the total 

public participation. 

In writing the findings during the course of the 

presentation, analysis and interpretation of data, the 

following steps were attended to. First, whether there is a 

significant difference between the two categories under eac h 

dimension was indicate d . Second, the direc tion of the 

difference btween the categories under each dimension was 

specified. Third, the results were cross-checked as to 

whether they are consistent with the literature . Fourth, it 

was attempted to hypothesize as much as possible when the 

results are found inconsistent with the literature using the 

structured interview. 

In processing the data gathered, one-way ANOVA Mean and 

Correlation statistical techniques are mainly used. 

One-way ANOVA is used (because the dimensions of level, 

size, status, experience of principals, and geographical 
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setting are used with two dichotomous categories) to find 

whether there is significant difference between the 

categories under each dimension. And the data is processed 

with a computer. 

In relation to the usage of .ANOVA a sumarry of 

whether the difference between the categories under each 

dimension is stat istically significant or non-significant (at 

0.05 level of significant) is possible to refer in Appendix 

A-l. In addition, the summary includes list of dimensions, 

tables/probabilities, categories, and mean scores . 

Correlation coefficient is made in use to show the 

relationship between an item and another, a dimension, a 

major component of the systems approach in dealing with this 

study (openness amplitude of schools, public influence on 

schools, and the dimensions of public participation) as can 

be referred from Appendix B-1. Correlation coefficient is 

also used to see t h e relationship between a dimension and a 

major component, as well as between a major component and 

another as it is possible to see in Appendix B-2 . 

Ultimately correlation coefficient is used in this study 

to see the state of public participation (the degree of 

public participation in general or on the whol e) in the 

educat i onal operation in schools of central Ethiopia. 
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The list of summarized items of the questionnaire are 

separately made available in Appendix H-l so that they could 

be suitable for computer consumption and for reference. 

Mean scores made available in Appendix A-I are used to 

show the direction or as how the differences between the 

categories under each dimension are found significant or non ­

significant (by writing which category has the larger mean 

score and which one has the smaller mean score). The mean 

scores are 

computer . 

also obtained from what is processed with a 

Moreover, the calculations to show the relationship 

between: economic background and public participation in 

primary schools, economic background and public participation 

in secondary schools, economic expenditure and academic 

achievement of primary schools, economi c expenditure and 

academic achievement of secondary schools, public 

participation on the whole and academic achi evement of 

primary schools, public participation on the whole and 

academic achievement of secondary schools are found displayed 

on appendices C-l , C-2 , C-3 , C-4, D-l and D-2 respectively. 

Besides , the relationship between classroom - student ratio 

and academic achievement of both primary and secondary school 

levels which is possible to exhibit on appendices E-l and E-2 

are respectively analyzed . 
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3.1 Public Participation in Educational Operation in 

Government Schools by Leve l 

Source 

Level 
--
Residual 

Total 

Table 1 

ANOVA of Openness Amplitude of Schools 

with Respect to Their Level 

SS DF MS 

289 . 49 1 298.48 

1 0766.67 388 27.75 

11056.14 389 

F 

10.43* 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05). 

As can be seen from table 1, the observed value 

F(1,388) = 10.43 is greater than the table value (3.86) So, 

there is a statistically significant difference between 

primary and secondary government schools in their openness 

amplitude to the pUblic. The primary level category has 

larger mean score (32.02) than the secondary level category 

(30.30) . 

with regard to openness of the school, the government 

primary school level category has better amplitude of 

openness to the participation , support and appropriate 

interaction with the public than the secondary level 

category. As a result, there is negative correlation (-0 . 05) 
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found between school level and openness amplitude. Moreover, 

the primary level category for feedback facilities and its 

effort in maintaining its position to its environmental 

suprasystem demand is found to be better. 

As the openness of the schools to the interwork, support 

as well as interaction and the permeableness of the schools 

for public involve ment i s found to be correlated at 0.34, 

where parents are more welcome in primary schools than in 

secondary schools. This acceptance of parents is particularly 

to involve them in academic activities and disciplinary 

actions. Accordingly, the public feels a sense of ownership 

more towards the primary than the secondary government 

schools. 

The correlation coefficient between the degree of 

permeableness of the schools to the public and the 

principals' performance as middle managers is found to be 

0.43. 

Thus, the principals' performance of government primary 

schools as middle managers are better in negotiating and 

dealing extensively and continuously with the public. That 

makes the correlation coefficient between level and the 

principals ' performance as middle managers to be -0.14. 

Since principals' performance as middle managers and 

their degree of positive attitude towards public 
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participation does have a correlation of 0 .57, the primary 

school principals have more positive attitude towards public 

or parental participation . This means, the secondary school 

principals do see public involvement as a source of worry 

more than the primary school principals. Hence, the 

correlation coef f icient between leve l a nd the degree of 

principals positive attitude happen to be -0 . 24 . 

In the same manner , the correlation coefficient between 

the pos i tive attitude of principals and the balance of 

relationship of the schools with the public obtained in this 

study is 0.58. Then regarding the balance of relationship 

between the schools and the public, principals o f the 

primary level have less difficulty of the split of loyalty 

and dual responsibility toward the interests of teachers and 

the public. 

As a result , when compared with the principals of 

secondary schools, those of the primary level are in a better 

position in experiencing a face-to-face or t wo- way 

communication between the i r school and the public . This 

caused the correlation coefficient between school level and 

mainta i ning a bal a nced relat i onship to be -0 . 18 . 

Speaking of the level of the schools' boundaries, there 

is strong positive correlation between maintaining balance of 

relationship of schools and the schools ' level of boundary to 

buffer public demands at 0.54 coefficient. Thus, the primary 
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schools do exercise lower level boundary to buffer public 

d emands . This again is because, the primary schools exercise 

more collaboration to reach at a common goal with parents or 

the public and more socialization by persuading the public to 

acquaint with the schools' programs or ob j ectives than the 

secondary category of schools. 

As a result, the correlation coeff i cient between school 

level and level of boundary as well as the degree of 

socialization strategy in responding to public demands are 

found as -0 . 14 and -0.20 respectively . 

This could be due to the effectiveness of the boundary 

spanners of primary schools as educational systems with the 

public environmental-suprasystem where, the correlation 

coefficient between school level and the effectiveness of 

boundary spanning is found as -0.12. This shows that the 

school principals, the school administration committee 

members of primary schools are better in representing as well 

as sensing the attitudes, needs, beliefs, values , goals, 

rules and regulations of both the school and the public . 

Because, a positive correlation between the strategy of 

responding public demands and the effectiveness of boundary 

spanning is obtained as 0 . 41 coefficient . 

The effectiveness of boundary spanning is also found 

positively correlated with the types and the levels of public 

involvement at 0 .42, and 0.46 coefficients respectively. 
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Yet, the relationships between school level and the types, 

and the levels of public involvement are found negatively 

correlated at - 0.06 and - 0.01 respectively. Accordingly, 

concerning the types of public involvement, the interests of 

the public do more converge or are found to be more 

appropriate with primary schools category than those of 

secondary schools. This is so because, most of the society is 

proximate to type I families (elF pp.47-48 of this) which 

are with subsistence type of living and mainly less literate. 

That again corresponds with the level of enlightenment of the 

significance of further schooling for their children . In 

other words, the society in general does not see further 

education as its concern. Besides, students of primary 

schools are younger in age that obliges for frequent 

communication, and primary schools are proximate to the 

parents of students than secondary schools; because secondary 

schools are located far away. For this reason, the 

correlation coefficient between the appropriateness of family 

type and the level of public involvement is obtained strongly 

as well as positively as 0.51. 

Likewise , the level of public involvement in primary 

schools are with better position that can be taken as "high 

level involvement" (elF pp.45-46 of this). Accordingly, 

primary schools are in a better standing in the activities of 

school administration committees and parent committees than 

that of the secondary schools . 
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Through their relationship that is found as 0.34 

correlation coefficient, the level of school boundaries can 

affect schools' autonomy in light of decentralizing or 

devolving school matters (except policy and technica l matters) 

to the public. Accordingly, there is more delegation to the 

public for primary schools than secondary schools so that the 

public influences the direction and execution of primary 

schools' educational programs than those of the secondary 

schools, because the public feels that the primary schools 

"belong " to it more than the secondary schools. That is 

why this study shows - 0.24 correlation coefficient between 

school level and autonomy of schools in light of delegation 

responsibility to the public . 

Source 

Table 2 

ANOVA of Public Influence on Schools with 

Respect to Their Level 

SS DF MS F 

Level 294.41 1 296 . 41 22 . 69* 

Residual 5068 . 91 388 13 . 06 

Total 5365 . 32 389 

*p < 0.05 (There is a statiscically significant difference at 

0.05) . 

As can be observed from table 2, the observed value, 

F (1 , 388 ) = 22 . 69, is greater than the table value (3.86 ) . 
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Thus, there is a statistically significant difference in 

public influence on schools between the government primary 

and secondary school levels. The primary level category has 

larger mean score (24 .21 ) than the secondary level category 

(22 . 47) . 

On the subj ect of public influence on the schools' 

educational operation, the public does its influence more on 

the educational operation of primary schools than on that of 

secondary schools. This includes the determination of school 

policies and programs. For thi s reason, the study shows a 

correlation coefficient betwe en school level and the extent 

of public influence on schools to be -0.23. 

Along these lines, the correlation coefficient between 

public influence on the schools' educational operation and 

the prevalence of appropriate environmental dimensions of the 

schools is obtained as 0 . 38 . This includes the uncertainty, 

the clustering , and the question of scarcity . Accordingly, 

as to the uncertainty, the primary schools are more 

confronted with public demands on the process of their 

educational operation. In relation to the clustering , the 

public is more organized to deal with the primary schools . 

This might be due to the prevalence of stronger school 

administration committees and parent committees In all 

primary schools whether they are of rural or urban 

geographical setting. 
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Moreover, due to the general lower economic status of 

our society, the public is more able to support primary 

schools than secondary schools with relation to the scarcity 

dimension. Consequently, the correlation coefficient between 

school level and the prevalence of appropriate environmental 

dimensions of schools happen to be -0 . 15. 

Taking into account the appropriateness of environmental 

dimensions of schools, its correlation coefficient with the 

appropriateness of environmental characteristics is found to 

b e 0.10. 

Despite that the primary and secondary school categories 

have got environmental characteristics of both placid 

randomized in the rural areas and placid clustered in the 

urban areas, the secondary schools category are found 

experiencing even l ower interdependence in both environments 

with the public. This is mainly because, the students of the 

urban secondary schools do come from more diversified 

community economically, educationally as well as locality 

wise. Thus, the correlation coefficient between school level 

and the appropriateness of environmental characteristics in 

this study has been found to be -0 . 07. 

for the publ ic being tradi t i onal or 

This can be a sign 

lagging behind the 

secondary level; that makes the primary schools not to be at 

the take - off stage as the secondary schools. 
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Inasmuch as the correlation between the appropriateness 

of environmental characteristics and the degree of having 

pluralistic community power structure to be 0 . 08, the 

community power structure to the primary schools is found to 

be more suitable than to the secondary schools. Yet again, 

the correlation coefficient between school level and the 

degree of being suitable community power structure to schools 

with regard to their level is obtained as -0.05. This means 

that the degree of being pluralistic of the public 

representative body be it kebele or wereda council is found 

to be more suitable to the primary school level category than 

that of the secondary. 

As a result, as to how the degree of being pluralistic 

community power structure and the nature of the school 

administration committee be correlated at 0.16 coefficient; 

the primary schools do have school administration committees 

represented geographically the schools' catchment area . And 

commi ttee members are elected periodically according to the 

regulation hav ing st r ong i n terest to participate . Besides, 

the primary schools have better parental attendance in 

general annual or periodic meetings than the secondary 

schools . Accordingly, the correlation coefficient between 

level of schools and the degree of the strength of school 

administration committees happens to be -0.27. 

As the strength of school administration committees and 

the balance of relationship of the schools and the public go 
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being correlated at 0.58 coefficient, the primary schools do 

exceed the secondary schools in maintaining their 

relationship with the public. Accordingly, there is more 

satisfactory collaboration between primary schools and the 

public or parents. There is also better relationship between 

the school administration committees and parents, parents and 

teachers, school administration committees and teachers in 

the primary school level category than in the secondary. 

This makes the school level to be correlated with maintaining 

balance of relationship between schools and the public at 

-0.22 coefficient. 

Likewise, parents, being the major components of the 

public, do exercise better participation as their right more 

in the educational operation of primary schools than that of 

the secondary schools. Here exercising parental right 

includes getting information about the schools, having access 

to the acquaintance of student academic outcomes , visiting 

programs in the schools, being represented in the decision­

making body of the schools . 

This makes the correlation coefficient between 

maintaining balance of relationship and exercising parental 

right in schools to be 0 .59. As a result, the correlation 

coefficient between school level and the effectiveness of 

parental right come about with - 0 . 16 . 

j 
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Yet, as the correlation coefficient between the 

effectiveness of public right and managing external 

environment be 0.37, in managing the external environment of 

schools, the primary schools as educational systems are found 

to be better. This means that the primary schools are better 

in establishing favourable linkages with their respective 

public environmental suprasystem as well as in shaping 

environmental elements. 

With regard to the creation of favourable linkages, the 

primary schools are better in cooperat ion with their 

surrounding non-government organizations. That, in turn, can 

enable them to be influenced by the non-government 

organizations in their educational operation. Besides, they 

use more co-optation by means of bringing leaders from 

important elements in their environment to participate in 

school administration committees. As to the shaping of their 

environmental elements, the primary schools are yet better in 

exercising politicking as a technique to influence their 

respective local administrative body. That is to make its 

rules and regulations suit in their educational operation 

than the secondary schools. With regard to politicking, the 

possible factors that limited the secondary level are the 

distribution of origin of students, level of education of the 

teaching staff, and the complexity of educational program in 

secondary schools. Accordingly, the correlation coefficient 

between school level and managing external environments of 

schools is found to be -0.06. 
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Once more, the correlation coefficient between managing 

the external environment of schools and the degree of 

acquisition of appropriate role of principals in the school 

administration committees has happened to be 0 . 20 . 

By the same token, the degree of strength of the school 

administration committee and the extent of the principals 

acql.tisition of appropriate role in the committee does have a 

correlation coeffic i ent of 0.35 (C/F pp . 82-83 of this) . 

Consequent l y , the primary school principals are found to 

play the role of a principal influencing and being influenced 

in the committee and work with what the majority believes or 

decides than the principals of secondary schools . For this 

reason, the correlation coefficient between school level and 

the appropriateness of the role of principals in school 

administration committees is found to be -0 . 13. 

Table 3 

ANOVA of the Dimensions of Public Participation in Schools 

with Respect to Their Level 

Source SS DF MS F 

Level 328 . 63 1 328 . 63 16.86* 

Residual 7364 . 13 388 19 . 50 

Total 7892.72 389 

* P < 0.05 There lS a statlstlcally Sl g llltlcant dltterence 
at 0.05). 
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As can be shown on table 3, the observed value F (1,388 ) 

= 16.86 is greater than the table value (3.86) Hence, there 

is a statistically significant difference in the dimensions 

of public participation between the government primary and 

secondary school levels. The primary level category has 

larger mean score (24.31) than t he secondary level category 

(22.47) . 

The public 

(schools), its 

the economic , 

as a suprasystem of educational systems 

major venue of participation comprizes of 

political- l egal, social, and educational-

technological dimensions. 

With respect to the economic dimension , the magnitude of 

public participation may vary from level to level depending 

on its capacity to support . Ac tually as is possible to 

observe from t he table above, there is a significant 

difference in participating by t he public to support the 

primary and secondary level categories. Accordingly, the 

primary schools exceed the secondary schools in obtaining 

financial and material resources . This makes the correlation 

coefficient between school level and the size of public 

economic support t o schools be -0 . 18. 

In this manner, the size o f economic support from the 

public, a nd public expenditure when compared with that of the 

government's becomes negatively related at -0 . 01 correlation 

coefficient . 
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Another way of putting this is, in comparison, the 

public economic contribution to education at the primary 

level is greater than that of the secondary level though it 

is still lower when compared to that of the government. Thus, 

the correlation coefficient between school level and the size 

of public expenditure in relation to the government's becomes 

- 0.05. This again means, as the school level increases, the ---
public economic expenditure when compared to that of the 

governments' decreases; or the government makes more 

expenditure on secondary schools while the public do more on 

primary schools. 

However, there is no correlation coefficient available 

in this study between the size of public expenditure in the 

educational operation of schools and the management of 

resources provided by the public. Any way, the primary level 

category of schools are in a better standing in the 

management of resources provided by the public than the 

secondary category. As a resul t , school level and the 

management of resources are negatively correlated at -0 . 34 

coefficient . Accordingly , the primary schools have more 

efficient use with this respect in addition to their better 

position in presenting financial report to the public or 

parents. Besides, there is better control carried out over 

the school resources by the school administration committees 

of primary schools. Again, this can be an indication of that 

school administration committees as representatives of the 
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public are stronger in primary schools than in secondary 

schools. 

With regard to the political-legal dimension of public 

participation, for the cause that the public being a source 

of school resources, it is supposed to have political-legal 

empowerment over the schools. For this reason the political­

legal e mpowerment of the public over schools is related with: 

the size of public economic support positively at 0.40 , the 

size of public expenditure in relation with that of 

government's negatively at -0 . 08, and with the management of 

resources provided by the public positively at 0.58 

correlation coefficients . 

On this account, the first coefficient shows that 

whenever the size of public economic support increases, the 

political-legal empowerment of the public correspondingly 

increases. That includes the capacity of school 

administration committees as public representatives to make 

recommendations regarding the educational operation of 

schools and to have the schools ' policy determining role . 

The second coefficient indic ates that whe n the government's 

expenditure increases, the political-legal empowerment of the 

public decreases. In like manner, the third coefficient 

shows that the political-legal empowerment of the public 

increases directly proport ional to the efficient management 

of resources. 
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And yet, the correlation coefficient between school 

level and the political-legal empowerment of the public over 

schools is found as -0 . 24 showing that the public has better 

political-legal empowerment over the primary than the 

secondary schools. 

There is strong as well as positive relationship found 

between the political-legal empowerment of the public and the 

legal provision to the public by local government to 

participate in school matters (with 0.61 correlation 

coefficient) Hence, the correlation coefficient between 

school level and the magnitude of this legal provision to the 

public is found as -0.24. This is an indication that the 

public is more encouraged by its respective local government 

or administration to participate in primary schools. In 

addition, the primary school principals are better aware of 

the legal involvement of the public as its right to 

participate. This shows that the public is able to appeal 

against decisions made by educational administration more in 

primary schools than in secondary schools. Moreover, the 

public can question more at the primary level than at the 

secondary as to whether or not school resources are used 

efficiently . This may be again due to the less opennessof 

the schools at the secondary level than those at the primary 

in approaching the public. 
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the social dimension of public 

participation in the educational operation of schools, for 

the most part, it is the social interaction of the schools as 

educational systems with the i r public suprasystem. 

In this connection, the social interaction of the 

public is found correlated with the political-legal 

empowerment of the public at 0.47 coefficient ; and it is 

found correlated ith the legal provision of the government to 

the public to participate in school matters at 0.57 

coefficient. 

On this account, the correlation coeff icient between 

school level and the degree of social interaction of the 

schools wi th the public is found negative as -0.12. 

Accordingly, the primary level category of schools do have 

better social interaction with the public. That better 

interaction in turn capacitates the public to have more 

influence on the primary than on the secondary schools. 

This is to say that, the primary school principals are 

in a relatively better standing as for: coordinating the 

interaction between their schools and the public, making 

culturally relevant decisions concerning the program of their 

schools, and as for making their schools to serve as 

coordinating institutions for the public activities (such as 

social , recreational, cultural as well as health activities) . 
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Furthermore, there is strong positive correlation 

coefficient found between the degree of social interaction of 

schools with public and the degree of acknowledgement of 

societal values by schools in their educational operation at 

0.51. Therefore, the primary schools overdo the secondary 

schools in their acknowledgement of the societal values in 

their endeavour to educational operation. 

Hence, the primary schools are relatively better as for 

enabling the public to: discuss values implicit in the 

educational program, insist that the teaching of the school 

is not in conflict with values of the people, as well as for 

enabling the public to participate in developing extra ­

curricular activities. Accordingly, the correlation 

coefficient between school level and the degree of 

acknowledgement of the societal values in educational 

operation is found to be -0.06. 

The fact that the primary schools surpass the secondary 

schools in their acknowledgement of the societal value could 

be due to a relatively greater openness of the former over 

the latter. This is so because, openness amplitude of schools 

is strongly correlated with the degree of social interaction 

of schools and with the degree of acknowledgement of societal 

values at 0.57 and 0.53 coefficients respectively. 
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with respect to the technological-educational dimension 

of public participation in the educational operation of 

schools, there are three aspects to note: the magnitude of 

public participation to enrich varieties of educational 

programs in schools, the utilization of public resources by 

schools, and the scope of the activities of parent committees 

as advisory bodies . 

These aspects of technological-educational dimension of 

public participation are found related positively with the 

degree of social interaction of schools with the public at 

0 . 41, 0.39 and 0.39 respectively. And these three aspects of 

technological educational dimension of public participation 

are also related with the degree of acknowledgement of 

societal values in the educational programs of schools at 

0.66, 0 . 46, and 0.48 correlation coefficients respectively. 

Accordingly, the correlation coefficient between school level 

and the first aspect, (public participation to enrich 

varieties of the educational program) is found as - 0.01 . 

Thus , primary schools possibly , due to their surpassing the 

secondary schools with respect to the economic, political­

legal , and social dimensions of public participation , are 

found better with respect public participation to enrich 

varieties of the educational program. 

This means, the primary schools are in a relatively 

better standing as for their attempt to : make the educational 

content depend upon the potential or needs of the public, 
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resolve environmental problems for instance by planting 

seedlings, enable parents raise issues of strategies to be 

adopted in the teaching-learning process, have parents that 

encourage their children work hard and diligently, and use 

local technologies to enrich the content. 

Be that as it may, the second aspect of technological­

educational dimension of public participation (the extent of 
-------

utilization of public resources by schools) is found 

correlated positively with school level at 0.05 coefficient. 

This can be in use as an indicator that the secondary schools 

are overdoing the primary schools in coordinating trips and 

visits for students to their surrounding government and 

private organizations as public resources. 

With the exception of this, the primary level category 

of schools are still found exceeding the secondary school 

category as regards to the third aspect of the technological­

educational dimension of public participation (the scope of 

parent committees' activities as advisory bodies). Thus the 

scope of the activities of parent committees is related with 

school l evel at - 0.18 correlation coefficient. 

All other things being equal, the position of the 

primary schools as compared to that of the secondary schools 

in total public participation is seen on table 4 below. 
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Table 4 

ANOVA Summary of Public Participation in Schools with 

Respect to Their Level 

Source SS DF MS F 

Level 2990.77 1 2990.77 17.84* 

Residual 65028.97 388 167.60 

- Total - 6-8019 . 74 -3 8-9 

*p < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference at 

0.05) . 

As it is possible to see on table 4, the observed value 

F (1,388) ~ 17.84 is greater than the table value (3.86). 

So, there is a statistically significant difference in public 

participation as a whole between government primary and 

secondary schoo l levels. Totally, the primary level category 

has larger mean score (83.13) than the secondary level 

category (77 . 59) . 

This serves as an evidence of the fact that the primary 

schools are in a better status with regard to their openness 

amplitude . That includes lower level boundaries to buffer 

public demands, more accountability to the public as 

maintaining autonomy of schools in light of decentralization 

than the secondary schools . Accordingly, the correlation 

coefficient between school level and openness amplitude of 



131 

schools to the public as a major component of the systems 

approach is found being -0.19. 

The primary schools do also exceed the secondary schools 

in being influenced by the public with appropriate 

e nvironmental dimensions, characte r istics, and with 

appropriate community power structure . This in turn enables 

the primary schools to have better balanced relationship with 

their public environmental-suprasystem. Thus, the correlation 

coefficient between school level and the extent of public 

influence on schools' educational operation as the second 

major component of the approach in dealing with this study is 

obtained as -0.25 . 

As regards to the dimensions of public participation, 

the public do participate better in primary schools 

particularly in the economic , political-legal, social, and 

technological-educational dimensions . As a result , the 

correlation coefficient between school level and the 

magnitude of the dimension s of publ i c participation as the 

third major component of the systems approach is found to be 

-0 . 20 . 

All in all the corre l ation coefficient between school 

level and public participat ion as a whole is -0 . 23 . 
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3.2 Public Participation in Educational Operation in 

Government Schools by Size 

Source 

Size 

Table 5 

ANOVA of Openness Amplitude of Schools with 

Respect to Their Size 

SS DF MS F 

304.58 1 304 . 58 10.99* 

Residual 10751.56 388 27.71 

Total 11056.14 389 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05). 

As displayed on table 5, the observed value F (1,388) = 

10 . 99 is greater than the table value (3.86). So, there is 

a statistically significant difference between small-size and 

large-size government schools in their openness amplitude to 

the public, classified on their student population . The 

small-size category has larger mean score (32 . 05) than the 

large-size category (30 .28 ) . 

In relation to the systems approach of studying the 

degree of openness of organizations, table 5 above shows that 

small-size schools as educational systems are found more open 

to the public environmental-suprasystem than large-size 

schools. Accordingly, they are more open to the public to 
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visit, to support as well as for appropriate interaction. 

Besides, small-size schools are in a better position than 

large-size ones to receive feedback from the public and in 

demonstrating adaptation with public demands. As a result, 

the correlation coefficient between school size and the 

degree of openness of schools is obtained as -0 . 07 . 

Thus, small-size schools are more permeable than large­

size schools for public involvement in their educational 

operation that includes curricular and extra-curricular 

activities. For this reason, the public has a feeling of 

ownership towards small-size schools more than the large­

sizes. This can be again due to the reason that most of the 

small- size schools are in the primary level category of 

schools as well as in homogeneous communities. 

Furthermore, the closer interaction of the principals 

with the public enables the small-size schools to be more 

effective in their performance as "middle managers". This 

means that their opportunity to have access wi th homogeneous 

society can enable them to negotiate extensively to get the 

available resources from the public more than that of the 

large-size schools. This makes then that the correlation 

coefficient between school-size and principals' performance 

as middle managers be -0.02. In this way, the degree of 

openness of schools to the public and the performance of 

principals as "middle managers" have positive as well as 

strong relationship at 0.57 correlation coefficient. 
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Again, there is strong relationship between the 

principals' performance as middle managers and the positive 

attitude of principals towards public participation at 0.57 

correlation coefficient. Possibly, this can facilitate for 

the small-size school principals to have better attitude 

towards public participation than that of the large-size 

schools. Consequently, the correlation coefficient between 

school size and the positive attitude of principals towards 

public participation in the educational operation of schools 

is found as -0.07. 

Moreover, by virtue of the positive as well as strong 

correlation coefficient found between the positive attitude 

of principals towards public participation and maintaining 

balance of relationship of the schools with the public (at 

0 . 58 correlation coefficient), teachers of these schools can 

have better acquaintance with the public. 

Therefore , the principals ' problem of split loyalty and 

dual responsibility towards teachers and the public or 

parents is found lower in small-size than in those large-size 

schools. As a result, there is a better face-to-face 

relationship or two-way communication between the public and 

small-size schools than large-size schools. Seeing the 

position of small and large sizes of schools with this 

respect, the correlation coefficient between school size and 

maintaining the balance of relationship of schools with the 

public is found as -0 .04. 
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The strong relationship found with maintaining the 

balance of relationship at 0.54 correlation coefficient be 

the cause of having better access to t he public , the small­

size schools are found exercis i ng less buffering to public 

demands. Accordingly, the correlation coefficient obtained 

between school size a nd schools' leve l of boundaries to 

buffer public demands is -0.02. 

Be that as it may, no correlation is found between 

school size and the appropriateness of strategy in responding 

public demands . However, 0.02 correlation coefficient is 

found between the effectiveness of boundary spanners 

(principals, school administration committees or parent 

committees) and school size. Here , the positive correlation 

coefficient obtained between school size and the 

effectiveness of school boundary spanners can be in use as an 

indicator for the difference in geographical setting of the 

sma l l-size and large-size schools have. ~his is to say that 

t he small- si ze s c hools are from rural whi l e the large-size 

schoo l s a r e f rom u rban geobgraph ica l se t t ings . 

On that ground, though the public representatives 

(school admin i st r at i on committees) as bounda r y spanners are 

found stronger in s mall-size, the school representatives (the 

principals) also as boundary spanners are relatively found 

weaker than that of the large-size schools. On the other 
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side , the school administration committees of the large-size 

s chools are found weaker while the principals are stronger 

than that of the small-size schools . 

Yet , school size is correlated with the appropriateness 

of the type and level of public involvement at - 0. 18 and -

0.14 coefficients respectively. This shows the compat ibility 

of the type of families of the rural-~ (which are more of 

homogeneous) to the small-size schools while not the 

diversified urban-type to the large - size schools. 

Thi s means, as mentione~ above, the relationship of the 

small-size category of s~hools is stronger than the 

relationship of the l arge-s ize category of schools with their 

respective public environmental -suprasystem. Such wise, the 

small- si ze schools have relatively higher level of public 

involvement may be due to the more openness they have when 

compared with the la r ge-size schools . 

As a result, t he publ ic is found more r esponsible to the 

small-size than to the' large size schools in light of 

devolving or delegating educational responsibilities. In 

thi s connection, devolution or delegat ion of educational 

responsibilities to the public as autonomy o f schools is 

f ound strongly correlated with the appropriateness of the 

type of involvement and wi th the level of involvement at 

coefficients 0 . 36 and 0 . 41 respectively. 
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Table 6 

ANOVA of Public Influence on Schools wi th 

Respect to Their Size 

source SS DF MS F 

Size 49 . 80 1 49,80 3 . 64 

Residual 53 1 5.52 388 13.70 

Total 5-365~ 2- - 389 

As it is possible to exhibit on table 6, the observed 

value F (1,388) = 3.64 is less than the table value (3.86). 

So, there is no statistically significant difference in the 

acquisition of public influence between the government 

schools with small-size and l arge - size student population . 

The small-size schools' category has a mean score of 23.70, 

while the large-size schools' category has 22.98 . 

Thus, public influence on the educational operation of 

small-size and large-size schools is exerted in a more or 

less similar extent . Accordingly , the small-size and large ­

s i ze schools are on a similar sta t us i n the acquisition of 

public influence in their educational operation particularly 

in: the prevalence of appropriate environmental dimensions 

(uncertainty, clustering, and scarcity) , the appropriateness 

to environmental characteristics (ranging from placid-

randomized to disturbed-reactive), and in the degree of 
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appropriateness of community power structure (the degree of 

being suitable to local community power structure) 

As a result , the relationship between school size and 

public influence on schools educational operation as a whole 

is found correlated at -0.10. Thi s shows that the small-s i ze 

schools are better infl uenced by the public albeit the 

difference with the large - size schools with this regard is 

statistically non-significant. 

Table 7 

ANOVA of the Dimensions of Public Participation in 

Schools with Respect to Their Size 

Source SS DF MS F 

Size 532.19 1 532.19 28.05* 

Residual 7360 . 56 388 18.97 

Total 7892.76 389 

* P < 0 . 05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0 . 05) . 

As is illustrated by table 7, the observed value F 

(1,388) 28 . 05 is greater than the table value (3 . 86) . So , 

there is a statistically significant difference in the 

dimensions of public participation between the government 

schools with small - size and large-size student populations. 
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The small-size category of schools has larger mean score 

(24 .57 ) than the large-size category (22 . 23). As regards the 

public economic support to schools, it is found negatively 

related with school size at -0.19 correlation coeficient. 

This indicates that primary schools make a major body of the 

small-size category. So, there is more public economic 

support to small-size schools than to the large-size schools 

related to what has been discussed under Table 3. 

In this study, it has been found that the size of public 

economic expenditure when compared with that of the 

government is correlated with the size of public economic 

support to schools negatively at-0.01 coefficient. And this 

relative public expenditure is also correlated with school 

size at -0 . 31. This is to say that , as the public economic 

support increases, this public expenditure in relation to 

that of the government decreases. 

Accordingly, the public makes more expenditure on small­

size schools where the government makes relatively less 

expenditure; and less in the large-size category of schools 

where the government makes relatively more expenditure . 

Moreover, a negative correlation is available at -0.15 

coefficient between school size and the management of 

resources . As a result, the small-size schools go beyond the 

large-size schools in the efficient use of resources. This 

includes better exercise in presenting financial report to 
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the public as well as better control of the management of 

resources by school administration committees as 

representatives of the public . 

With regard to the political-legal dimension of public 

participation in the e ducationa l operation of sma l l-size and 

large-size schools , school size and the legal empowerment of 

the public over schools are found negatively correlated at 

-0.12 coefficient . Thus , the public has more legal 

empowerment over the small-size category of schools. This 

can be due to the reason that the category of the small-size 

schools are found comprizing primary of schools as their 

major body which are found in a better position with this 

respect than the secondary schools' category. This implies 

that the category of secondary schools is mainly a major body 

of the large - size schools. 

Thus, the public representatives of the small-size 

schools are more empowered to make recommendations regarding 

t h e e ducational operation o f the schools as well as to have 

better po l icy determining role in the schools. 

The other possible reason to the more public empowermen t 

over small-size schools is the relationship between the size 

of public economic support to schools and the political - legal 

empowerment of the public over the schools. This is so 

because, this relationship indicates positive correlation 

coeficient at 0 . 40. This is to say that as there is more 
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size of public economic support to small-size schools, there 

is more political-legal empowerment of the public over the 

schools. And as there is less public economic support to 

large-size schools, there is obviously less political-legal 

empowerment of the public over these schools. 

I n addition, there is a strong positive correlation 

coefficient (0.61) between the degree of political-legal 

empowerment of the public over schools and the degree of 

legal provision to the public by local government or 

administration to participate in school matters. Therefore, 

the small-size schools as an acquisition of legal provision, 

when compared to the large - size schools are found in a better 

stage. Accordingly, the small-size schools are found better 

than the large-size schools as for: their respective local 

administration to encourage the public o r parents for 

increased involvement through the school administration or 

parent committees, their principals to be aware of the legal 

involvement of the public as its right , the public to appeal 

against school decisions which they found are unsatisfactory, 

and as for the public, ability to question whether or not the 

school resources are used efficiently. These can be taken as 

causes for the negative relationship between school size and 

the degree of legal provision by the government to the public 

to participate at -0.11 correlation coefficient. 
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With regard to the social dimension of public 

participation in the educational operation of the small and 

large size schools, the small-size schools are in a better 

position than the large -size schools. This means that the 

small-size schools are better in maintaining social 

interaction with the public and in their acknowledgement of 

the societal values in their educational operation . 

As a result, school size is related with the degree o f 

social interaction and the degree of acknowledgement of 

societal values at - 0.07 and -0.13 respectively. This being 

the case, due to the embodiment of primary schools in small­

size and the secondary schools in large-size categories as 

major portions, the small-size schools are found better in 

relation to social interaction. In this regard, small-size 

schools are found better through their effort to make 

decisions of their programs be relevant to public needs and 

values. Besides, the snaIl-size schools are found better in 

serving as coordinating institutions of public activities as 

well as in their acknowledgement of societal values in their 

educational operation. 

With regard to the technological-educational dimension 

of public participation in the educational operation of 

small-size and large-size schools, the small-size schools do 

relatively exceed the large-size schools in three aspects. 

To this end, the correlatiom coefficient obtained between 

school size and the magnitude of public participation to 
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enrich varieties of school educational programs as the first 

aspect is found to be -0.19. 

Likewise, the relationship between school size and the 

extent of utilization of public resources (governmental or 

private establishments) by schools as a second aspect of the 

dimension is found as -0.08 correlation coefficient. 

By the same token, there are strong and positive 

relationships 

participation 

found between the 

to enrich varieties 

magnitude 

of school 

of public 

educational 

programs (the first aspect), as well as the extent of 

utilization of public resources (the second aspect) being in 

coincidence with the third aspect. This means that the first 

two aspects are found correlated with the strength of parent 

committees' activities as advisory bodies (which is the third 

aspect) equally at 0.51 coefficient. Thus, the small-size 

schools do exceed the large-size schools with respect to 

strength of parent committees; for which r eason the 

correlation coefficient between school size and the strength 

of parent committee working as advisory bodies is obtained as 

-0 . 06 . 

On the whole, the relative standing of the small and 

large size of schools with regard to the total public 

participation is apparently seen summarized on Table 8 . 
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Table 8 

ANOVA Summary of Public Participation in Schools with 

Respect to Their Size 

Source SS DF MS F 

Size 2459 . 99 1 2459.99 14 . 56* 

Residual 65559 . 75 388 168.97 

Total 6801-9.7-4 389 --

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05). 

As is seen on table 8, the observed value F (1,388) 

14.56 is greater than the table value (3.86). So , the re is 

a statistically significant difference between small - size and 

large-size schools in public partic ipation as a whole. The 

category of small-size schools has larger mean score (82.90) 

than the l arge-size schools (77 . 87) . 

As a result , the small-size schools are better in their 

openness amplitude having lower boundary in responding to 

publ i c demands . They are also better in the extent of having 

access to the public as an autonomy of schools in relation to 

the delegation of educational responsibilities to the public . 

This makes the correlation coefficient between school size 

and openness amplitude of schools as a major component of the 

systems appro ach t o be -0 . 09. 
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Ye t, t he small and l arge sizes of s c hool s are f ound in 

having similar public influence on their educational 

operation. As a result, the correlation coefficient between 

school size and the extent of public influence on schools as 

the second major component is found t o be - 0.10. 

However, the small-size schools are still in a better 

standing with regard t o the a cquisition o f economic, 

political-legal, social, and technological-educational 

dimensions of public participation. As a result, the 

correlation coeffic ient between school size and the magnitude 

of the dimensions of public participation is found to be 

-0.22 . 

The Reason f o r this is, in addition t o the ir being less 

op en system (el F p . 32 o f this) , t he large - s i ze school s which 

are more of urban schools instead of following the "organic" 

mode of administration, are found exercising the 

"Mechanistic" trend of approaching the public (elF pp.69-70 

of this). 

Thus, the correlation coefficient obtained be tween 

school size and public participation all in all is -0.14. 
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3.3 Public Participation in Educational Operation in Schools 

b y Appropriation (S t atus) 

Table 9 

ANOVA of Openness Ampl i tude of Schools with 

Respect to Their Appropriation 

Source SS DF MS F 

Appropriation 157 . 66 1 157 . 66 6.53* 

Residual 9434.57 391 24.13 

Total 9592.23 392 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05). 

As is made evident on table 9, the observed value 

F(1,391) = 6.53 is greater than the table value (3.86). 

Thus, there is a statistically significant difference between 

government and non-government schools in their openness 

amplitude to the public . 

The category of schools with non-government 

appropriation has larger mean score (31.55) than the category 

with government appropriat i on (30.28). 

Accordingly, the non-government schools are found to be 

open to the interwork, support, and appropriate relationship 

with the public more than the government schools . This makes 
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the cor relation coefficient betwee n s c hool a pprop r iation and 

the degree of openness to be found as 0.09. 

However, though positive correlation coefficient (0.34) 

was found between the general degree of openness and the 

permeableness in academic matters to the public, the 

government schools exceed the non - government schools with 

this respect. This can be used as a sign for the non ­

government schools to be more of closed system than the 

government schools as regards to the academic matters. 

This is mainly becau se, the non-government schools are 

i n nature "wild" educati onal organizations that depend on 

competit i on based on 

(elF p.30 of this). 

their quality of educational outcome 

This again makes the non-government 

s chools t o r e ach t he ir end by using h igher level o f boundary 

especially to protect the academic quality. However, the 

government schools as "domesticated" educational 

organizations that depend relatively less on competition are 

found exceeded by the non-government schools in the general 

openness amplitude to the public. For this reason, the 

dimension of appropriation and one of the major components of 

the systems approach (the openness amplitude) on the whole 

are positively related at 0 . 04 correlation coefficient. 

Other evidences for this are the positive relationships 

the school appropriation dimension has with the principals' 

performance as middle managers and with the p o sitive attitude 

1 
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of principals towards public participation at correlation 

coefficients of 0.05 and 0.07 respectively. 

with respect to the level of schools' boundaries, in 

virtue of the strong as well as positive correlation, it has, 

with principals' performance as middle managers, the non­

government schools as indicated above do overdo the 

government schools by having lower level boundary in 

buffering public demands. Moreover, because of the strong 

positive relationship the level of school boundary has with 

the positive attitude of principals towards public 

participation, the schools with non-government appropriation 

are better in having lower level of school boundary in 

general. Such wise, the non-government schools do exercise 

less formalization as their strategy towards public demands 

when compared with that of the government schools. And 

instead t hey use more coalition-collaboration and 

socialization. For this reason , the correlation coefficient 

obtained between the level of school boundary to buffer 

public demands and the prope r strategy in responding to 

public demands is strong as well as positive as 0.43. 

In the same manner, those boundary spanners that include 

the principals (representing their schools as educational 

systems) and the school administration committees or parent 

committees (representing the public suprasystem) are 

relatively found more effective in non-government schools 

than in government schools . 
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Accordingly, those public or parental representatives 

take more active part in the activities of parent committees 

or school administration committees that can be classified as 

high level involvement. Furthermore, they also participate 

in the extent of formal-structural involvement level serving 

as governors. Yet, the government schools are relatively 

found in a low level involvement classification that is 

limited only to the traditional one-way relationship (elF 

p.45 of this), only when the school takes the initiative. 

Moreover, the students of the non - government schools do 

come from families with better economic status when compared 

with those of the government schools*. Hence, they can be 

categorized (elF pp.+7-4~ of this) mostly under type II and 

some under type III families for their capacity to exert more 

pressure on schools and for their interest to have an active 

role in their children ' s education. Accordingly, there is 

positive correlation found between school appropriation and 

the appropriateness of the type of public involvement at 0.20 

coefficient . 

*It is to be noted that from the random selection of the 
"public " school sector the non -government school category has 
not included some of the poorly operating "public" schools. 
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With regard to managerial efficiency, there is a 

positively strong correlation coefficient found between the 

type of public involvement and the autonomy of schools in 

light of delegation of educat i onal responsibilities to the 

public at 0.36. As a result, the non-government schools are 

"free " from the enacted bureaucracy of the higher echelons of 

the Ministry of Education. Instead by their nature of 

appropriation, in these schools, the responsibility of 

educational operation is found more devolved to public 

representatives. This in turn can have an increase in public 

influence in the direction and execution of educational 

programs. On this account, the correlation coefficient 

obtained between school appropriation and devolving of 

responsibility to the public as autonomy of schools is 

positive 0.11. 

Table 10 

ANOVA of Public Influence on Schools with 

Respect to Their Appropriation 

Source SS DF MS F 

Appropriation 149 . 76 1 149.76 11 . 84* 

Residual 4944.52 391 12 . 65 

Total 4094 . 28 392 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05). 
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As table 10 indicate, the observed value F(1,391) 

11.84 is greater than the table value (3.86). Hence, there 

is a statistically significant difference in public influence 

between the schools with the government and non-government 

appropriations. The non-government appropriation category 

has larger mean score (2 4.22) than the government (22.98). 

In the matter of public influence that includes the 

determination of school policies and programs on schools as 

educational systems of the public suprasystem, the non­

government schools do experience more than those of the 

government. That being the case, the correlation coefficient 

found between appropriation of schools and the extent of 

experiencing public influence by schools on their educational 

operation is 0.01. 

Generally speaking, the correlation coefficient between 

the extent of experiencing public influence by schools and 

the prevalence of appropriate environmental dimensions (that 

includes uncertainty, clustering and scarcity) in the 

educational operation of schools is found to be 0.38. On 

this account, the non-government schools are better suited to 

their environmental dimensions. This is to say that when the 

non-government schools are confronted with public demands as 

uncertainty in a possibly more clustered way, by their nature 

of appropriation, they are more flexible so that they can 

cope up better than the government schools. 
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As it ought to be, in relation to the question of 

scarcity, these schools with non-government appropriation are 

also better provided with the necessary resources than the 

government schools. 

This being so, the correlation coeff i cient between the 

prevalence of appropriate environmental dimensions and the 

appropriate characteristics of schools' environment is 0.10. 

As a result of this relationship , the correlation coefficient 

between school appropriation and the acquisition of 

appropriate environmental characteristics of schools is found 

as 0.09. In connection with the appropriateness of 

environmental characteristics of schools, the non-government 

schools are found in a relatively disturbed-reactive than the 

government schools. This environmental characteristic of the 

non-government schools is realized when we see the nature of 

the parent clientele they serve as a major component of the 

public suprasystem . Because, the parent clientele the 

government schools serve is economically as well as 

educationally is not that much better than the nature of the 

rural community which is more of placid-randomized or placid­

clustered. 

As the appropriateness of environmental characteristics 

go with the degree of acquisition of appropriate community 

power structure, yet their correlation coefficient is found 

as 0.08. And the correlation coefficient between school 

appropriation and the degree of appropriateness of community 
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power structure is found as -0.05. This is a representation 

of matching of the government schools to the community power 

structure in their respective attendance areas more than the 

non-government schools. This is because, the public 

suprasystem of government schools when compared with those of 

the non-government is not dominated by individuals or groups 

so that their influence or interest is not reflected on their 

educational operation. However, the influence on the non-
I 

government schools is not considered as an impediment or as I 
hampering. I 

Nevertheless, the degree of appropriateness of the 

community power structure is related with the strength of 

school administration committees or parent committees 

positively at 0.16 correlation coefficient. In this manner, 

the correlation coe fficient between appropriation of schools 

and the strength of school administration committees or 

parent committees is found to be 0.01. These indices are 

possibly indicators of the better standing of the non-

government schools' administration committees or parent 

committees in: representing geographically different sectors 

of the schools' catchment areas that is again due to the 

diversified nature of parents, the effectiveness of periodic 

election of committee members, parental attendance in general 

or periodic meetings, and showing strong interest to 

participate or serve in the school administration or parent 

committees. 
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As a result of the relationship between the strength of 

school administration or parent committees and the balance of 

relationship of schools with the public (0.58 correlation 

coefficient) , the non - government schools have better 

acquisition of relations with the public. This means that 

the non-government schools are better than the government 

schools because they acquire good relations that should exist 

between: the schools and the public or parents, the school 

administration or parent committees and the public or 

parents, parents and teachers, school administration or 

parent committees and teachers. 

For this reason, the correlation coefficient between 

appropriation of schools and maintaining balance of 

relationship of schools with the public has been found as 

0.10. 

Maintaining balance of relationship of the schools with 

the public being a ground for the effectiveness of public 

right to participate in the educational operation of schools , 

they are able to have a correlation coefficient between them 

justifiable as much as 0.58. Taking this into account, 

appropriation of schools is still positively correlated with 

the effectiveness of public participation as its right at 

0 .18 coeff icient . At that rate, the public or parents are 

more able to be given information about school procedures and 
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have the access to academic records, as well as t o visit and 

question school programs in the non-government schools than 

in the government schools. 

The effectiveness of public right in the educational 

operation of schools and managing the schools' external 

environments are found to be related as cause and effect to 

each other at 0.37 correlation coefficient. As a result, the 

correlation coefficient obtained between appropriation of 

schools and the 

0.15. On that 

extent of managing external environment is 

account, the schools with non-government 

appropriation 

establishing 

surpass the government 

favourable linkages 

appropriated 

with their 

ones in 

public 

suprasystem. Besides, they surpass also in shaping their 

environmental elements as strategies to manage their external 

environments. 

This is to say that the non-government schools, one way 

or the other, have entered into venture with other 

organizations, while the government schools do not seem to 

have such linkage. Additiona l ly, the non-government schools 

overgo the government schools in using co-optation by 

bringing leaders from important elements in the public and in 

utilizing lobbying exceedingly to influence bylaws of their 

respective administrative areas. 

Yet, the correlation coefficient found between managing 

external environments of schools and the extent of 
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appropriateness of the school principals' role in the school 

administration or parent committees is 0.20. This coefficient 

is not with standing the correlation coefficient obtained 

between school appropriation and the appropriateness of 

principals' role, which is -0. 11. As may be expected, this 

index can serve as a hint of the condition that government 

schools' principals are at a better rate with regards to 

their role appropriateness for the reason of appropriation. 

That again depends on the confidence or guarantee they have 

to continue to carry out their professional task. Another 

way of putting this is, the principals of the schools of the 

non-government appropriation either are more dominated by 

individuals in the committees or are found to be dominating. 

Table 11 

ANOVA of the Dimensions of Public Participation in 

Schools with Respect to Their Appropriation 

Source SS DF MS F 

Appropriation 255.76 1 255.76 16 . 59* 

Residual 6062.67 191 15.51 

Total 6318.43 192 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05) . 

As can be evinced on table 11, the observed value F 

(1,391) = 16.49 is greater than the table value (3 .8 6). In 

I 
I 
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this case, there is a statistically significant difference in 

the dimensions of public participation that includes the 

economic, political-legal , social , and educational­

technological dimensions of participation between the 

government and non-government school appropriations. The 

category of non-government schools has larger mean score 

(23.85) than those of the government (22.23). 

In relation to the economic dimension of public 

participation , the size of economic support to non-government 

schools is found relatively better than to the government 

schools. This difference in getting economic support makes 

the correlation coefficient between school appropriation and 

the size of economic support to schools be 0.03. Thus, the 

non-government schools are more provided in terms of finance 

and material resources by the public than t he government 

schools. 

Again , the size of economic support to schools is 

related with the size of public expenditure when compared 

with that of the government's negatively at -0 . 01 corre l ation 

coefficient. Public expenditure decreases in government 

schools where the government makes more expenditure while 

increases in non-government schools where the government 

makes less expenditure. 

As to the management of resources provided by the 

public, the non-government schools overdo the government 
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schools in having efficient use. This includes financial 

report provision under better public control; (under the 

control of school administration committees or parent 

commi t tees) . This makes the correlation between 

appropriation of schools and the management of resources to 

be found positively at 0.02 coefficient. 

with regard to the political-legal dimension of public 

participat ion in t he educational operation of schools, there 

is a variation by appropriation, (between the government and 

non - government schools) . Accordingly, by virtue of the 

larger size of public economic support to the non-government 

schools, the political-legal empowerment of the public to 

influence these schools exceeds than to influence the 

government schools. This empowerment is expressed by making 

recommendations regarding the educational operation by having 

the policy determining role of the schools through the 

representati ves of the public; (through the school 

administration committees or parent committees) . As a 

result , the size of public economic support or expenditure on 

schools and the degree of political-legal empowerment of the 

public over schools is found correlated at 0.40 coe ff icient. 

Likewise , the degree of political-legal empowerment of 

the public over the schools and the degree of legal provision 

to the public by the government to participate in school 

matters are related at 0.61 correlation coefficient. Thus , 

the non government schools when compared to that of the 
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schools in having efficient use. This includes financial 

report provision under better public control; (under the 

control of school administration committees or parent 

committees) . This makes the correlation between 

appropriation of schools and the management of resources to 

be found positively at 0 . 02 coefficient. 

with regard to the pol itical-legal dimension of public 

participation in the educational operation of schools, there 

is a variation by appropriation, (between the government and 

non-government schools). Accordingly, by virtue of the 

larger size of public economic support to the non - government 

schools , the political-legal empowerment of the public to 

influence these schools exceeds than to influence the 

government schools. This empowerment is expressed by making 

recommendations regarding the educational operation by having 

the policy determining role of the schools through the 

representatives of the public; (through the 

administration committees or parent committees) . 

school 

As a 

result , the size of public economic support or expenditure on 

schools and the degree of political-legal empowerment of the 

public over schools is found correlated at 0.40 coefficient . 

Likewise , the degree of political-legal empowerment of 

the public over the schools a nd the degree of legal provision 

to the public by the government to participate in school 

matters are related at 0 .61 correlation coefficient. Thus, 

the non government schools when compared to that of the 
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government schools a r e i n a better standing as for : their 

l ocal administration to encourage the public for increased 

involvement through school administration commit t ees or 

parent committees, their principals to be aware of the legal 

involvement of the public as its right, the public to appeal 

aga i nst school decisions whic h it found are unsatisfactory, 

as well as for the public to question whether or not school 

resources are used efficiently. 

Yet , may be due to the nature of their appropriations, 

there seems to be more legal provision to the public by the 

gove r nment to partic ipate in the gov ernment s chools t han in 

t h e non-government schools . For this r e a son, these l e g a l 

affairs(the legal empowerment of the public over schools and 

the legal provision to the public by the government t o 

part i c ipate) a r e found correlated with school appropr i ation 

at -0.01 and -0.11 respectively . 

However, in general , the non - government schools are 

better in the political-legal dimension of participation . 

This is sp ,because, over and above the strong correlation these 

legal affairs have with the economic dimension of public 

partic ipat i on , they also are found having positive as well as 

strong relationships with the schools ' openness amplitude, 

and with the degree of public influence on schools simi larly 

at 0.65 coefficient . Moreover, these legal affairs are 

related wi th the e x tent of public influence again similarly 

at 0.68 correlation coefficients . Hence, it is possible for 
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one to s a y that t he non-gove rnme n t schools are found to be 

better with regard to the acquisition of the political - legal 

dimension of public participation. 

With regard 

participation , the 

to the social dimension of public 

government schools are found ahead in 

maintaining social interaction with the public and in 

acknowledging societal values in their educational programs. 

Thus, these aspects of the social dimension of public 

participation are found related with school appropriation at 

-0.12 and -0.04 correlation coefficients respectively. 

This is an indic ation o f t he fa c t tha t the u r ban 

location of the non-government schools has made them to be 

with relatively less social inte raction and with less 

acknowledgement of societal values in their educa tional 

operation. By the same token, due to the representation of 

both rural and urban geographical settings in the category of 

schools with the government appropriation, these government 

schools can have relatively better situation of social 

interaction . Thus, their principals are better able to 

coordinate the interaction and to make culturally relevant 

decisions regarding school programs. Besides, they are found 

better in making the schools serve as coordinating 

institutions of public activities. 

With regard to the technological-educational dimension 

of publi c participation, positive correlation is found 
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b etween s c hool app rop r i a t ion and t he t hree aspects of t h is 

dimension of public participation. This means that school 

appropriation is found correlated with the magnitude o f 

public participation to enrich varieties of schools' 

educational programs, the extent of schools' utilization o f 

public resources and the strength of the activities of parent 

committees as advisory bodies at 0.05, 0.04 , and 0 . 06 

coefficients respectively. 

Accordingly, the non - government schools are found in a 

better standing than the government schools with respe ct t o 

public participation to enrich varieties. This position of 

the non - g overnment schools is part icularly a s for: t he i r 

effort to make the educational content depends upon the needs 

of the public, their attempt to make thei r education being 

development oriented s o that it c an reso lve environme n tal 

problems, their endeavour to enable parents raise issues of 

strategies to be adopted in the teaching-learning process, 

and their being host to students whose parents do encourage 

their children to study or work diligently. Likewise, the 

non-government schools are found in a better stage as to 

making available resource persons share their knowledge and 

as to making their students attend school part-time programs 

in their surrounding government or private organizations . 
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coefficients respectively. 

Accordingly, the non-government schools are found in a 

better standing than the government schools with respect to 

public participation to enrich varieties. This position of 
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making available resource persons share their knowledge and 

as to making their students attend school part-time programs 

in their surrounding government or private organizations . 
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These non-government schools also overdo the government 

schools in coordinating trips and visits for students to 

their surrounding governmental or private establishments as 

public resources to enable them enrich their knowledge . 

Furthermore, parent committees of the non-government 

schools are relatively stronger than those of the government 

schools in working as advisory bodies . Here, the 

technological-educational dimension of public participation 

with regard to appropriation seems contradictory with what 

has been discussed under table 9 (with respect to openness of 

schools to the public in academic matters). Yet this can be 

resolved by distinguishing the difference between efficiency 

(which is doing the right thing) and effectiveness (which is 

serving or working in the interest of the clientele or 

service recipients) whereby the non-government schools are 

found exercising both of them better than the government 

schools. 

Eventually, this can be justified by the positive as 

well as strong correlation cofficients obtained between these 

three aspects of the technological-educational dimension of 

public participation (public participation to enrich 

varieties of educational programs, the schools' utilization 

of public resources, the activities of parents' committees as 

advisory bodies) and the: openness amplitude of schools to 

the public at 0.56, 0.50, 0.61, extent of public influence on 

schools at 0.58, 0.47, 0.65, dimensions of public 
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participation at 0.74, 0 . 67, 0.68, and total public 

participation 

respectively. 

as a whole at 0.68, 0.60, and 0 . 73 

For the most part, the position of non-government 

schools in relation to the government schools with regard to 

the total public participation in their task of educational 

operation can be seen as a summary on table 12. 

Table 12 

ANOVA Summary of Public Participation in Schools 

with Respect to Their Appropriation 

Source SS DF MS F 

Appropriation 1834.23 1 1834.23 12.82* 

Residual 55940 . 46 191 143 .0 7 

Total 57774.69 192 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05). 

As can be seen on table 12, the observed value F(1 , 391) 

12.82 is greater than the table value (3 . 86) As a result, 

there is a statistically significant difference in the total 

public participation between the educational operation in 

government and non-government school appropriations. The 

category of schools with the non-government appropriation has 

large r mean score (82 .1 9) than those wi t h government 

appropriation (77 . 87) 
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Accordingly, the non - government schools overgo the 

government schools in their being more open. In account of 

this, these non-government schools have lower boundaries to 

respond to public demands, and they are found more autonomous 

as a result of their more accountability to the public. 

Hence, the correlation coefficient between school 

appropriation and the openness amplitude of schools is found 

as 0.04. On the side of their being more open, they are also 

at a better standing in their acquisition of public influence 

with appropriate environmental dimensions as well as 

appropriate environmental characteristics. However, they are 

found being less appropriate to their surrounding community 

power structure as compared to that of the government 

schools. The reason is their being host to students from more 

diversified public . This makes the correlation coefficient 

between school appropriation and the extent of public 

influence on schools to be 0.12. 

As for the dimensions of participation, the non-

government 

especially 

schools do still exceed the government schools 

in the matters of economic and technological-

educational dimensions of public participation. On the other 

hand the government schools are found favourable with regard 

to the political-legal and social dimensions of public 

participation. This is possibly due to their difference in 

appropriation and their availability in more diversified 

public environmental-suprasystem. However, in general, the 

non-government schools are yet in a better standing for which 
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correlation coefficient between school 

appropriation and the magnitude of the dimensions of public 

participation positively to be 0.05. 

All in all, school appropriation is found correlated 

with t h e total public participation in the educational 

operation of schools positively at 0.07 coefficient . 

3 . 4 Public Participation in Educational Operation in 

Government Sc hool s b y Experi ence o f Pr i nc ipal s 

Table 13 

ANOVA of Openness Amplitude of Schools with Respect 

to the Experience of Principals 

Source SS DF MS F 

Experience of Principals 350.43 1 350.43 12.70* 

Residual 10705.71 388 27.59 

Total 11056.14 389 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically s i gnificant difference 

at 0 . 05). 

As is set forth on table 13, the observed value 

F(1,388) ~ 12 . 70 is greater than the table value (3 . 86) So, 

there is a statistically significant difference between the 

government schools with inexperienced and experienced 

principals in their openness amplitude to the public. The 

government schools with experienced principals have larger 
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mean score (32.10) than the government schools with 

inexperienced principals (30.21). 

Thus, for the appropriate interaction with the public, 

the degree of openness of those schools with experienced 

principals exceeds those schools with relatively 

inexperienced principals. This means, those schools with 

experienced principals are able to develop their capacity of 

feedback facilities more than those with inexperienced 

principals. So they are better in maintaining their position 

with regard to their environmental demands (which is of 

public demands). Accordingly the correlation coefficient 

found between experience of principals and the degree of 

openness is 0.04. 

Due to the experience they accumulate and possibly due 

to the strong correlation it has with the degre e of openness 

of schools to the public (at 0.37 coefficient), experienced 

principals made their schools more permeable to the public in 

t he realm of academic and extra-curricular activities . This 

in turn makes the permeableness of the schools to the public 

in academic and related matters and the experience of 

principals be related at 0.31 correlation coefficient. 

Again, the accumulation of experience certainly made those 

principals to be more effective in serving as middle managers 

confidently considering schools belong to the public or 

considering the public as their schools' higher suprasystem. 
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Accordingly, there is strong relationship between the 

degree of permeableness to the public in academic as well as 

related matters and the principals' performance as middle 

managers at 0.43 correlation coefficient. As a result the 

correlation coefficient obtained between experience of 

principals and their performance as middle managers is found 

to be 0.11. For this reason, those experienced principals 

are found candid in explaining the need of the school for 

resource and do also negotiate extensively and continuously 

using their wisdom and tact with the public. 

Again, there is positive as well as strong correlation 

coefficient found between the principals' performance as 

middle managers and their attitude towards public 

participation at 0.57 correlation coefficient. Thus, in a 

relati ve sense, like that of the inexperienced principals, 

those experienced principals do not regard public 

"invol vement " as a source of problem or concern; instead, 

they cons ider it as a source of assistance . For this cause 

the correlation coefficient between experience of principals 

and principals' attitude towards public participation is 

found to be 0.05. 

Moreover, experienced principals are found bestowed with 

the ability of handling any conflict of demand between the 

public and the professional staff. Possibly for that cause, 

there is positive as well as strong correlation coefficient 

obtained between the attitude of principals towards public 
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involvement and the balance of relationship of schools with 

the public at 0.58. So, those schools with better 

experienced principals are found to able to relieve the 

difficulty of principals' split of loyalty than those with 

inexperienced principals. As a result, those schools with 

experienced principals do exercise better communication of 

two-ways between the school and the public in more balanced 

state by creating favourable conditions. By virtue o f thi s 

state, they know whi c h school activities interest the public 

mo re than those inexperienced principals. Hence , t hi s balance 

of relationship o f schoo l s with the public has positive 

relationship with experience of principals at 0.10 

correlation coefficient. 

With regard to the level of boundaries' being high or 

l ow in the schools with experienced and inexperienced 

principals, experienced principals can have better confidence 

to confront demands than inexpe rienced ones. Thus, schools 

with experienced principals do exercise lower boundary than 

those with relatively inexperienced principals. This exercise 

makes the correlation coefficient between experience of 

principals and the appropriate level of school boundary to 

buffer public demands to be 0 . 15. The reason for those 

inexperienced principals to buffer public demands more can be 

their being emotional that again depends on experience. 

Accordingly, as there is strong as well as positive 

correlation (0 .4 3) between level of school boundary and the 
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strategy in responding to public demands, it is found obvious 

that experienced principals do exercise more of collaboration 

and socialization strategies. These strategies are based on 

negotiation and persuasion respectively. This approach of 

experienced principals might have helped their schools to 

enjoy the active part which the public takes in their 

educational operation. Thus , the correlation coefficient 

obtained between experience of principals and the strategy 

of responding public demands is found positive at 0.16. 

Experienced principals are more 

because they have already deve l oped 

attitude towards public participation. 

enthusiastic again 

better and positive 

They are committed to 

strengthen school administration committees or parent 

committees. This commitment in turn can increase the 

effectiveness of principals in representing their schools as 

educational systems, and of the committees in representing 

the public-suprasystem . All in all , it helps both sides to 

become effective boundary spanners . This also makes the 

r elat ionship between the appropriateness of response strategy 

and the effectiveness of boundary spanners to be 

correlated positively at 0.41 coeffic i ent . On this account, 

the effectiveness of boundary spanners and the experience of 

principals are found related at 0 . 06 correlation coefficient. 

Eventually, there is a positive relationship between the 

effectiveness of boundary spanners and the degree of autonomy 

of schools as a delegation of educational responsibilities to 
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the public at correlation coefficient of 0 .42. Likewise, 

experienced principals involve the public in a better degree 

than those inexperienced. So , they can share the 

responsibility they have with the public. And in turn, 

sharing of responsibility with the public assisted their 

schools to gain an exceeding magnitude of power delegation 

which is an intentional due to their being better self 

sustained. 

Table 14 

ANOVA of Public Influence on Schools with Respect 

to the Experience of Principals 

Source SS DF MS F 

Experience of principals 164. 55 1 164.55 12.28* 

Residual 5200.77 388 13.40 

Total 5365 . 32 389 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0 . 05) . 

As it is possible to note from table 14, the observed 

value F(1 , 388) 12 . 28 is greater than the table value 

(3.86 ) Hence, there is a statistically significant 

difference in public influence on government schools with 

inexperienced and experienced principals. The schools with 

experienced principals have larger mean score (23 . 98) than 

those with inexperienced principals (22.69). 
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In t he subject of public influence on the educational 

operation of schools, those schools with experienced 

principals overgo the schools with relatively inexperienced 

principals. In view of this, these schools with experienced 

principals enable the public to have the role of the 

determination of school policies and programs. As a result, 

the experience of principals and the extent of public 

influence on schools are found correlated positively at 0.15 

coefficient. 

Despite that public inf luence is correlated with the 

scope of the appropriateness of environmental dimensions to 

schools at 0.38 coefficient, there is no correlation found 

between the experience of principals and the scope of 

prevalence of appropriate environmental dimensions . This is 

so because, the environmenta l d imensions that comprize public 

demands as uncertainty, with somehow c lustered way, as well 

as the ability of the public suprasystem in providing 

resources are out of the control of the schools. 

However, the scope of appropriateness of environmental 

dimensions and environmental characterist ics of schools are 

related positively at 0 .10 . Thus, the correlation coefficient 

between experience of principals and the appropriateness of 

environmental characteristics is found to be 0 . 06 . This 

shows that those schools with experience d principals have 

better interaction with their public environmental-

suprasys tem. This means, the schools with experienced 
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principals are found better off whether the environmental 

characteristics are placid-randomized (which is of rural type 

with a relatively stable and less complex), or disturbed­

reactive (which is more complex, diversified in nature) . This 

seems to be due to the ability of the principals that again 

due to their better experience. 

In the same manner, the correlation coefficient between 

the appropriateness of environmental characteristics and 

community power structure happens to be 0.08. As a result, 

the experience of principals and the appropriateness of 

community power structure are correlated positively at 0.06 

coefficient. This is to say that whether the nature of the 

administrative councils as public representatives are 

pluralistic or not, by the experience which these principals 

have , these schools can make better interaction with them in 

their task of educational operation. When we say pluralistic, 

the individuals serving as public representatives in local 

administrative councils are supposed to reflect various 

interests. And those various interests in turn can be 

reflected in the school administration committees. 

appropriateness of community power Accordingly, the 

structure and the strength of school administration 

committees is related positively at 0.16 correlation 

coefficient. Hence,the correlation coefficient between the 

experience of principals and the strength of school 

administration committees is positively found to be 0.10. 
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This index is a r epre sent ation of the fact that , in 

schools where experienced principals are available, there is 

a relatively better representation of the public . This 

representation includes comprizing members geographically 

from different sectors of the school catchment area in the 

school administration committees, and the effectiveness of 

the periodic election of committee members. And this has 

resulted more satisfactory parental attendance in general 

annual or periodic meetings with a stronger interest to 

participate in committee membership. 

The strength of school administration committees is 

correlated with the balance of relationship of the school and 

the public to be 0.58 coefficient. Thus, the correlation 

coefficient between the experience of principals and the 

degree o f maintaining balance of school-public relationships 

is positively found as 0.07. That being so, the schools with 

experienced principals overstep those schools with relatively 

inexperienced principals with regard to having satisfactory 

collaboration between school and the public . As a result, 

they are found having better relationship between the school 

administration committees and parents, between parents and 

teachers, and between school admin istration committees and 

teachers. 

All in all, the correlation coefficient between the 

relationship of school members with the public (as 

maintaining balance of school-public relationship ) , and the 
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effectiveness of public right in participating in the 

educational operation of schools is found to be 0 . 59. Thus, 

the experience of principals is related with the 

effectiveness of public right of participation positively at 

0.05 correlation coefficient. 

In this connection, the schools with experienced 

principals are in a better position in making the public to 

get information about school procedures and to have access to 

the academic records of students outcomes as well as to visit 

school programs. Besides, 

principals are better in 

those relatively experienced 

enabl ing the public to be 

represented on the decision - making bodies and in enabling the 

public to question the educational programs and policies of 

the schools . 

For the most part, the correlation coefficient between 

the effectiveness of public right in participating in the 

educational operation of schools and managing the external 

environment of schools is found to be 0.36. Thi s makes the 

experience of principals to be related positively with the 

extent of managing the external environments of schools at 

0.05 correlation coefficient. Thus wise, the schools with 

relatively experienced principals are ahead of those with 

inexperienced in establishing favourable linkages and with 

relation to shaping their environmental elements. This is to 

say that the relatively experienced principals are better in 

creating linkages with their surrounding non-government 
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organizations; and they are better in using cooptation to 

make important persons represented in the decision-making 

body of their schools. They do also exceed those relatively 

inexperienced principals in utilizing politicking as their 

device to influence the regulations of their localities when 

they found it problematic in their endeavour of fulfi ll ing 

the task of educational operation. 

By the same token, the correlation coefficient obtained 

between managing the external environment of schools and the 

appropr iate role of principals in school administration 

committees is found to be 0.20. On that account, the 

relatively experienced principals do play more professional 

and appropriate role in the school administration committees . 

This role appropriateness includes making effective of what 

the majority of committees' members decide than the 

inexperienced principals with neither being dominated by 

powerful members nor being dominant in the committee. As a 

result, the experience of principals and their role 

appropriateness with this regard is found to be positively 

related at 0.07 correlation coefficient . 
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Table 15 

ANOVA of the Dimensions of Public Participation in Schools 

with Respect to the Experience of Principals 

Source SS DF MS F 

Experience of Principals 267.88 1 267.88 13.63* 

Residual 7624.88 388 19.65 

Total 7892.76 389 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at O. 05) . 

As table 15 can indicate, the observed value F(1,388) = 

13.63 is greater than the table value (3.86). Thus, there is 

a statistically significant difference in the e conomic , 

political-legal, social and technological-educational 

dimensions of public participation between the government 

schools with relatively inexperienced and experienced 

principals. The schools with e xperienced principals have 

larger mean score (24.21) than those schools with 

inexperienced principals (22.56). 

As to the economic dimension, the size of public 

economic support to the schools with experienced principals 

do get relatively more than what is done to those schools 

with inexperienced principals in terms of financial and 

material resources . This makes the relation between 

experience of principals and the provision of economic 

support to schools be correlated at 0.01 coefficient. 
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Thi s b e ing t he case , t he s i ze of pub lic expenditure in 

the educational operation of the schools when compared with 

that of the government expenditure is still found less. This 

is so because, the size of public expenditure is found 

decreasing proportionally following that of the gove rnment. 

AS a result , the correlation coefficient between experience 

of principals and the size of public expenditure in relation 

t o that of the government is f ound to be negative at -0 .04. 

Thus, though the size of public expenditure on the 

schools with experienc ed princ ipals is higher tha n i n thos e 

with relatively inexperienced principals, still when compared 

with that of the governme nt it i s less. The reason is, b o th 

c ategor i e s of schools are of the same appropriation. This 

means that the gov e rnme nt expe ndi ture is ye t more in b o th 

cat egories when compared with that of the public expenditure. 

Concerning the efficient management of school resources 

that includes the provision of financial report to the public 

as well as controlling t he resources through the school 

administration committees, those schools with experienced 

principals are found to be better than tho se with 

inexperienced principals. Consequently, the correlation 

coefficient between experience of principals and the 

e fficient management of school resources is found positive as 

0 .11. 
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With regard to the political-legal dimension of public 

participation in the educational operation of schools, those 

schools with relatively experienced principals are in a 

better condition than those with inexperienced principals. 

The schools with experienced principals are found better as 

regards to the acquisition of political empowerment of the 

public over them. Accordingly, the relationship between 

public economic support and the degree of political-legal 

empowerment of the public over schools is found at 0.40 

correlation coefficient. Thus, the relationship between 

experience of principals and the political-legal empowerment 

of the public over schools is found at 0.09. This can serve 

as an indicator that those experienced principals do allow 

the public to be empowered to make recommendations regarding 

the educational operation of their schools and to have the 

policy determining role of the schools . 

Likewise, as an acquisition of legal provision, those 

schools with experienced principals as compared to those with 

relatively inexperienced principals are in a better status as 

for: their local administration to encourage the public for 

increased involvement through school administration and 

parent committees, their school principals being aware of the 

legal involvement of the public as its right, the public to 

appeal against decisions made by educational administration 

which it finds is unsatisfactory, and the public to question 

whether or not the school resources are used efficiently . On 

this account, the relationship between experience of 

, I 
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With regard to the political-legal dimension of public 

participation in the educational operation of schools, those 

schools with relatively experienced principals are in a 

better condition than those with inexperienced principals. 

The schools with experienced principals are found better as 

regards to the acquisition of political empowerment of the 

public over them. Accordingly , the relationship between 

public economic support and the degree of political-legal 

empowerment of the public over schools is found at 0 .4 0 

correlation coefficient. Thus, the relationship between 

experience of principals and the political-legal empowerment 

of the public over schools is found at 0 . 09. This can serve 

as an indicator that those experienced principals do allow 

the public to be empowered to make recommendations regarding 

the educational operation of their schools and to have the 

policy determining role of the schools. 

Likewise, as an acquisition of legal provision, those 

schools with experienced principals as compared to those with 

relatively inexperienced principals are in a better status as 

for: their local administration to encourage the public for 

increased involvement through school administration and 

parent committees, their school principals being aware of the 

legal involvement of the public as its right, the public to 

appeal against decisions made by educational administration 

which it finds is unsatisfactory, and the public to question 

whether or not the school resources are used efficiently . On 

this account , the relationship between experience of 
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principals and the degree of legal provision by local 

government or administration to the public to participate is 

found positive as 0.11 correlation coefficient. 

with regard to the social dimension of public 

participation in the educational operation of schools, those 

schools with experienced principals do exceed the schools 

with inexperienced principals in maintaining social 

interaction of their schools with the public. And they are 

also found better in acknowledging the societal values in 

their endeavour to educational operation . On this account, 

the correlation coefficients found between the experience of 

principals and maintaining social interaction, acknolwedging 

societal values are positive as 0.17 and 0.11 respectively. 

Thus, possibly due to the better experience of their 

principals, those schools with experienced principals overgo 

those schools with inexperienced principals as for: 

coordinating the interaction between their schools and the 

public, making culturally relevant decisions on the program 

of their schools, and making their schools serve as 

coordinating institutions for developing public activities . 

Likewise, those schools with experienced principals are found 

more open in enabling the public to discuss values implicit 

in the educational program of their schools. Besides, they 

are found more open in enabling the public to insist that the 
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teaching in the ir schools i s no t i n conflict wi th the ir 

values as well as in enabling the public to participate in 

developing extra - curricular activities. 

With regard to the technological-educational dimension 

of public participation in the educational operation of 

schools, the schools with experienced principals are found to 

be better in the first and third aspects . This is to say 

that they are better as regards to the participation of 

public to enrich varieties of schools' educational programs 

and the strengt h of activities of parent committees as 

advisory bodies. As a result, these aspects are found 

corre lated with experience 

coefficients respectively. 

of pri ncipal s at 0. 10 , 0.0 6 

Consequently, by virtue of the 

relatively better accumulation of experienc e they have, these 

principals enable their schools to have more publ ic 

participation to enrich varieties by facilitating for: the 

content taught to depend upon the need or potential of local 

people, the educational program to contribute in the effort 

of resolving environmental problems, the schools to be more 

open to the public to raise issues of strategies to be 

adopted in the educational program, parents to encourage and 

monitor their children work hard, their schools to take the 

advantage of using local technologies as teaching aids , and 

their schools to use resource persons to share their 

knowledge to students. Similarly, those schools with 

experienced principals do possess stronger parent committees 
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working as advisory bodies than the schools with relatively 

inexperienced principals. 

Whereas, regarding the extent of utilization of public 

resources by coordinating trips and visits for students to 

their surrounding government or private establishments (as 

the third aspect of the technological-educational dimension 

of public participation)1 these schools with experienced 

principals are found behind the schools with relatively 

inexperienced principals . As realized in this study, this 

can happen because the schools with experienced principals 

are more of primary schools . Again the reason for this is 

that the primary schools are with relatively lower economic 

capacity when compared to those schools with relatively 

inexperienced principals which are mainly of secondary 

schools. Hence, the correlation between experience of 

principals and the extent of schools' utilization of public 

resources is negatively obtained as -0.01 coefficient. 

Taking all things together , Table 16 reveals the status 

of the schools with experienced principals as compared to 

those schools with relatively inexperienced principals in 

public participation in their educational operation. 
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Table 16 

ANOVA Summary of Public Participation in Schools with 

Respect to the Experience of Principals 

Source SS DF MS F 

Experience of Principals 2550.25 1 2550.25 15.11* 

Residual 65469.49 388 168.74 

Total 68019.74 389 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05). 

As can be observed on table 16, the observed value 

F(1,388) = 15.11 is greater than the table value (3.86). 

Consequently, there is a statistically significant difference 

in public participation as a whole between the government 

schools with inexperienced and experienced principals. The 

schools with experienced principals have larger mean score 

(82.90) than those with a relatively inexperienced principals 

(77.79 ) 

In this connection , the schools with relatively 

experienced principals are found in a better status in their 

openness amplitude with the acquisition of lower boundary in 

responding to public demands. And they are found better in 

exercising the power of the public in relation to delegation 

of responsibility to the public. For this reason, the 
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correlation coefficient between experience of principals and 

openness amplitude of schools to the public becomes 0.09. 

Possibly due to the more experience their principals 

have, these schools are also in a better standing than those 

schools with inexperienced principals in the acquisition of 

public influence as a suprasystem influence on them. 

Consequently, the correlation coefficient between experience 

of principals and the extent of public influence on schools 

as educational systems is obtained as 0 . 12. This means, they 

are in a better position in making appropriate their 

environmental dimensions and characteristics as well as the 

community power structure they are found in. 

Furthermore, those schools with relatively experienced 

principals, for the most part, also overdo those with 

inexperienced principals in their acquisition of the 

economic, political-legal, social, technological-educational 

dimensions of public participation. Accordingly, the 

correlation coefficient between experience of principals and 

the magnitude of the dimensions of public participation is 

achieved as 0.11. 

Generally, the correlation coefficient between 

experience of principals and the total public participation 

is obtained again as 0 . 11. 
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3.5 Public Participation in Educational Operation in 

Government Schools by Geographical Setting 

Table 17 

ANOVA of Openness Amplitude of Schools with 

Respect to Their Geographical Setting 

Source SS DF MS F 

Geographical Setting 304.58 1 304 . 58 10.99 * 

---- --
Residual 10751 . 56 388 27.71 

Total 11056 . 14 389 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05) . 

As it is exhibited on table 17, the observed value 

F(l,388) = 10.99 is greater than the table value (3 .86 ) . In 

this case , there is a statistically significant d if ference 

between the openness ampl i tude of rural and urban governmen t 

schools to the public. The rural school category has larger 

mean score (32.05) than t he urban school category (30 .2 8) . 

It is obvious t hat the majority o f the population i n 

developing countries like Ethiopia does live in rural 

geographical setting . On the other side, ma j ority of the 

population in the urban geographical setting is still found 

in a mode of life which is not significantly different from 

that of the rural though the type of occupation varies. This 
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being the situation, as the systems approach of understanding 

organizations justifies, schools as educational systems can­

not be "free " from the inescapable demands of public 

environmental-suprasystem. The question lies here, on the 

degree of openness they have. 

As a result, rural government schools are found more 

open to the appropriate relationship with their respective 

public environmental-suprasystem than urban government 

schools. Thus , the correlation coefficient between the degree 

of openness in general and geographical sett ing of schools 

has been found negat i ve as -0 . 10. The reason for the 

government rural schools to exceed their counterpart urban 

schools is the high discrepancy between rural and urban 

categories with respect to their size as discussed above 

under table 5. This is because most of the small-size 

schools are situated in the rural areas which are less of 

closed systems unlike the urban schools which are more of 

large-size schools. 

Moreover, positive correlation exists between the degree 

of opennes s in general and the degree of permeableness of the 

schools to the public in academic matters in particular at 

0.34 . In view of this, the more homogeneity of the rural 

community or public has facilitated for more interaction 

between the public and the rural schools . This is to say 

that the rural schools are able to develop relatively better 

feedback facilities that in turn enables them to maintain a 
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favourable position in relation to their environmental 

demands. 

Thus, these factors made the degree of urbanization and 

the schools ' permeableness to the public for the appropriate 

interaction in academic matters to be negatively correlated 

at -0.10 coefficient. 

Moreover, the positive correlation (0.43 coefficient) 

found between the degree of permeableness of the schools to 

the public in academic matters and the effectiveness of 

principals' performance as mi ddle managers made principals of 

the rural schools to be more effective in negotiating and 

dealing extensively as well as continuously with the public. 

On the other hand, for the reason that the urban schools 

are more of closed systems, there appears a relative decrease 

of the sense of ownership and responsibility the public 

towards these schools. Accordingly, the correlation 

coefficient between geographical setting and principals' 

effectiveness as middle managers is obtained as -0.12. 

This and the strong as well as positive relationship (at 

0 . 57 coefficient) between principals' effectiveness as middle 

managers and their attitude towards public participation have 

assisted the rural schools as educational systems to have 

balanced relationship with their public environmental­

suprasystem. 
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As a result, the correlation coefficients obtained 

between geographical setting and the principals' attitude 

towards public participation and maintaining balance of 

relationship of the school with the public are -0 . 07 and 

- 0.04 respectively. This means that the two-way relationship 

between the schools and the public is exercised relatively 

better in the rural a r eas. 

In relation to the difference of the level of boundaries 

of those categories, the relatively less openness of urban 

schools made them to use more of formalization rather than 

socialization as the ir response strategy to buffer public 

demands. This can be due to the more heterogeneity or 

diversification of the urban public as well as their being 

higher in size. And this in turn made the urban schools ' 

category to have higher level boundary than that of the rural 

category of schools . 

Moreover, the less effectiveness of the school boundary 

spanners (that includes the principal, the school 

admi nistration or parent committees representing the 

educational s y stem and the public suprasystem respectively) 

can be a major factor for the urban government schools to 

have less openness to the public. Because school 

administration or parent committees especially in the typical 

urban areas are found to be very weak or nearly non -existent. 
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Thus, it is obvious that the classification of the level 

of public involvement in the educational operation of urban 

schools to be more of low-leve l (elF p.45 of this) as well as 

level 1 relationship (elF p . 51 of this). However, the type 

of families are of type II (e/Fpp.47-48 of this) in a 

relative sense when compared to the rural category of 

schools. 

As to t he relative autonomy of schools in light of 

devolving responsibility to the public, it is found to have 

negative correlation ( - 0.10) with the degree of urbanization 

or geographical sett i ng . This is because, schools are found 

less open when they are situated in a relatively urban area 

that in turn can relatively decrease public participation. 

Again because, the degree of public participation goes along 

with the degree of devolving educational responsibility to 

the public. 

Table 1 8 

ANOVA of Publ ic Influence On Schools with 

Respect to Their Geographical Setting 

Source SS DF MS 

Geographical Setting 49.80 1 49.80 

Residual 5315 . 52 388 13 . 70 

Total 5365.32 389 

F 

3.64 

As can be seen from table 18, the observed value 
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F(1,388) = 3.64 is less than the table value (3.86). As a 

result , there is statistically non-significant difference in 

p ub l i c influ e nce on government rural and u rban schools. The 

rural category of schools has 23 . 70 mean score while the 

u rban category has 22.98. 

Thus , with regard to public influence, the rural and 

u rban government schools are found to be on the same footing. 

Be that as it may , the correlation coefficient between 

geographical setting of schools and the extent of public 

influence on the educational operation of rural and urban 

schools as a whole is obtained as - 0.01. This is another 

sign for the prevalence of the non-significant difference 

between t hese categories of schools' educational operation i n 

being influenced by their public environmental-suprasystem. 

Table 1 9 

ANOVA of the Dimensions of Public Participation in 

schools with Respect to The i r Geogr aphical Set ting 

Source SS DF MS F 

Geogra phical Se t ting 532 . 19 1 532 . 19 28 . 05 * 

Residual 7360 . 56 388 1 8 . 97 

Total 7892 . 76 389 

* P < 0.05 (There is a statistically significant difference 

at 0.05). 
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As can be seen from table 19, the observed value 

F(1,388) = 28.05 is greater than the table value (3.86). 

Consequently, there is a statistically significant difference 

in the economic , political-legal , social, and technological­

educational dimensions of public participation between the 

government schools with rural and urban geographical 

settings. The schools with rural geographical setting have 

larger mean score (24.57) than the schools with urban 

geographical setting (22.23) 

As for the economic dimension of public participation is 

concerned, the size of public economic support to the rural 

schools is found more than that of the urban schools. 

Accordingly, the rural schools get more financial and 

material resources from the public than do the urban schools. 

This makes the relation between geographical setting of 

schools and the size of public economic support to schools be 

negatively correlated at -0.14 coeff i cient. 

However, as compared to that of the government's 

economic expenditure , this public economic expenditure is 

found to be less than what the government spends for these 

rural schools. This happens may be due to the proportional 

decrease of public economic e xpenditure as there is an 

increase of government economic expenditure. 

Hence, the relation between public economic support or 

expenditure and this public economic expenditure when 
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compared to that of the government becomes negatively 

correlated at -0.01 coefficient. This again means , as the 

degree of urbanization increases, the public economic 

expenditure i n relation to that of the government decreases. 

Bes i des , the correlation coefficient between 

geographical setting of schools and the management of 

resources provided by the public is found as -0.16. Because, 

the rural schools are found in a better stage in the 

efficient use of school resources with financial report 

provision to the public and with better control of the 

resources by the representatives of the public 

school administration committees) 

(or by the 

with regard to the political-legal dimension of public 

participation in the educational operation of schools, the 

degree of political-legal empowerment of the public over 

schools show variation in geographical setting wise. 

Accordingly, the rural schools are in a better standing than 

urban schools a s regards to the politica l-legal empowe r ment 

of the p ublic being in a posit i on to make recommendations 

regarding the educational operation as well as having policy 

determining role of these schools. On this account, the 

correlation coefficient between school geographical setting 

and the degree of public empowerment over schools is found as 

- 0.17 . In addition to this, there is positive correlation 

coefficient between the size of public economic support to 
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schools and the political - legal empowerment of the public 

over schools at 0.40. 

These rural schools , as an acquisition of legal 

provision are once more at a better rate as for: the 

encouragement of the public by local administration to be 

i nvolved increasingly being represented by school 

administration committees, the awareness of principals of the 

legal involvement of the public as its right, the ability of 

the public to appeal against decisions made by the schools, 

t he public to question whether or not school resources are 

used efficiently. To this end, the correlation coefficient 

between school geographical setting and the degree of legal 

provision to the public by government to participate is 

obtained as - 0.21. The reason for this is the strong as well 

as positive relationship (at 0.61 correlation coefficient) 

found between the magnitude of the political-legal 

empowerment of the public over schools and the legal 

provision to the public by local government to participate in 

school matters. 

With regard to the social dimension of public 

participation in the educational operation of schools, the 

correlation coefficient between geographical setting and the 

magnitude of social interaction of the schools is found to be 
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-0.17 . Bes i des , the coc relatio n coefficient between the 

geographical s etting of schools and the degree of 

acknowledgement of societal values in the educat ional program 

is found to be -0 . 19 . 

Accordingly, the rural schools are in a relatively 

better position in maintaining social interaction with the 

public. Becau s e, their principals do coordinat e the 
~ 

interaction and make culturally relevant decisions of the 

program of their schools, in addition to enabling their 

schools serve as coordinating centers for public act ivities. 
! 

On top of t h is, the rural schools are relatively found 

more open for the public through representatives to: discuss 

values implicit i n the educational program insist that the 

teaching is not i n conflict with the values of the people , 

and participate i n developing extra-curricular activities o f 

the schools. There are two possible reasons for the rural 

schools as r e g a rds to the social dimension of public 

partic ipation in the operation of education . One reason is 

the r elative ho mogeneity of the rural communities in nature 

that can be more compatible for social interaction with the 

rural schools. On the other hand, the urban communities ' 

being more of diversified nature can hinder the urban 

schools to exerci se such an inte r actio n. The second reason 

is the var ia tion with respect to the strength of 

boundary spanners (the school administration committees and 
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parent commi t tees, whereby, they are found weaker in the 

urban geographical setting). 

With regard to the technological-educational dimension 

of public participation in the educational operation of rural 

and urban schools, the rural schools do still exceed the 

urban schools as for: the magnitude of public participation 

to enrich varieties of educational programs, the extent of 

utilization of public resources and as f or the strength of , 
parent committees. Accordingly, negative correlation 

coefficients are obtained between these three aspects of 

technological-educational dimension of participation, and the 

schools ' geographical setting at - 0.10, - 0.06 , and -0.05 

respectively. On this account, may be due to the more 

interaction of the schools with the public, the rural schools 

are in a better standing as for public participation to 

enrich varieties. This includes, making the content taught 

to base on local potential and needs, attempting to resolve 

environmental problems, and utilizing local technologies as 

well as resource persons. Here participating in planting 

seedilings, inviting or working together with farmers in 

agricultural education, and enabling students to visit the 

availab l e establishments in their surrounding can be taken as 

examples . 

Furthermore, these rural schools too are found better 

when compared with the urban schools as regards to the 

strength of parent committees, though their educational level 
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may limit their scope of participation, and yet having the 

commitment. 

All in all, by taking into account the degree of 

prevalence of the major components of the systems approach in 

dealing wi th public participation , the position of the rural 

schools as compared to the urban schools can be seen on table 

20. 

Table 20 

ANOVA Summary of Public Participation in Schools with 

Respect to Their Geographical Setting 

Source SS DF MS F 

Geographical Setting 2459.99 1 2459.99 14.56* 

Residual 65559.75 388 168.97 

Total 680l9.74 389 

* p < 0.05 (There is a statistically signi f icant difference 

at 0.05) . 

As is shown on table 20 the observed value F (1,388) = 

14.56 is greater than the table value (3 . 86) . Hence , there 

is a statistically significant difference in public 

participation as a whole between schools with rural and urban 

geographical settings. Totally, the rural school category 

has larger mean score (82.90) than the urban category 

(77.87) . 
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Accordingly, the rural schools are relatively in a 

better condition having lower boundaries or being more open 

in responding to public demands. This assisted the open rural 

schools to be better with regard to the delegation of 

educational responsibility to the public as autonomy of 

schools in light of decentralization. Thus, the correlation 

coefficient between geographical setting and the openness 

amplitude of schools as a whole is found as - 0.11. 

However, the rural and urban schools are found in a 

similar status with regard to the acquisition of public 

influence on their educational operation . For this reason , 

the correlation coefficient between geographical setting of 

schools and the extent of public influence on schools' 

educational operation is found as - 0.01. 

Yet, rural schools are further getting better magnitude 

of the economic, political-legal, social, technological­

educational dimensions of public participation when compared 

with that of the urban schools. This makes the correlation 

coefficient between geographical setting of schools and the 

magnitude of the dimensions of public participation all in 

all to be -0.17. 

As justified under table 8, 

urban schools for the reason 

all this happens to the 

that they follow the 

incompatible "mechanistic " approach of administration being 

located in diversified public environmental suprasystem 



197 

instead of exercising the "organic " style which is compatible 

for such location. 

On the whole, the correlation coefficient obtained 

between geographical setting of schools and the total public 

participation in the educational operation of schools is 

- 0.11. 

Generally speaking then, the possibility of over going 

of the categories of primary, small- size, non-government 

schools as well as the schools wi th experienced principals 

and with rural geographical setting, corrospondingly on the 

categories of secondary, large -size, government schools as 

well as the schools with inexperienced principals and with 

urban geographical setting is apparently seen on Appendix 

A - 1. 

This is poss i bly due to their variation in openness 

amplitude to the public , in the extent of public influence 

t hey have, and in the magnitude of the prevalence of the 

dimensions of public participation . Here, it is necessary 

for one to note that these have served in this study as major 

components of the systems approach . Again , this variation is 

the result of the strong as well as positive relationships 

between them; i.e . , between: openness amplitude of the 

schools to the public and the extent of public influence on 

schools at 0.76; the openness amplitude of schools to the 

public and the magnitude of the prevalence of the dimension 

1 
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of public participation at 0.77; the extent of public 

influence on schools and the magnitude of the prevalence of 

the dimensions of public participation at 0.79 correlation 

coefficients that are possible to refer in appendix B-2. And 

all in all, the stronger relationship between these maj or 

components of the systems approach and the total public 

participation obtained ranging from 0 . 91 to 0 . 93 correlation 

coefficients (which is apparently seen again on Appendix B-

2) can be taken as causes. 

In relation to the decisiveness of the major components 

of the systems approach variables, the relationship between 

economic background of parents (that is measured based on 

their ability to pay annual registeration and school fee) and 

the total state of public participation (measured based on 

the data with a Likert scale response) has shown negative 

correlation (-0.12) in primary schools, while positive in 

secondary schools (0.30). This is also possible to refer in 

appendices C-1 and C-2 respectively. 

Here again, school level as a means of classification 

(irr espective of their size , appropriation, and their 

principals' experience as well as their geographical setting) 

is used for the reason that school fee as well as 

registeration fee and measurement of academic achievement 

based on school level can by no means be the same . 

r 
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Yet, it has been realized under 3.1 that the primary 

schools category surpass the secondary schools category in 

public participation in their educational operation in 

relation to the major components of the systems approach in 

dealing with public participation. This means, economic 

background in this study is not found as a decisive factor 

for the degree of public participation in primary schools . 

Moreover, despite that the economic background is lower yet, 

the status of public participation being better in rural than 

in urban geographical setting as found under 3.5 is another 

evidence for this. 

However, the better economic background parents or the 

public have, the more public participation is found in 

secondary schools category, though, it could not change its 

status when compared with the primary schools category. This 

is for the reason that the secondary schools category are 

found being more of closed system. Besides, (elF pp.47-48 of 

this) for instance type III families (with higher economic 

background) are found less partic i pative relatively t han type 

II families (with lower economic background) . 

Last but not least, in the Ethiopian situation, having 

higher economic status does not guarantee for the public 

enlightenment about the significance of public participation 

or publ i c commitment to participate in the educational 

operation of schools . This is, may be, the public in general 
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considers that educational responsibility is only of the 

government, or leaving all affairs of education to schools. 

Be that as it may, the variation in the degree of 

economic expenditure on education can result in a difference 

in academic achievement , which is the main concern of 

schools. On this account , the correlation coefficients 

obtained between the (public or paren a economic 

e xpenditure and the terminal academic achievement in primary 

schools (0.80), and in secondary schools (0.98) can be seen 

on appendices C-3 and C- 4 respectively. 

Here , when the issue of econom; c expenditure inrelation 

to academic achievement is raised, it is necessary also to 

understand that it is related to the size of schools that i n 

turn leads to the question of the size o f classrooms or 

classroom - student ratio. 

This is because , as can be seen on appendices E-l and 

E-2 for primary and secondary school levels respectively, 

positive correlations are found between classroom - student 

ratio and terminal academic achievement at 0.28 coefficient 

in primary schools and at 0.75 coefficient in secondary 

schools. Here the relationship found in secondary schools can 

r 
I 
! 
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especially be taken as a strong as well as positive 

relationship. Thus, the smaller the school or the class-size 

the better the academic achievement . 

Thus , the presentation, analysis and interpretation of 

the da t a of public participation i n the educationl operation 

in schools of central Ethiopia dealt using the systems 

approach in chapter III came to an end. And what i~deal~in 

this chpater leads to the summary, conclusion and 

recommendations made next in chapter IV. 



C"ri..APTER FOUR 

Sffi1MARY, CONCLUSION AND RECmn1ENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study is ma inly t o examine the state 

of public participation in the educational operation in 

schools of central Ethiopia for its accommodation of 

uhe 
I 

Accordingly, it was assumed that public participation in 

educat i ona l ope r at i on i n schoo l s of central Ethiopia 
I , 

possIbly varies in accordance with school l evel, size, 

appropriation (status), and the experience of principals as 

well as geograph i ca l settIng. Thus, the study is made to base 

on the major components of the systems approach : the openness 

amplitude of schools as '~ducational systems, the public as 

environmental suprasystem of school systems a~d its 

infl uence , and the dimensions of pub l ic participation as 

environmental - suprasyst em support to schools. 

I n an attempt to have a balanced approach, the study used 

30 schools that comprize 10 governr..ent fro m rur al, 10 

government f rom urban, and 10 from non-governmen t schools. 

Again, the 10 schools from the rural include 5 government 

primary and 5 government s econdary . Similarly, the 10 urban 

schoo ls include 5 government primary and 5 government 

secondar y. The 10 non-government schools include 5 primary and 

5 secondary fr om "public " and Mission schools . Schools were 

-------/ 



203 

s elected on the basis of stratified and purposeful sampling 

from norchern, southern, western, eastern Shoa and f r om Addi s 

Ababa. 

Moreover, the respondents who participated i n this study 

i nclude one principal, two deputy principal s, two unit leaders 

and five department heads . This makes 10 r espondents from each 

school system and 10 from school admi ni stration or parent 

committee members (or parents) from the publ i c suprasystem. 

Al l in all 20 respondents concernlng each s chool using 

purposeful as well as simple randomizat i on were t a ken. 
I 

Thus, out of the 600 questionnaires distr ibute d, 295 

( 98',,) from the respondcnts representing t he schoo l systems and 

293 (98% ) from the respo~dents representing t he public 

s uprasystem "Jere collected . Besides , the s tructured interview 

made for the 30 principals of the sampled schools was used as 

a supportive instrument in analysing the d a ta . 

In order to anal y se the data obtaine d , it wa s processed 

wi th a computer using ~he statistical tools of one-

way ANOVA so as to find whether o r not the c ategories 

unde r each dimension va :cy statist ically a s well as 

significantl y, mean scores t o see the di r ection of variation , 

and correlation coefficient in order to re late t he 

i tems with one another . Relationships of items with dimensions 

a n d with major components of the systems approach, as 

well as relacionships of the dimensions with the maj o r 
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components of the systems approach were also made. Besides, 

these major components of the approach were made to relate 

with one another . 

To achieve the purpose, basic questions were raised as a 

premise as to how the state of public participation in the 

educational operation of schools varies between: primary and 

secondary, small-size and large-size, government and non­

government, the schools with inexperienced and experienced 

principals, and rural and urban schools. 

As a result, the analysis made to warrant the following 

major findings and conclusion. 

4.1 Summary 

4.1 .1 With Respect to the Openness Amplitude of Schools as 

Educational Systems to the Public as Their 

Environmental -Suprasystem 

Taking all into account, the categories of schools with 

primary level, the small-size, non-government appropriation, 

experienced principals, and rural geographical setting for the 

most part are found exceeding with regard to : 

4.1.1.1 

feedback 

being open 

facilities, 

and permeable to 

invol vement of 

the interaction, 

parents as major 

components of the public in academic matters. 
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4.1.1.2 the performance of principals as middle managers, 

because they have ' better understanding towards public 

involvement in educational affairs . Thus their principals are 

found dealing as well as negotiating extensively and 

continuously with the public enabling their school systems to 

be dully open. This state of affairs again helped these 

schools co maintain the balance of relationship with the 

public. 

4 . 1.1.3 having lower boundaries that enable to exercise less 

buffering of public demands, and, us ing coalition-

collaboration as well as socialization strategies in 

responding to public demands because of the better 

effectiveness of their boundary spanners. 

4.1 .1.4 securing better autonomy in light of 

decentralization. These schools due to the better involvement 

of the public in their educational operation they have secured 

better sharing of responsibility with the public and are 

relatively more accountable to their major customer (the 

public) . Then the public has been able to develop the feeling 

that the schools do belong to it . 

4.1. 2 with Reference to the Public as Environmental -

Suprasystem of Schools as Educational Systems and 

Its Influence 

For the most part, except the schools with small __ size 

and rural geographical setting, the other schools of primary, 



206 

non - government, and the schools with e xpe ri e nced principals 

continue to be better influenced by the public than the 

secondary, the government schools and the schools with 

inexperienced principals in their educational operation within 

their dimensions respectively. On another side, the 

categories of schools under the dimensions of size and 

geographical setting are more or less on the same status in 

this regard. 

Accordingly, these schools that are influenced more by 

the public are found relatively in a better standing as to: 

4 . 1.2.1 the public role in having part in the determinat ion 

of schools' policies and programs. This can be as a result of 

their condition being suitable for their environmental 

dime nsions. Here , the obvious factors are the acquisition of 

stronger school administration committees, higher level of 

parental enlightenment , and better experience of principals by 

the primary, non-government schools, and the schools with 

better experienced principals respectively. As a result/these 

schools are found to be more responsive t o public educational 

demands as uncertainty, with a re l atively clustered or 

organized way, and get better economic support from the public 

in relation to the question of scarcity. 

4 . 1.2.2 the acquisition of appropriate environmental 

characteristics. On this account, the primary schools are 

available in both "placid- clustered" and "disturbed-reactive" 

r 
I 
I 
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environments which are rural and urban geographical settings 

respectively. Thus, they are f ound exercising ways of 

administration that are "mechanistic " in the rural and 

"organic " in the urban that might enable them to have 

appropriate environmental characteristics. And the non -

government schools and the schools with experienced principals 

as their l ocation is typically urban, their environmental 

c haracteristics can be classif ied under "disturbed-reactive ". 

That in turn makes their way of administration more of 

"organic" because of their appropriation and the experience of 

their principals . Therefore, they are relatively f ound to be 

more appropriate to their environmental characteristics. 

4.1.2.3 

is to 

having appropriate community power structure. This 

say that the schools with primary level, non-

government appropriation , and with experienced principals in 

addition t o their 

available dually 

better openness to public participation are 

or for the most part in relatively 

diversified or heterogeneous geographical setting. Thus, in 

a relative sense, pluralistic interest can be represented in 

their respect ive attendance areas of local administration . As 

a result, the people in the administration committees or 

parent committees of these schools are yet with relatively 

pluralistic interest. This enabled these schools to have 

appropriate community power structure (the pluralistic 

community powerstructure) . 
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4.1.2.4 t he effectivene s s o f public r ight to inv o l ve i n the 

educational operation of schools. This in turn enabled these 

schools exel in managing their environments by establishing 

favourable linkages, and in shaping their environmental 

elements through c ooptation and poli t icking r e spective ly. 

4.1.2.5 the appropriate role of principals in the school 

administration committees o r parent c ommittees t o p e rform 

professionally. This is to say that the principals of these 

schools are carrying out their task in the committees without 

be ing dominant or being domina ted. 

4 .1.3 Wi t h Regard t o t he Dimensions o f 

Participation as Environmental-Suprasystem 

Support to Schools 

Publi c 

General l y speaking, t he categori es of primary, s mall ­

size, non - government schools as well as the categories of 

schools with relatively experienced principals and rural 

geographical setting are found in a better position than their 

counterparts with regard to the following dimensions of public 

participation. 

4.1.3.1 the economic dimension of public participation . 

These categories of schools are found in a better position as 

regards to the size o f publ ic economic support and the size of 

public e c onomic expe nditure when compared with that of the 

government economic provision. Here, as the size of government 

expenditure on schoo ls increases, the size of public e c onomi c 
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support is found to be relatively decreasing . Moreover, these 

schools are better as to the management of school resources. 

4.1.3.2 t~ political-legal dimension of public 

participation. Along the lines of political-legal dimension, 

what made the categories of schools with primary level, small­

size, experienced principals, and rural geographical setting 

to be better is their being in a better stage as regards to 
------

the political-legal empowerment of the public over these 

schools. And it is also the legal provision which the public 

gets from its respective local government or administration to 

participate in school matters that made these schools to be 

better in regard to the political-legal dimension of 

participation. 

Here, what is found peculiar is, the category of schools 

with the non-government appropriation seemingly to be behind 

the government schools in this respect. This can be due to 

their nature of appropriation. Yet this could not affect 

their status in relation to this dimension of public 

participation and in relation to the magnitude of the 

dimensions of participation. In view of this, a strong 

relationship is found between the size of public economic 

support and political-legal empowerment of the public over 

schools as well as with the legal provision aspect. 

4.1.3 .3 t~e social dimension of public participation. Here, 

these schools with better position as regards to the economic 
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and political-legal dimensions are also found overdoing in 

their social interaction with the pUblic . Moreover, they are 

found better in acknowledging the societal values in their 

educational programs. 

4.1.3.4 Ehe technological-educational dimension of public 

participation. Accordingly, the primary the small-size, the 

non-government, the schools with experienced principals and 

the rural schools are found in a relatively better status as 

for the publ ic participation to enrich varieties of their 

schools' educational program and for the activity of parent 

committees in their schools as advisory bodies. However, with 

regard to the utilization of public resources, the primary 

schools are found behind the secondary, while the schools with 

experienced principals are behind those with inexperienced 

ones. 

4.2 Conclusion 

The systems paradigm was made in use as a venue to 

examine the state of public participation taking the public as 

environmental-suprasystem of schools and the schools as 

educational systems of the public in Central Ethiopia. 

Accordingly, it was necessary to identify and examine the rate 

of participation by level , size, appropriation , experience of 

principals, and geographical setting dimensions based on the 

major components of systems approach . The major components of 

the systems approach as used in dealing with this study are 

the openness amplitude of schools to the public as educational 
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systems, the public as environmental-suprasystem o f school 

systems and its influence, and the dimensions of public 

participation as environmental-suprasystem support to schools. 

Taking all things together, it was evidenced that the 

primary schools by level, the small-size schools by the size 

of student population, the non-government schools by 

appropriation (government-run) , the schools with experienced 

principals by the experience of principals, and the rural 

schools by geographical setting are relatively found 

surpassing correspondingly their counterparts within their 

respective dimension in public participation in the task of 

educ ational operation. The schools which are found being 

surpassed include those with secondary level, large-size, 

government appropriation, inexperienced principals, and urban 

geographical setting. 

On the account of basic questions raised as to whether 

there is a statistically significant difference in public 

participation between the educational operat ion of the 

categories of schools under each dimension or not, it was 

apparently seen that the surpassing schools overgo their 

counter parts of schools. This includes, their openness 

amplitude to public participation, particularly, their degree 

of permeableness to public involvement in academic matters, 

their l evel of boundary being lower in responding to public 

demands using coalition-collaboration and socialization 

strategies , and their accountability to the public in light of 
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decentralization. These schools are found better in receiving 

relatively more public influence in their educational 

operation appropriate with their environmental dimensions and 

characteristics, as well as with the community power structure 

of their attendance areas. These schools are also found in 

a relatively better position as regards to the economic, 

political-legal, social, and technological-educational 

dimensions of public participation. 
---

Thus, in public participation in the educational 

operation in schools of central Ethiopia, it is generally 

possible to conclude that there is a statistically significant 

difference between: primary and secondary, small-size and 

large-size, government and non-government schools, and between 

schools with inexperienced and experienced principals, as well 

as between rural and urban schools. 

Another way of putting this is that the dimensions of 

schools' level, size geographical setting (though not with 

standing as the level and s i ze increases and with the degree 

of urbanization respectively) appropriation, experience of 

principals can generally be taken as major factors for the 

magnitude of public participation in the educational operation 

in schools of central Ethiopia. 

Thi s d i f f erence i s possibl y due to the pos i t i ve as wel l 

as strong relationships obtained among the major components of 

the systems approach in dealing with the state of public 
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participation as well as between these major components and 

the state of public participation as a whole. 

Moreover, the positive relationship between the economic 

background of parents (which are major components of the 

public) and the magnitude of public participation in 

educational operation (obtained taking the systems approach as 

a ground) can also be in use as one means to see the variation 

in the state of public participation. This is particularly 

seen in secondary schools irrespective of their size, 

appropriation, the experience of their principals, and their 

geographical setting 

Hence, the better the economic background of parents, 

the higher is the public participation. This can be realized 

when one sees the participation of parents of children in non­

government schools in addition to what is found in the 

secondary schools irrespective of their appropriation. 

Eventually, it is possible to realize that , as there is 

more public participation what ever the means may be, there is 

the possibility of achieving better academic achievement that 

makes public participation in the educational operation of 

schools pertinently valuable. 

Despite the fact that there is generally a statistically 

significant difference in public participation between the 

categories under each dimension, the differences between the 
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mean scores and especially the correlation coefficients 

between certain dimensions (as independent variables) and the 

items of public participation (as dependent variables) are 

obtained being too low. This can serve as an indicator that 

public participation in the educational operation in schools 

o f central Ethiopia is still at i ts stage of infancy that 

necessitates the schools to work harder in this regard. And 

the disparity found among the categories of schools, some 

being relatively better than others seem- to be taken as 

being "better" than "worse ". 

4 .3 Recommendations 

On the basis of the findings and the conclusion drawn, 

the following recommendations are made with special emphasis 

on what is expected from the schools, the public, and the 

government (policy makers) 

4.3.1 with Respect to the Acquisition of the Due Amplitude 

of Openness by Schools as Educational Systems to the 

Public Environmental-Suprasystem Participation 

4.3.1.1 Schools as educational systems, as regards their 

openness amplitude, are supposed to be open and permeable to 

the variety of energy and information inputs from their public 

environmental-suprasystem . From this perspective, systems 

vary with respect to the general range of inputs, and quality 

that depends on the availability of resources, (financial, 

material human, direction or information resources) _ 
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Being aware of openness, schools maintain a "steady 

state" or dynamic equilibrium if they are to grow. Thus, 

schools have to demonstrate adaptation by selecting a variety 

of means by: 

4.3.1.1.1 emphasizing on the needs of the public for 

instance on trade education if it is a demand of the 

public. 

4.3.1.1.2 involving all sectors of the public. 

4.3.1.1.3 making "bottom- up " planning. 

4 . 3.1.1.4 planning and implementing of educational activities 

in more participatory and collaborative ways with the public. 

4.3.1.1.5 acquiring face-to-face relationships or two-way 

communication between the schools themselves and the public 

suprasystem . 

4.3.1.1.6 having due amplitude of openness towards the public. 

To do t his, it is necessary to exercise appropriate strategies 

such as socialization with the due degree of buffering public 

demands and due interact ion to protect the quality of 

education. 

4.3.1.1.7 being open to provide factual information to the 

public pertaining to the educational operation of the schools. 
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To this end, school principals as practitioners and as 

middle managers as well as boundary spanners (between their 

school systems and the public suprasystem) are expected to 

show efforts with reference to: 

4.3.1.1 . 8 negotiating and deal i ng e x tensively as well as 

regularly with the public. 

4.3.1.1.9 being candid in exp l aining the need for assistance 

from the public using wisdom. 

4.3.1.1.10 having positive attitude towards what ever 

demand comes from the public, with the belief that pUblic­

school relationships can bring worthwhile partnership as a 

source of assistance. 

4.3.1.1.11 keeping balance of relationship to alleviate 

t h e problem of split of loyalty and dual respons i bility toward 

teachers and parents in relation to prot ecting academic 

quality . 

4.3 . 1.1.13 being enthusiastic to stimulate strong school 

admi nistration committees . 

4.3.1.1.14 

with the 

facilitating good relationships for teachers 

school administration committees and parent 

committees as well as parents. 
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In relation to Parent-Teacher relationship, teachers 

being aware of their role in widening the scope of public 

participation, they are supposed to develop good contact being 

responsive to parents not only on disciplinary problems . Thus, 

they should develop stronger contact with parents inrelation 

to the progress of students regularly in academic and related 

matters. 

4.3.1.2 On the part of the public as environmental-

suprasystem of schools as educational systems, it is expected 

to: 

4.3.1.2.1 take the courage to correct schools through 

participation so that they would not lose their equilibrium 

being in conflict with public demands. 

4.3.1.2.2 influence the educational operation of schools being 

organized where the initiative can be taken by local 

administrative councils as representatives of the public) . 

4.3.1.2.3 invest on the education of school children 

particularly in the realm of selection of schooling, having 

input in the curricula and in involving in extra curricular 

activities. 

4.3.1.2.4 be represented on school administration committees, 

and parent committees substantially as the school 

administration committees and parent committees as boundary 
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spanners representing the public suprasystem are supposed to 

facilitate better school-public relationship. 

4 . 3.1.2.5 seek greater role in the education of school 

children to make the aims of schools and the public confluent. 

4.3.1.2 .6 initiate communications and enter into dialogue with 

the school representatives so that the flow of information is 

two ways . 

4.3.1.3 As long as schools meet the broad social goals and 

goals of the national educational policy, the government or 

policy makers should provide them with some degree of autonomy 

in light o f decentralizing educational responsibility to the 

public. In view of this, educational outcome in schools has 

shown variation with respect to being governmental or non­

governmental systems which are related with autonomy of 

schools in light of decentralization. 

Thus , on the part of the government, it is expected to : 

4.3.1.3.1 " separate" educational policy and administrative 

practices whereby the efficiency, effectiveness, 

responsiveness , and relevance in administrative strategy to 

attain the goals established in the national educational 

policy to be increasingly improved. 



4 . 3 . 1 . 3 . 2 e nable the decent .:alization process reach up to 

school enVirOIl'TI':?nr:s; o t her 1 
• .;is -= I s~lspending it somewhere above 

at the regior!al o r ?onal level does not ensure its 

effectiveness since decentrali za tion should not be confused 

with democracy, as wel l a s centrali zation with 

authori tarianism . For instance , in our case , it is possible t o 

note that the educa tional admin i stration being decentral ized 

--.fllay be upto r egj.ona l level that cannot avoid 

centraliza tion . 

4 .3.1. 3.3 reduce the bureaucratic control of schools by the 

echelons in the educational administrative hierarchy, instead , 

it is better t o enable schools to be appropriately accountable 

to the main beneficiary, (the public) . This is so because, 

schools as educational s ys tems do belong to the public 

suprasystem, that in turn can be a means for increased public 

participation . 

4 . 3 . 1 . 3 . 1 assign princ ipals with the fi eld of Educational 

Administration ··"hen they are ava i lable , if not , crash programs 

in training should be a rranged in school-public relations. 

4 . 3 . 2 With Reference to Enhancing the Publ ic Environmental­

Suprasvste m In f luence on School s as Educational 

Sy stems 

4 . 3 . 2 . 1 It is inescapable for schools from the influence of 

the public environme ntal-suprasystem in clustered or 
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unclustered form of demands as uncertainty and also from 

economic influence in relation to the question of scarcity. 

On this account, schools are assumed to show efforts in: 

4.3.2.1.1 enabling the public to have a part in the 

determination of school policies and programs through their 

representatives (the school administration committees and 
---

parent committees) or through general open assemblies. 

4.3.2.1.2 being responsive to public demands in planning and 

implementing educational programs paying attention to its 

relevance with the needs of the public. That in turn can 

facilitate public participation in the educational operation 

of schools. 

4.3.2.1.3 managing their environments so that good and proper 

school-public interaction can be enhanced by: 

4 . 3.2.1.3.1 

with their 

organizations 

entering into venture in vocational education 

surrounding government and non-government 

or establishments considering generally as 

public resources; 

4.3.2.1.3.2 using cooptation by bringing leaders from 

important elements in the public or in the environment into 

school policy or decision-making body, so that the public is 

more able to influence schools; 
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4.3.2.1.3.3 using politicking as a means of shaping 

environmental elements , particularly in influencing local 

administration rules and 

administration committees 

influences) . 

regulations through school 

(lobbying to protect unwanted 

School principals in their endeavour to enhance public 

influence on schools have to: 

4.3 . 2 . 1.4 be aware of the fact that the characteristics of 

public environmental-suprasystem can cause constraints or 

opportunities to their school systems. Then pass decisions and 

make plans following the "mechanistic" style of management 

when the public is of homogeneous or the situation is stable, 

and "organic " style when their schools face heterogeneous 

type of public or changing conditions. Because environmental 

characteristics vary from h i ghly stable or less complex 

(homogeneous public with lower diversity of demands) such as 

plac i d-randomized and placid- clustered, to less stable or more 

complex (hetero - geneous public with higher diversity of 

demands) s u ch as d i sturbed-reactive and tur b ulent fields . 

4 . 3 . 2 . 1 . 5 act as professional advisors in school 

admi nistration committees based on educational research and 

theory not to be limited only with carrying out the policy 

handed down to them, nor forced to shape their views by 

powerful individuals in the committees. 
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To be effective in participation in the educational 

operation of school systems representing the public 

suprasystem the school administration committees or boards are 

supposed to: 

4.3.2.1.6 exercise pluralistic ways of carrying out their 

responsibilities. They have to represent various interests 

that enable them to be active but not rigidly bounded to one 
---

position. 

4.3.2.1.7 represent geographically different sectors of the 

schools' catchment areas so that various interests can be 

voiced. 

4.3.2.1.8 be elected or appointed periodically according to 

policy. 

4.3.2 . 1.9 carry out their meetings periodically as well as 

consistently according to their internal convention. 

4.3.2.2 The public as suprasystem of school systems, in 

relation to environmental demands, is expected to raise 

educational demands as "uncertainty " being organized as 

"clustering" under school administration committees as well as 

under parent committees. Besides, the puplic is supposed to 

support schools to alleviate their resource problems as 

"scarcity" as much as its capacity if schools are to show 

progress in their educational operation. Accordingly, the 
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public or parents (being the major components of the public) 

have to develop: 

4.3.2 . 2.1 clarity about the goals of school programs through 

their representatives (the school administration committees 

and parent committees that are supposed to serve as bridge 

mediators or boundary spanners between the school systems and 

the public supra system) . 
---

4.3.2 . 2 . 2 capacity to understand the problems of instruction 

so that they can increase supporting the schools wi th 

financial, material, information or direction resources as 

much as their capacity permits. 

4.3.2.2.3 capacity to influence the decision-making of 

schools' educational operations directly as well as through 

the school administration committees as their representatives. 

4 . 3 . 2 . 2 . 4 the habit of attending in general and periodic 

meet ings more i ncreasingly from what is prevailing now. 

4 . 3 . 2 . 2 . 5 interest in being volunteers to part i cipate in 

school matters. 

4.3.2.2.6 good relations with teachers and take the initiative 

through parent committees to establish PTAs considering that 

teachers are the most concerned ones to children next to 

parents . 

! 



22 4 

4.3.2 . 3 The government should work hard for a profound 

result in the participation of the public in the educational 

operation of schools by: 

4.3.2.3.1 providing those areas with low socio-economic status 

with basic infrastructure so that they would not be passive in 

the educational operation of schools. The more the public is 

enlightened, the better it understands the significance of 

educat ion, and the less it is random in character. 
----t 

I 

4. 3 .2.3.2 updating the work and organization design of schools 

in such a way that the schools can have better and due 

interaction with the public so that schools can cope up with 

public needs. School systems with differentiated subsystems in 

heterogeneous environments are more likely to be more 

innovative than less differentiated schoo l s operating even in 

a relatively stable homogeneous environments. 

4.3.2 . 3 . 3 encouraging and endorsing to the public the 

importance of pluralistic public interest through available 

means such as policies, directives especially through the mass 

media on the account that the community power structure of 

certain environments can have considerable influence over the 

educational operation of schools. 

4.3 . 2 . 3 . 4 strengthening school administration committees by 

establishing them as education or school boards at Wereda 

(District ) level so that coordination in assisting schools with 
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the necessary resour c e s (financial, material, i nformation or 

direction resources) would be enhanced. 

4 . 3.2.3 . 5 facilitating for the strengthening of school parent 

committees under the would be education or school boards . This 

means to work representing the needs and demands of the 

~ublic In general and of parents of school children In 

_______ particular . If school parent commi ttees are well strenathened L' ___ _ 

they can be made in use as ground for the establi shment of 

PTAs In OUl" case. That in turn enables the public to have 
, 

better influence on the educational operation of schools. 

i 
4.3.2 . 3 . 6 engaging the public in school affairs by means of 

acquaintance with the curriculum progressively using mass 

media. That in turn can enable the government or policy makers 

sense the needs of tWe public to be implicit in the 

curriculum . 

4 .3. 2 .3.7 establishing pol i cies whereby the public as its 

right can : be given information about school procedure, have 

access to student outcomes by vis i ting educat i onal programs, 

be represented on the decision-making bodies of schools, and 

question the educationa l program of its l ocal school. 
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4.3.3 With Regard to Intensifying the Dime n s ions of Public 

Participation in the Educational Operation of Schools 

In Ethiopia schools are pertinently in need of public 

participation to alleviate their problems of educational 

operation vis-a-vis the economic, political-legal, social as 

well as technological-educational dimensions. The means to 

i n tensify these dimensions is mainly sharing of the burden of 

government with the public through participation . 

To this end, the following are supposed to be effective 

for the improvement of educational operation in schools, by 

the schools, the public and the government or policy makers. 

4.3.3.1 On the Part of Schools the Following are expected 

4.3.3 . 1 . 1 As regards t o economic dime nsion 

4 . 3.3 . 1.1 . 1 schools being aware of the fact that good 

management of school resources is a supporting factor for 

increased publi c participation , they have to disclose 

financial report together with their work plan to the public 

or parents. 

efficiently . 

Therefore, schools have to use resources 

4 . 3 . 3 . 1 . 1.2 school administration committees are supposed 

to show their effort enthusiastically in encouraging, 

mobilizing and coordinating the public to support schools with 

resources in monetary or non-monetary forms . 
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4.3.3.1.1.3 s c hool administratio n committees have t o 

control the management of school resources that in turn can 

enable them to sense or understand school needs. 

4.3.3.1.2 As to the political - legal dimension 

4.3.3.1.2 . 1 As per the various reflections of interests of 

c ommunity power structure, issues that can in turn influence 

the nature of school administration committees or boards vary 

from community to community. Thus, schools are supposed to be 

more responsive to the public organized or individual demands 

in the process of educational operation. 

4.3.3.1.2.2 schools should be aware of the fact that the 

public has the legal right t o participate in school matters. 

4.3.3.1.2 . 2 schools do also have to create good and proper 

interaction with local administration councils, for the reason 

that school s have to operate their function according to local 

rules and regulation s . Functioning according to local rules 

and regulations by schools in turn enables to get legal 

protection or support in their effort to involve the public in 

educational operation . 

4.3.3.1.3 With regard to the point of the social dimension, 

schools should: 
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4.3.3.1.3.1 try to coordinate the actions and interests of 

persons and groups that participate directly or indirectly in 

the educat i onal process in order to socialize the school with 

the public visibly. 

4.3.3.1.3.2 show efforts to make the educational program 

appropriately relevant to the culture and values of the 

public. 

4.3.3.1.3.3 allow and enable the public to discuss values 

to be implicit in the educational program with due attention 

that the teaching-learning process is not in conflict with the 

values of the people, and to expect that the schools reinforce 

the broad values of cultural experiences and aspirations of 

the public. 

4.3 . 3.1.3.4 serve as an equal 'partner" possibly as 

coordinating institution in developing educational, 

recreational, social, cultural, and health activities of the 

public so that public participation can be increased due to 

the increase of the feeling of belongingness. 

4.3.3.1.4 On the subject of the technological-educational 

dimension, schools have to : 

4 . 3 . 3 . 1 . 4 . 1 show effort in making their education to be 

able to serve as a means to solve public environmental 

problems so that the significance of education can be visible 
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to the public, for which cause the state of public 

participation in educational operation can be improved. 

4.3.3.1.4.2 allow the public to raise issues such as 

strategies to be adopted in the teaching-learning process. 

4.3.3.1.4.3 take the advantage of local technology and 

knowledge as well as methodology to enrich their educational 

programs. 

4.3.3.1.4.4 try to utilize environmental resources as 

public resources properly through short visits, tours as well 

as on-the-spot observations based on the level of students' 

maturity or related to classroom activities. 

4.3.3.1.4.5 invite resource persons among the public to 

share their knowledge and experience to young students . 

4.3.3.2 The following are expected from the public. 

4.3.3.2.1 With respect to the economic dimension, focus has to 

be made by the public on : 

4 . 3.3.2.1.1 supporting schools in economic resources, 

(financial and material resources). 

4.3.3 . 2.1.2 production inputs for growth and educational 

goal attainment instead of maintenance inputs simply required 
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to sustain the school systems. This is to say that public 

economic support should concentrate more on the construction 

of new schools to improve the existing (prevailing) classroom­

student ratio. Hence, the problem of conducting educational 

programs on the double shift basis could be alleviated; since 

quality of education which is the major issue of schools is 

related mainly with classroom-student ratio as found in this 

study. 

4.3.3.2.1.3 investing privately on the construction and 

establishment of new schools that have dual advantages : 

economically to the owners and quality of education to the 

public in general. 

4.3.3.2.2 As regards to the political-legal dimension, the 

public has to be aware that it has the legal ground to 

participate in school matters. 

4.3.3.2.3 As for the social dimension, the public has to feel 

that schools do belong to it and has to participate in the 

form of voluntary associations. 

4.3.3.2.4 Speaking of the technological-educational 

dimension , it is expected from: 

4.3.3.2.4.1 the business community to actively involve 

itself in programs related to technical and vocational 

education of the would be employees such as allowing school-
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p a rt - time at tenda n ce t o s t udents i n thei r organizat ions, to 

make education beneficially to the public. 

4.3 . 3.2.4.2 parents as major components of the public also 

to assist schools by making their children work hard and 

diligently for better outcome as one channel of participation. 

4.3.3.2.4.3 the public to enrich the variety of education 

of its children as much as its capacity permits through 

participating in extra curricular activities. 

4.3.3.3 On the part of the government, the following are 

e xpecte d. 

4 . 3 . 3.3.1 In relation to the economic dimension, the following 

a r e e xpe c t e d from: 

4.3.3.3.1 . 1 the government or local administration councils 

in joint venture with indigenous or foreign NGOs to encourage 

the public through increasing expenditure proportionally to 

the public share to construct additional schools. This can be 

done by making the public aware of the fact that schools 

I1 rnirror" the resources of their supporting public 

environmental-suprasystem since "a public or a community gets 

what it deserves " in relation to quality of education. 

4.3.3.3.1.2 the government to seek for profound solution 

for the problem of classroom-student ratio. For instance, by 
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enlightening the public through mass media cnd by making 

family planning enclosed in the educational program that in 

the l ong run can improve the prevai l ing problems of 

educational resource scarcity . This shou l d be so due to the 

f act that the country is found with very low rate of 

participation i n education of the schoo l- age chi l dren. 

4.3.3.3.2 As regards to the political-legal dimens ion, the 

f ollowi ng are expected from the central government, local 

government or po l icy makers I considering that schools as 

educationa l systems of the public suprasystem al'e essentilally 
I 

subdivisions of l ocal governments which are representatives of 
i 

the public. On this account the government or local central , 

governments have to: 

4 . 3 . 3 . 3.2.1 facilitat~ conditions that allow the 

educational policies to be appropriately consistent with the 

needs and beliefs of the public . 

4.3.3.3 . 2.2 provide guide lines or policies f or increased 

public participation in the educational operation of s chools 

through voluntary associations such as parent co~~ittees or 

associations , specialists, and various trade associations. 

4.3.3.3 . 2.3 establish p:;licies for government 

representatives that include city, wereda, zonal, regional 

counci l s an~ public e l ected or appointed of f icials that they 

are supposed to encourage the public to participate directly 
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or through its representatives (through school administration 

committees as well as parent committees in the educational 

operation of schools) . 

4.3.3.3.2.4 provide policies that enable schools to use 

government or non-government industrial, agricultural and 

business establishments and museums, libraries, national parks 

as public resources in their endeavour to enrich the variety 

of education related to class activities. 

4.3.3.3.2.5 provide policies that enable the public to 

appeal against school decisions that are considered to be 

unsatisfactory; and also enable it to question whe ther or not 

school resources are used efficiently. 

4.3.3.3.3 Concerning the social dimension, t he government has 

to: 

4.3.3.3.3 . 1 provide guide-lines for schools to serve as 

social institutions in addition to their major tasks and that 

in turn can be in use as a means for the closer interaction 

between the schools and their respective public or community. 

4.3 . 3.3.3.2 be ware that it would seem palatable to have 

degreed primary school principals as the opportunity to 

influence the public at the primary level has greater 

potential. 

r 
I 
I 
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4.3.3.3.4 As to the technological-educational dimension, the 

government has to make: 

4.3.3.3.4.1 the curriculum design to be in such a way that 

the content depends upon environmental potential, local needs, 

and socio-cultural conditions of the public . This can assist 

in resolving the man-made as well as natural problems the 

public faces. 

4.3.3.3.4.2 the school parent committees to be strengthened 

in such a way that they can act as advisory bodies emphasizing 

on academic and related matters of schools. 

This brings the study to an end. 
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APPENDIX B-2 

Su~~ary of Correlation Coefficients Between· ~ Item and Ma jor Components (of Systems 

Approach ) ; Dimensions and Major Components; Major Components and Major 

Components 
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APPENDIX C-l 
Calculation for Correlation Coefficient between Economic 

Background and Public Participation In Primary Schools 
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APPENDIX c-2 
Calculation for Correlation Coefficient between Economic 
Background and Public Paticipation in Secondary Schools 
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APPENDIX C-3 

Calculation for Correlation Coefficient between 
Economic Expenditure and Terminal Academic Achievement of 

Primary Schools 
II 
II 
I ~, 

" II 
'I 
'I 

II ,I 

Xy 12 y2 II 
II 

?'e;, ?ee 

'X! I (V! 

53~ ~~~ n09 I 
'" ~ ,"v 100 J8(( I , 

- - ~~ , " 511)' ~ 
:3 4S'i?3.:24 j11 • ~-:l 

~\I J 

::7, 
,I 

1~ ~G9r::~9:6~ :28Q '" ': v ~ ~~36 11 

1,"11 • ~ 'I 
:5~: 

1 
.;. J' J ': .. J " 2C<2~.:~: £. 

'1" '" ~ .. " , 

1 

1 .. ': ~ 't oJ ': £ v': 1: 28415~0=52 ~:sra\ G:h 

~.S5a: 

r = 

= 

22 '10 I~Q~_'fI 
"... _. - ,i .. 

22 343 1:332=53 

:3J In ." '1:5:~9 

'" ' " :::=1; ", -, ~ 
" , '" ,-'I ,,'I 

-~-::" 

'1< ,. , 2~ 'I 12S~:9'l 

;70 :~2, :5?=!SQ 

:33E m 

NExv - ExEy 

[ NE x 2 - ( Ex) 2 J [ NE y 2 - ( E y ) 2 ] 
1707034-1326648 

:320 

~]~E 

eg": 
'H "Q 'I ,-,..,,, 

""'I'" 
d.~_ 

'I"" ~ ~ 
t. ~ ; J 

3'1:~~ 

" .... c ~. -, ..... 

[4333260-1784896] [1074122-986049] 

'01 
':F~ 3~~J , 

" AIJ' ""' ~ Ii ,.1> J 
'1.'1 oJ, Y. 

:S:C: ~~f: il 
'i 

~s~:~ ,I ... J. 

~2?:: 
" , ~ .. !! :-: .. , 

; ~"" > ~ j ~ Ij il • ",4"" J 't~ • 

.1 
~3E9:: : ~ ~c D 

I ::J:;: -,-,." 
" ~,J -

= 0.80 

Where,N 
Exv . = 
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= 14 
121931 
14 x 121931 = 1707034 
1336 
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~ XfV=1336 x 993 = 1326648 
x ,= 313090 

NEx' ,= 14 x 313090 = 4383260 e;" )' = (1336) 2 = 1784896 . 
v' = 76723 

Nt~.= 14 x 7p723 = 1074124 
iIYJ.' = (993)' = 986049 
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APPENDIX C-4 
Culculation for Correlation Coefficient between Economic 

Expenditure and Terminal Academic Achievement of 
Secondary Schools 

I
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APPENDIX D-l 
Calculation for Correlation Coefficient between Public 

Participation and Terminal Academic Achievement of 
Primary Schools 
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APPENDIX D-2 

Calculation for Correlation Coefficient between Public 
Participation and Terminal Academic Achievement of 

Secondary Schools 
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,. , ~' ..... , I ,J .. ~ ~ L: 

I I 
E!:ua:-: '"'''' I 91153 , 5 ~ n'T j I 2972:"6 " _ I L ~ - .. ~~"!. JO 

19~~~ 3:~ . 9 j {) "!\ 1/\ '\ 
1.,,,,:~.J j032::C5 "''''''1 (l' 

".L',J.J~ 

= 

NEw - EXEy 

[NEx2-(Ex)2] [NEy2_(Ey)2] 

6274323.9-6135400.2 

[394966858-391960804][288909.53-96033.01] 
0.18 

•. -.. -- -- .. 

Where.N 
l: xv . = 

= 13 
482640.3 

Exl:v=19798 X 309.9 = 6135400.2 
~= 30382066 

NE ~Y =13x482640.3=6274323.9 
~ = 19798 
Ey = 309.9 

NEx'~= 13 X 30332066 = 394966853 
fEX)· =.(19 7 98)' = 391960804 

v' ,=22223.81 
NEv; ,= 13 X 22223.81 = 283909.53 
(Ev)' = (309.9)' = 96038.01 

il 
" " !I 
'1 
" " " 
H 
II 
'I 
II I, , 
,I 
II , 
" =ll 
II 
'i 
" I, 

i 
ii 
I 

It 

I' 
:1 
I 

1\ 
I 

II ;, 

11 
,; 
I 

II 
" 
II 
" 

11 
'I 
il 
J 
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APPE.NDIX E-l 
Calculation for Correlation Coefficient Between Cla3sroom 

Student Ratio and Terminal Academic Achievement of 
Primary Schools 

IfF, ==;======;====~~,\;;;; ";;;" :~::~.I,;;;:.:;';;e·;';:;",:;;;e" .;,;;, =;====;Ir====;='I, = _. ill., 

C!ass~:~: - 5S ?e: ~~! ?~t~: :~ 
~I: ~1?~,e ~: :~e ~::.::e::: ?~:_: S:u:e~ .. ~ ?~5sed il 

II 2::':.: '" ~:~~~~;~:~:;:;:.: ]:::, I ,2 i , .. 2 !i 
y ': I' 1\ I 

1
1
.-. -, --+-j" -~-"-~:-':'-'-\:-:\-ab---+-'-'-'-: 0-1-: -0-. -~C-~-+-84-J-/ .-. 3-J-8 -:-~-;-]----+-~-.-~ :-,-;-S -+,-, .-:-;~-:-J-: -+-1'-3,-,-,-111 

II ; I :,::: ;1 

n "H\! I , 
~" ~IJ ~ - .. ~. '! . ,,, .. .. 

~13/89~ : 
, 
" ~."" C,OG~Ct~ ~.30:: 

~;5;-1: , ~,~J . ::":JZ: n: 

I ' . , ' "'" il ~ ~~sr3k 3:.. l:l~~ = ~.~la ..... d.. ,I 

'~--~--------~--------+-------------+------1------~--~,1 
;:S~;5S~ 

, 
" ,. 
" 

, "~I\ • " ~ .. ~ , 
. ~" ..... . I. .. ' ~ 

I ... · _' _ _+-c-'-e ~_~:_; ___ -+_~_:_a ~_,_a_~_~ ---1--1---------+-'-. -~ ~-.-. -+----+----1:1 
II : 0 j .'.5:a: I :: "'_l ._~_: ~ __ +-'_ _______ _+--~ :_2.:..3'_. _+-____ _+-----111 

. " '1)'1~ " ~ ~ c ,,, ~ ~ ~. 'III " , , 
~.~ .. ~! 

::9 ' qr , , " 
, 1'1111\11), , 

~? ~. , \J\'~_':' _ , i~~_ 

II H i :~::.~a:·~ E_:~~;l:: i :,2~ : C ~:2 :5;:'::2;;:J ~:Z~: Ii , ~I\~' ~~ 
, "'1'1t, , . ~ ,,- ... ~ .. .J_ 

.~ 1'1 ~ 1'1 ~ '~ , ~:~~ 
• , ,r",; ~G J " .. 
, II ~ ~. , a 
~ , ~ .. _ .. 2.g~~'~ 

, ". . . ~ I ~ • 

, 1 ~. ~ 

, ~ ~, '! ~. , ~ ~ ~ , ~v_~,_ .~ L~ 

[ " 
NExv - EXEy 

r = [ ' , 
NEv'-(Ex)' ] 

1.36948-1.34055 
= 

[0.019174-0 . 018225][107.4122-98.6049] 

= ~ 

Whe!"e,N = 14 
Exy 0.09782 
NExv =14xO.09782 = 1.36948 rx- = 0.135 
Lv = 9.93 

fXkv= 0.135 X 9.93 = }.34055 
X~,,= O.OC~391 

NEx'.= 14 X 0.Op1391 = 0.019474 
I E;:)' = (0.135)' = O. (l1Q225 
Ey' ,= 7.6723 
NEv' ,= 14 X 7.6723 = 1Y7.4111 
ilil' = (9.93)2 = ~·9()49 
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APPENDIX E-·2 

Calculation for Correlation Coefficient Between Classroom -
Student Ratio and Terminal Academic Achievement of 

Secondary Schools 

- ' T --D d ~: s ~ = ~ e .~.; ---t~.c->, .T~! ~ :: J , ~ ~ '- -~~~-, :C'l2': - - -t,,~, 'C. ,,-n,,,, "'-+->,~, ~. ,~. ~. ~crr~, --t~", ~, .'T,": '"<;--+1 ~ 
! 3 SOB ~::3::~.COS: 552 =>DO? C.C~00;l C.QCaJ54 O::CCS : I 
!~-4~~~~~~~-+~~~~~~~~-+~~~~------t! 

I~I -~,-:-::-;-;e-:~~;~e_~t---t_~-:-~~-:-:;-'-:;-':-' ~-:;-:-;;-4-;-~-'~-:-~:-:----t-~-:-:~-;-~-:;--t-~-,-~~-~-;:-:--t-:-:-~~-;-::-:--4:1 

~2 ;la2:et~ :;~9:~,C2~ ~111'\'l - ~ , Q"\ ~,~·:62J!O ~,~~2;:: ~,:~5~~C p 
I~--r-----~----r-·'-·'-'-·-'-'-'·-'--~~---~--~~-----,i 

il--,:;-3 _,-Y c._,,:_, :_~':_~_3_e_r r_,a_:~_: :_4_5=_:_, ,_~ 2_;_~S_5 _; 5_9 _'_:_,_9 3_J ___ -ri _0_, C_;_~ ~_~_: ~_' ~_O ._:_~ ~_4_3 ~_~ +_' _' ,_, _~ 9_:_: -----1,1 
II L =======:l=: ,=:=5 9===,=3=, 1=3=' ======..l,,=J =' ~=58=2=9=3 =:l=C ,=0=[ 2=:=1 3==1,=2 ,=,=2C=, ~=3 Q=, =='.1 

NExy - E XEy 

r = [NEx2-(Ex)2] (NE y 2_(Ey)2] 
0.757809-0.521703 

= 

[0.033709-0,028561][28.865707-9.529569] 
= 0.75 

Where,N = 13 
1> .. v = 0 . 0:'8293 
frXV~13;'O. 058293 = 

x = 0.169 
Y = 3.087 

0.757809 

f4 v= 0,169 x 3.087 = 0.521703 
y~"- 0.002593 

V~x" ,= 13 ;, 0, 002593 ~ 0.033709 
" XI" = (0.169)' = 0.02856 ' tt ,= 2,220439 V \" v" ,= 13 x 2, 22,04 3 9 = 2 8 . 86 570 7 

\ LJ ~';J' =: (3 . 087)" = 9.52---gS69 
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APPENDIX F 
Classification of Government Schools by Size As Per 

Their Student Population 

I'~ T 'I No Name of the Scheol Student, co, a~s' f', 

\Ir: ___ ·_+--------------------------~P~o~Pc,u~l~a~t~io~n_+I~~~~~t~~~~o~n~~--~------~il 
11 Hodjo Secondary ) 1007 I Small-Size , 

1 i " 
1 

I 2 Enewary Secondary 1044 I , 
I 1 , 

3 Enewary Primary 1060 " I 
4 chacha Primary 1 1137 " i 

I 5 Endebir Secondary I 1155 1 " I , , 
I 

L I~ G.e.de Q .3ac.oIld.a.ry 1195 I " i 

II 7 
I 

Endebir Primary ! 1202 " i , 
II I 
11 8 Ars i Ne gele Secondary 1672 " 

, 
I 

1 9 
I , 

Arsi Negele Primary 2267 " I , 

Ii 10 Hodjo Primary 2320 " I 
jill Tesfa Kokeb Primary I 2582 Largo-Size 1 
I, -- I 

!l12 SOS Secondary 262:!. " I , 

11 13 Hisrak Goh Primary 3753 " ! 
Ih4 Kokebe Tsibah Primary 4-204 i " I 

l! : I , , 
:1~1~5--~i-H-e-n-e~1~1~k--I-I--P~r~1~m-a~r~y~----_+----~4~5~2_3___ " --Ji 
1116 I Higher 7 Secondary Ii 
1~---+--~~----~~----~------+------------+----------------~'1 

" II 17 I Addis Ketema Secondary I: 
1W-8 I Nefas Silk Secondary !! 
I'j ~ 9 1'1 : Yekatit 12 Secondary 

1120 tYekatit 23 primaryl] 

Calculation for Hedian to Classify 

.$chool.s by Size 

Md = The average of n/2 + n+2/Z. 

= The average of 2320 ~ 258 L 

= 2451 

Where , Md = Median 

n = 20 

n/2 = 20/2 = 10= the 10th in the array 

~2320 

n+2/2=20+2/2 =11= the ,-1th In '::1"1e array 
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APPENDIX H-l 

Summarized Items of the Questionnaire In Light of the 
Systems Approach 

~he 0pen~ess a:pl~~u1e ~f 

sys~eJS to put!ic 
part~cipat:on 

envira~:e~tal­

supp!asys~e~ c~ s:~ool 

systems ald its in!llence 

Per~eab~eness o~ ~he 5C~OJ: t~ p~b::: i~vc~ve:e~~ ie 

acade[:c :a:te:s 

partic~patior. 

g. S~~e:t:veneS5 o! s:~col bo~~da!y 5pa~ne!s 

: 2 , 

1· .1, 

" , , 

App!Opr13~e~ess o~ ecvlr~~~e~ta! cha[acta!is~l:S to t~a 

sctjol 

Being u~de! pluralist!c ccc:u::ty pc~e: S:!~:~~:2 

Strengtt o~ schael adm!(lstra!lon or ;a!e~: Cj~:~::ee 

"", .. ~ ... 
~'::i.. 1:'; ... 



,,;_,,~ .• :_~. "' _ .. l<, 1 :" 
._ .. _;_:.w .. l •• r~M"_V 

21 

1~ . 

24. 

25. 

26 1 

~, " .. ).' ... 
,,~ !-""""W 

~anaqc!er.t O~ ~eSOu!ceS 

~egal P!JV:SiOfi to :te 
]atters 

~o pEticipate :n sC~.Gol 

2E Social inte~ac~iQr. ~f the schor! with the pilb~~: 

- -- -

27. Acknowledgement of soc:e:al va:iles :n etGca~:onal C;2!a~:c: 
of Ue sctoo~ 

19. 
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APPENDIX H 2 
ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

FACULTY OF EDUCATION 

GRADUATE PROGRAMME 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 

A questionnaire to be filled by School Representatives 

(Principals, Deputy Principals, Unit Leaders, Department 

Heads and Teachers) and by Public Representatives 

(School Administration Committee Members, 

Parent "Commltrre 1't~eTS and PaTBIlLs) 

I. Introduction 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather data 

pertaining to public participatio~ in the educational 

operation in schools of central Ethlopla. The purpos~ of tt~~ 

study is purely academic. The answers you provide to 

questionnaire will in no way affect you personally or 

organizationally. 

Yet the success of t'":lS study highly depends on the 

cincerity and frankneos of your response. 

Thank you in advance for your co-operation. 

N.B. 

No need of writing your name. 

- You are expected to respond only in relation to 

your school. 
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II. Personal Background 

2.1 Sex 

2.2 Age 

2.3 Your Academic Qualification 

III. Question Items 

Direction: 

Please indicate with " 

representing the best degree of 

" mark as a response 

your agreement to each 

statement in only one among the boxes provided under the 

degrees of agreement that are found coded with numbers 

according to the key below. 

Key 

4 = Strongly Agree; 
3 = Agree; 

2 = Disagree; 

1 = Strongly Dlagree 

A. With Respect to the Degree of Openness of the School to 

the Public 
I 

I I II 
II No. , Item 

I Response 

4 3 I 2 

11 
I' 11 II 

-r I .1 '1. , The school opens its doors: II 

I a. For the public to observe its all 11 

I' activities I i , I 
II b. to receive feedback from the public or 

I 
I I I. , 

parents 'I I' I , 

i' 
c. to parental need or demand in its ,I 

instructional operation ! il 
I, 2. 

I II The public or parents: , 
II j I II Ii I a. are involved in extra curricular , , I il actlvltles I: 



n 
ii 

No. 

" II 
II 3. 
II 
II 
II 
II 
'! 

~ 
" II 

14. 
II 
I! 

') 

'I II 
Ii 

II r 
!I 
II 
II 
II 

II 
I' il 
II 
II 
II 
Ii 5. 
II 
Ii 
Ii 
II 

b. 

c. 

?64 

Item 

are involved in disciplinary 
actions 

have a sense of ownership towards 
the school 

I The school principal in his interaction 
I for support with the public or parents; 
I he: 
I 

I : 
c. 

negotiates extensively 

is candid in expressinJ the need or­
the school 

uses wisdom and tact 

The school principal: 

a. 

b. 

I c. 

I 
d. 

e. 

I 
I 

has the belief of that parents are 
a source of assistance and are able 
to raise the quality of the 
school's educational operation 

believes that parents are concerned 
for their children ' s education 

uses regular consultation with 
parents 

stimulates the school's 
administration committee 
committee for commitment 

or parents 

does not view that parents do not 
cooperate in effort to enhance the 
school ' s program and instead are 
overly critical 

I Wi to regard to the balance of , 
I relationship between the school and the 
i public or parents: , 

, ' I 
I 4 3 I 2 

I 
i 

" " 

, 
I 
I 

I 

I 
II 
" 

~ 
II 

I 
Ii 
" I! 
II 

1--1--I---+--jl 
Ii 
II 

I I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

i I , 1 

'/ 
II 
I' II 
Ii 
II 
II I. 
,I 

!I 
/I 
1\ 
I' II 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
Ii 
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~T -
1\ 

----, 
~ 

l\c.;.:;,~I....t .. l.;::'~ .1 

~--.---.----r--jl 
Ii N" Item 4 3 1 ;, 
I~---·~I-a-----t-h--e--p-r-i-n-c-i-p-a-l--i-s--a-o-t--~-'n-,--d-i-f-f-i-C-U-l-t-y--+---r-~--~--~l! 
II I' because of his spii t of loyalty and II 
. II 
I dual responsibility towards I I Ii 
I' I I teachers and parents 

II . b. 
II 

I 
/1 Ie. 

there is a well-balanced not one­
sided relationship between the 
school and the public or parents 

the school takes the initiative for 
the public or parents to 
pa-rticipa-tiO by ille" n s s um as 
organizing meetings etc. 

II I 

tl I 6. Wi th regard to the school's openness to 
the public in relation to buffering or 

I 
Ii 
Ii 
II 
II 
" II 

Ii 
,1 7 . 

II 

II 
II 
Ii 
II 

I' 
118. 

" " 11 

II 
II 
II 
iI 

I 
screening public demands: 

la I . 

I !:. 

I 

the school responds to all possib~e 
public or- parcnt2_1 demand3 '13 3. 

vis t~e education "f t~eir children 

there is :10 frequent conflict 
between the public or parental 
demg~ds and the school 

I The principal's fre~uent stLategy in 
responding to public or parental demands 
IS: 

a. co-operation 

b. trying to convinoe the public or 

I ' 
parents 

not using bureaucratIc decisions 

i With regard to publi: school 
I relati0~ship in relation to boundary 
I spann' nl]: 

I a there is sc~ool - :.::ut.l.iC' 
I 
I officer in the schoc~ 

relation.3 

l- . . . 

~-t 

t i , 

I 
I 

1 , 
I 

I I I 
I- I I 
I -r- T 
I I I 

I I I 
r- II t 
I I 

I I 

I 

~ 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 

, I 
I I 
, I 

I 1 
I i 
I 
I 
I 

i 

-- II 
II 

II 
I 
L-

II ,! .. 
Ii 
" iI 
Ii 
;I 
H 
ij 

--,~( 

I Ii 

f 
I 
I I 
i 
I 
I , 

I' II 
Ii 
l' 
II 
ii 
II 
Ii 
I! 
Ii 
II 
II 
II 
II 
Ii 
il 
II 
11 

II 
'I 
" Ii 

Ii 
Ii 
i; 
I II 
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'I 
II 
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- --- -n 

ii 
il 

i No. 
1~~~----------------------------~-+~--4-4: 
II b. the school-public relations officer I II 

Item 

t Ii 
of the school is effective in 
facilitating the :nteractio~ of the 
school with the public or parents 

c. the school administration is 
effective in sens~ng the 

,.,' expectations of the public or !I 
parents I 

II 
Ii I d. the schocl administration committee I 11 

'/' I or parent committee is effect I ve in1 tl 1,','1' 

II 
" 

II 
/I 
II 
11 

II 
II 
I 

i 

I 
I 

II 
11 

" 
" 

9. 

" 10. 

II 

I 
j, 

11 I, 

I bridging the schocl with the public: 

or parents I I' 
I Wl

'th ,II', I 'I:"I!!I' 

regard to the phases of public or 
parental involvement. 

a. parents do press requirements on 

I Ii 

Ii I---+--!--+------i" 
the school 

c. 

d. 

Ie. 
I 

generally the pub:i: or parents are 
less critical to the school's way 
of educational operaticn 

the public or parents show high 
interest to participate in the 

I 
t 

I 
I 

cd~cational matters of the SChC01 I 
parents do understand or are aware r 
~!h:~~~st~;!r:~~~nto gaze at in the l 
parents invest more time on their I 
children ' s educat:on fcllov/-up 

i . 
I Wlth regard to the levels of public or 
I parental involvement: , 
I a. 

I 
I 

the flow of infornation on the 
educational matters between the 
school and the public or parents 
of two-way direction 

I 
1--1 
I I 

, 

1 

I I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
J 

iI 
I, 
Ii 
II 
'I " if 
11 
" " i! 

II 
/I 
Ii 
I' 

lj 
L 
II , , 
I 
I 
" , 
!I 
'I 
'I .. 
" 
!I 
u 



I 

No. 

II 

II 
ii 
Ii 
I 
I 
i 
, 

/I I 
I 
1 
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Item 

lb. the public or parer;ts are less 
passive with school matters 

c. the public or parer.ts adequately 
participate in the school 
instructional programs voluntarily 

Because the public or parents provide 
direction or leadership, feedback or 
information, financial and material 

r:
esources to the school directly or 

through the school ' s admInistratIon 
committee or parent committee, the 
school ' s administration committee or 
parent committee: 

i 

a. is more concerned than the higher 
echelons on the Ministry of 
Education to the school's 
educational operation representing 
the public or pGrents 

b. can hire and fire personnel of the 
school as necessary 

c. can make over all decisions 
regarding the school's educational 
operation 

d. can influence the direction and 
execution or educational matters In 
>che school rather than merely 
receive what lS decided by higher 
echelons In the educational 
structure 

~ 

I 

I 

;' Response 
f-~~~_~_-li 

1 II 

I 

I 4 3 2 

II 

II , 
" 

I I 

I , 

I 
I 

r 
II 

I !I ! " - ~ , 



268 

B. 
Educational Operation 

112. 

-

II 
I 

/I 
!! 
II 
I 
I 

II 

'I II 

II 
Ii 

I 
11 

II 
Ii 

I 

!I 

14. 

1115. 
II 
Ii 
i' 

II 
II 

Item 

There is enough public or parental 
participation in the school's educational 
determination of: 

a. policies 

I b program 

-

With regard to the certainty .. clustering and 
- rscarc±ty-of the-schoo1:-envirenmerrt : 

a. there is high demand by the community or 
parents for change of certain school 
programs or decisions 

b. the community around the school or parents 
oftc~ly raises dcm~ds being organized 

c. the local community or parents have 
avail~?le resources to sustain the program 
of the school for a viable educational 
operation 

With regard to the tl~ of the pw;lic as an 
environment: 

i a. 
I 

b. 

the majority of the ~tudents were not born 
in that area 

ethnically students do come from 
diversified parental roots 

I c. economically students do come :rom 
I diversified parental roots 

d. educationally studc;iL; do come from 
divorsified parental rocts 

I T!1e cormnuni ty power structure in mass 
! 0!"CE:L~izatior;.s s:..i::h .:::-; Y·2h:lc i:: "J"C:":':- locality 
I whore the school is situated is occupied: 

a. not by more people with high econo;;:;'c 
status 

.. - _. _ ..... -
Response II 
4 3 2 1 I 

II 
II 

r-j-tl , J, 
- I 1- / 

-- I +-11 
i I ~ 

l 1 ! ! 11 

I I I II I I II 
1---+-+---1--;1 

II 
1/ 
II 

II 
II 
II 
II 

Ii 
II 
/I 
/I 
II 
II 
II 
II 

1---+--j--j--1\ 
II 
II 
\I 
'\ 
\I 
Ii 

" II 
Ii 
II 
1/ 
Ii 
II 
II 
" \I 
\I 
II 
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Ii 
II 

Rcspcn.:;c 
--TI 

" " , 
I No. Item 

\----,-"-,....1-1
1
1 

4 3' 2 

I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I , 

11 
II 
I 

1 

I, 

! 

II , 

16. 

b. not by one major family group 

c. not by competing groups in the community I--t----+i-I 
I 1, II 

by individual persons without being neither II I! I! , " d. 
from one family group nor from one 
competing group 

e. not by people with strength or power to 
influence the community 

With regard to the public or parental 
participation in the school ' s educational 
operation: 

a. the school administration committee or 
parental committee members represent 
geographically different sectors of the 
school catchment area 

I b. the school administration committee or 
parental committee members are elected 
periodically according to the regulation 

c. parental attendance in general ar~ual or 
periodic meetings is found to be 
satisfactory 

d. generally the public parents show strong 
interest to participate or serve as school 
administration committee or parent 
committee members 

I I I II 
I I II I 
~. 

! 
I 

, 
I 

ii 

II 

I 
! II 

;: 
, 

i 
II 

I I I 

I , 
11 

---t-l--,----11 

'il 
1\ 

II 
II 

I- -I, , 

I 
I , 
I 

17. With regard to the co-operation and balance of 
relationship between the school and the public 
or parents for educational operation: i 

1 

, 
I, 
II 

a. there is satisfactory collaboration between 
the school and the public or parents 

b. there is good relationship between the 
I 

I 
I I 

I Ii 
I 
I 

Ii 
I 
I 

school administration cc~mittoo or parents 1 
committee and parents J 

-'--_. _-'----'-_L 

, 

--' 
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Ii 
ii 
i No. , 

II 
I, 

Ii 
'I 
1113. 
I' 
I 

" II 

il 
I 
II 

II 
II 19. 
Ii 
II 
,I 
ii 
II 
ii 
"! 

I 
I 

II 
II 
I: 
I I, 

!I 

Item 

I c. there is good relationship between parents 
and teachers 

d. there is good relationship between the 
school administration cOITIDittee or parents 
co~mittce and teacher8 

, In th~ educationa:!. 
I parents: 

operation of the school, 

I j a. 

b. 

c. 

e. 

get information about the school procedures 

have access to the interpretation of 
records of students outcomes 

visit program in tile school 

are represented on decision-maJung body of 
the school 

question the educational program and policy 
of the schcul 

In rElation to tho school's 

j ~ i .. ~ 
, 
I 
lb. 

c. 

, 
I 
I d. 
I 

in:luenC8S the school's ed~catic~al program 

the school co-operates Lth the sUlTol.,;J1ding 
non- -government organizaLon 

the 5(,.:1001 brir.gs leaders or members from 
goverrunent cr non-government crganiza~ions 
into the dec.i.s':'~n-maJ{ing body of the sctcol 

the schocl influ.ences local diroctives that 
seem unwanted through ~he sc~ocl adrrl:'!,"~:'3t 

II 
1\ J ti ~·.;e CCiTK.::' t tee or parental c':"'IT'tft:i t ~~t;; 

r 
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T 

I I Item 

I With regard to the pr incipal 's IC Ie in I to the local people powe~ ~tructure: 
~elation 

\ a. 

I 
I 

he does not pla~l ~;hJ.t has been cel'::"e\.Ted by 
a dominant pCl-sen or persons ~n the sc~ocl 
3.d.rr!inis~ration committee or parent 
ccmrnittee 

/ 
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I 

I I 
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II I I \I 1----+1 -1--+--1 
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II I 

~ /' C. 
II 

I: I 
" I 
:: : d. 
II I 
II \ 

l:.e \,!n .... 1{s Hi::'h H~3t t!"~e majc:-ity c: the 
sc:'~:.aQl adt!li!1ist~3~ion CQJ'!1J:'"J~ ~t::; :~ t:a::-·:3::t 
2v:7Z~:-::t:::c :7.:~.b8rs bel,:,o\TG cr :'!.c·::"de 

he does not work as initiator of action i~ 
the school admi!:2.stratiQTI 
~a~ent co~mittec 

he doe.:; 11v ~ act a..:; 

zchaol adm:'nis'::ration Gommittee or parent 
committee 

/ I 
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c. With Respect to the ~imensions of Public Partlcipation 
__ i 

Ii r! ! 
!I ! Response I' ,I II ~_ " 

iLI,_N_O_.~~ ____ I_t_e_m_, __________________________________ ~i_4 __ rl_3 __ 11~'_2~:r--~:1 11- I I , I' 

i121. I
· I 'I ',',; The public or parents glVc enough support to 

I 
the school >lith: I Ii 

I a. financial resource I J Ii I ' ,~ 

I 
I ',I b. material resource I \I 

t- 11 

1'1 I' i ill c. alternative rescurce 

!1 "'''I I P'l.!bl~c e:-:pc:-.. jiture ir, ~he cd'uc.:ltional I 1 11 
II \ i!\ 
Ii I' or;cratioL of the schoo': compared to that of I' " 
II II 
i",ll' I) ;overnrr,ent: I, ii 

a lS h~ghcr 
,i I' I!! 

1

'1' I b is not equivalent : I' I 1/ i . I I ii' 
',', I c, I ;, I' " t.here is 11('. fi:1ar..,::~al budget allocated by [ 

... ;; ____ -"! _____ t-_-1_'-e __ g_o_y_·e_r_:11_m_, e_!1_t __ t_o __ r_un ___ t_h_e __ s_c_h_O_O_l _________ -' __ --' __ --->I ___ I ___ 1 
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T 
I 

j Item 

I d. there is no financial budget 
allocated b:i the govornment for 
sala;:y payment 

With regard to the management of 
resources provided by parents or tho 
public: 

a. there is efficient use 

b. there lS flnanclal ~cpo~t 

C. the school ad;ninistr3.ticr~ 
committee or parc~t co~rnittee 
controls the managdffia~t of the 
resuUZCGS pi-c~idod by parents 

The school administration committee or 
parent committee: 

a. make recommendJ.tions regarding the 
Gducatic~al cperJ.ticn of the 
school 

h 
~ . schoel';:; 

determining role 

With regard to the legal provision of 
the public or parents in relation to 
their right of participating in school 
matters: 

a. loca~ administration encourages 
the public or parents for 
increased involvement through the 
administration committee or parent 
committee of the school 

b. the school principal is aware of 
the legal involvement of the 
public or parents as their right 
in the ed~cational operation of 
the school 
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n i I rtt:spunse 
(; 

I 

II I II NO_.~ _____ I_t_e_m ______________________________ -+ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~~ 
Ii I 

ii j 4 

i 
3 2 < 

~ 

II 

I Ii I c. the public or parent3 appeal 
against decisions made by the 
educational administration which 
they found are unsatisfactory 

II 
I' II 
I 
I 

II 
Ii 
~6. 

II 
II 
II 
II 
ij 
It 
II 
II 
II 
II 
Ii 
Ii 

I I 

the public or parents question 
whether or not the school 
resources are used efficiently 

With regard to the interaction of the 
school and the public in the 

- -

educational operation: 

a. the principal coordinates the 
interaction between the school 
the public or parents 

the principal makes culturally 

and 

relevant decisions of the school's 
program 

the school servos as coordinating 
institution by developing 
activities to the community such 
as recreational or social or 
cultural or health etc. 

public in general: '127. I Parents or the 

II I a. do discuss values implicit in the 
I: I educational program of the school 

II lib. 
I! 
I I 

do insist that the teaching of the 
school lS not in conflict with 

I 
I, 

11
28 . 

Ii 

II 
II 
II 
Il 

values of the people 

c . do participate in developing the 
school ' s co-curricular activities 

With regard to public participation to 
enrich varieties of school programs: 

I ' the content taught to children 
depends upon the potential or 
local needs of the public _1 
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Item 

the school program attempts to 
resolve the environmental problems 
such as drought, ecological 
imbalance', etc. 

parents raise issues of strategies 
to be adopted in the teaching­
learning process 

parents encourage their children 
to have study hab1ts or work 
diligently 

1n monitoring their children 
progress, parents make interac~ion 

with the schocl 

the school uses local technologies 
of either agricultural or 
industrial in its operation to 
enrich the content 

adult farmers or industrialists, 
or specialists, or 
agriculturalists who ever are 
available 1n the sur~ounding 
coope~ate In providilig vocational 
training 

as voca~i0nal training, students 
attend sehGol part-time ~n the 
surrounding gov8~nmc~t ~~ privat2 
agricultural or industrial or 
business establishments ~~l~~3G to 
the ~n3tr~cticn pro~ided In the 
classroom 

iI 29 The school co-ordinates tripe and 
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II . visits for students to thc surrounding j 
Ii 
Ii 
It 
II Ii 

II 
II 30 
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Ii 

goverGment or private orga~iza~iGns 
enri=~ their k~owlejge 

::c I 
I 
~. 

I The s-::hool ' s 
participates 

i the sc:J.ool' s 
,I 

parent committee actively 
as an advisory body in 

i 

I 
j in.structional program 

Thank you ayain for your cooperation. 
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FACULTY OF EDUCATION 

GRADUATE FROGRMIHE 

DEPARTMENT OF mUC}\TIONAL ADMINISTRl\TION 

Structured Interview to School Principals 

INTRODUCTION 

JaLGl. 

to pub~ic p~r~icipati0n the educational 

operation in schcola of central :thiopic. The purposo of ~h~s 

Yet .. the 

1,' -: 1 ., 
•• ..i..J... _ 

3u;:ce.:....> 

ar';S\;lerS 

affect 

I. Pcrso~al Dackg~ound 

-------

3. Your Acadc~ic Oualificaticn . 

Fie2.d c: .... , ... --~~,~--+- ....... 
Ui-'~""'.J...""_...i...';"""'1... __ .. ~ . 

5. Total Year~ of se~vi:e. 

5.1 As a ~e~chcr 
5 ') 

~ ', ' - -,,-
l!~.l. ... " . ...Id<..1._ ..... i 

-----------

II. 1. Name of the school: 

2. Year of °Et~bl~stment: 

'3 Lt?vel: 

4. 

5 nt .. '\~:~-:+-_i",..... 
-'--'.------

C 1 

C 1 
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( ' .1 ~,·.;rhcther t:~e sch,~(.,2.. 2...:.> gov2rnment V.I. lrO~, 

6.2 

government (specify] 

Type of non-government school 

Mission, etc). (s!:,ccify) 
(Put.l~c .. 

7. Geographical setting and dcnographic conditi0n af 

the school: 

7.1 Local a:ca or Kcb21e 

7.2. Woreda 

7.3 Zone 

7. ·1 Region 

7.5 vn,cttcr socict y where the school 

situated lS generally homogenous or 
heterogenous (specify) _______ _ 

7.5 Whether the local community is ge:1erally \'lith 

high or low economic ctatus (specify) 

7.7 Whether t!1e local community is ge:lera:ly 

~ 0 . v 

literate or illiterate (specify) 

Whether the members of the local community 

are generally of young or old age (specify) 

7.9 1'!hethe!:' the majority of the local community 

members are of male or female population 
(specify) __________________ _ 

8. l'7i th regard to the academic achievement of the 

school: 
8.1 Number of students passed to grade 7 sitting 

grade 6 National/Regional examination in the 

last three academic years. 

ii Total No. of Students No. cf Students il 
Sat for the ~xam I Passed to Grade 7 II 

,I Ii 
" t--='-'--'--'--=-.:....::.-'----+-------------+t --------. -- ,--H 

1 Ii 
t--='-'--'--'--=-.:....::.-'----t------------. -·-,~---------__iil 

I :i 
I if 

" " h 
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8 . 2 Number of students passed La grade 9 sitting grade 

8 Nat ional examination in the last three academic years: 

Academi c Year Total No . of Students No . of Students 

Sat for the Exam Passed co Grade 9 

1984 E.C. 

1985 E . C. 

1986 E . C . 

Total 

8 . 3 Number of students p a ssed to the next higher grade 

since 1986 E . C . academic year : 

Grades 2 3 , 5 , 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total 

No.of students sat 

for the fina l exam. 

No.o f s tudent s 

passed to the next 

grade 

8.4 Number of students in relation to their E . S . L.C . E. 

results achievement since the last the academic 

years : 

Students Students Students Students 

Academic Years Achieved Achieved Achieved Achieved 

2 :00-2 :49 GPA 2 :5 0-2 : 99 GPA 3 ; 00 -3:49 GPA 3 : 50-4:00 GPA 

1984 E . C. 

1985 E.C. 

1986 E.C . 

Total 
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9. Total average amoun t of s chool o r regis trat ion fee per 

year and per studenL by g r ade level: 

Grade s 1 2 3 4 5 ( 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Annual total average 

school fee per 

student in Birr 

10. With r egard to classroom s tudent s r at io : 

11. 

10.1 Number of shifts 

10 :-2 ---Tota-l-number --e-F- cl~'€>Offi&-

10.3 

1 0 . 4 

10.5 

Wi th 

Number o f sect i ons p e" shif t 

Total number o f sec t ions in both shifts 

Total number o f studen ts 

regard to the f unction of the school ' s 

administrat ion commit tee 0'- paren t committee in relation 

to communi ty p ower structure f o r educational operation: 

11.1 "hether o r not a school administration committee or 

parent commi t=e e i s e sta bl ished in the school 

(speci fy) . 

11.2 whethe r o r no t the committ e e ' s dec ision making is 

usually dominat ed by o ne o r few powerfu l members 

(specify) . 

11. 3 whether or not the commi ttee oftenly uses voting 

for psing decisions (s pe c i f y) 

11. 4 whether or not t he commit tee oftenly uses 

discuss ion than voting to arr ive at consensus 

(specify ) 

11. 5 whethe r or :lot dec i sions i n t he commi ttee 

frequently tend to fo llow the lead of the principal 

(spe ci fy) . - -
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12 . With r e gard Lo t l-p n aturA of the students of the 

school: 

12.1 whether or not the s tude nts of the school are 

genera l ly wit h l ess d iscipline problems (speci fy). 

12.2 whether or not the s tudents of the schoo l are 

generally with l ess a c ademic problems (specify). 

Thank you for your co -operat ion . 
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APPENDIX H-4 

Calculation of Reliability Coefficient of the Instrument 
(Questionnaire ) As Per the Ma jor Components of the Sys tems 

Approach, As Dimensions 

Chronbach's Formula 

r = K 

K-l 

Where, N = the no . o£ respondents 

K = the no . of items 

96 

1 . 

r 

2 . 

r 

f; S /=the sum of variances of responses 
t, :. 1 

S /= the variance of the sum of re s pons e s 

With respect to the opennes amplitude of schools to 
pu];,l i c part-icipation_ 

J.L 
10 

0 . 86 

11 -6 . 7~ 
L=0 78J 

wi th respect to 

= ~ t:~7:: 1 
0 . 63 

Where, k = 11 

k -l 11-1 =10 

t s ' = 6 .7 7 
... :.1 

s} = 30 . 78 

the extent of public influence on school s 

Where, k = 9 

k-1 = 9- 1 =8 

t s 2 = 4.69 ,-:.I 
Sx = 10 . 51 

3 . With respect to the magnitude of the dimensions of publ i c 
participation 

1~ 1,1-;~ 7::1 
= 0 . 83 

r 

4 . Total reliability 

rl:: .· ~5 \ r = J.Q 

29 

0 . 93 

Whe re, k = 1 0 

k-1 = 10-1 =9 
/L 2 
L S , = 6 . 65 
, ;,. I 

Sx 2 = 27 . 18 

coefficient of the instrument 

\vhere, k 30 

k-l = 30-1 =29 
/<-
~ S - = 18 . 1 
l ;..1 • 

S/ = 159 . 35 



Schools 

e, w a 

Endebir " 

Arsi Neqele " 

Mod 'o " 

Charha " 

Misrak Goh " 

Kokebe T ihah " 

Yekatit 23 " 
- " 

Me ne lik II 

Bethlehem " 

African Anctnet " 

Rol, r, " " 

Assai 

Miskave Hizunan " 

E, war Secondary 

Oorl" " 

A' i N Ie " 

MuLl'u " 

G'neo " 

Addis Ketema 

SOS 

Yekatit 12 " 

Hi her 7 " 

Nefas Silk " 

Nazre t h " 

St. Joseoh " 

Yehiwot Berhan " 

" M, " 

Awolia " 

Total 
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APPENDIX H-S 

Rate of Return of Questionnaires 

School Public Representatives 
Reor sen ative 

Exoected Collected Exnec t ed Collected 

N<" No. t No. No. , 
10 10 100 ]0 10 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 9 90 10 9 90 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 10 100 10 ] 0 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 10 100 ] 0 10 ]00 

'" Hl-- _l1lJl- ill .UL ~ 

10 9 90 10 10 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

]0 ]0 ]00 >0 ]0 100 

" 10 10 100 1 9 90 

10 9 90 10 9 90 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 9 go 10 9 90 

10 10 100 10 , qn 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

" 1 10 100 '0 

10 9 90 10 9 9Q 

10 10 100 " ' 0 ]00 

10 10 100 10 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

10 10 ] 00 10 9 90 

]0 ]0 >00 10 ]0 100 

10 10 100 10 10 100 

300 295 98 300 293 98 

Exoected 

No . 

?O 

20 

20 

2.Q 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

?O 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

2Q 

20 

20 

20 

20 

20 

?O 

20 

600 

Total 

Cal l ~cted 

No . , 
?n Inn 

20 100 

18 90 

20 100 

? n 100 

20 100 

20 100 

20 100 

2~ 1JlJL 

" " 
20 100 

20 100 

?O ]00 

19 95 

18 90 

20 100 

20 100 

18 90 

1 9 95 

20 100 

20 100 

20 100 

18 90 

20 100 

20 100 

20 100 

20 100 

19 95 

?O 100 

20 100 

588 98 

; 
I 



No. "" " 'ho <eh I 

1 Ene wary Primary 

2 Ene wary Seconda ry 

3 Endebir Pr imary 

• Endebi r SecondaJ."Y 

5 Ari s Negele Pr imary 

• Ari s N€g e 1 Secolld,, ' ·'! 

7 Mod jo Pr im"ll , 

• Mod jo s econdary 

, Chac ha Primary 

1 0 Gedeo Seconda "Y 

11 Mis r ak Gah Primary 

12 Ko k ebe Tsibah " 

13 Ye katit 23 " 

14 Tesfa Kokeb " 

15 Mene!ik " 

16 Addis Ket!2:'!'la Secor.dJ.n' 

17 SOS " ,. Yekatit 1 " 

19 Higher 7 

20 Nefas 5i1 . 

21 Bethlhem Primae/ 

22 AErie ') Andenet " 

23 Bole Community " 

2. As a i " 

25 Miskaye Hl::unan " 

2. Nazreth 5l2<o:ono· 

27 St. JosepL " 

2. Yeh i wot R< !"!1a n " 

2' St . Ma r y " 

30 Awalia " 
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Jl.PP £IIDIX 

;; amp ia Sc: h"u .. .:i 

1,0", 

I 

'c "riH ,iC ·-ll <:'~ 

Nort hern .shea 

Nor the rn S hoa 

So', t her n S hoa 

S' .tl,<!:cn . hoc. 

Ea. ter & CenLral 

" " 

" " 

" " " 

w .c.; t er:1 S :10a 

" 

A~ui~ l\bar:a 

" 

" 

" 

" 
" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

0 

Government 

" 
" 
" 

Shoa " 

" 
" 
" 
" 

" 

" 

" 

" 
" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 
Non - Gov. 

" 

" 
" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 



Dimens ion 

Leve l 

Size 

283 
AP PENDIX 1-2 

Sampl e School s by Dimens i on and Ca t egory 

Category No. Name o f the Sam121e School 

1 Enewary 

2 Endebir 

3 Chacha 

4 Modjo 

Primary 5 Arsi Negele 

6 Mirak Goh 

7 Kokebe Tsibah 

8 Yekatit 23 

9 Tesfa Kokeb 

10 Menelik II 

1 Enewary 

2 Endebir 

3 Gedeo 

4 Modjo 

5 Arsi Negele 

Secondary 6 Addis Ketema 

7 SOS 

8 Yekatit 12 

9 Higher 7 

10 Nefas Silk 

1 Modjo Primary 

2 Arsi Negele Primary 

Small 3 Arsi N. Secondary 

4 Endebir Primar y 

I 

I 

I 
-j 
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Dimension Category No . !\ar.·.~ ~" the SamQle School 

Small 5 Gedeo Secondary 

6 Endebir Secondary 

7 Chacha Pri mary 

8 Enewari Primary 

9 Ene wary Secondary 

10 Modjo Secocdary 

Size 

1 Yekati t 23 Primary 

2 Yekatit 12 Secondary 

3 Nefa s silk Secondary 

4 Addis Ket eme Secondary 

5 Higher 7 Secondary 

Large 6 MeLpI~k II Primary 

7 Kokebe Ts ibah Primary 

8 Misra k Goh Primary 

9 SOS Secondary 

10 Tesfa Kokeb Primary 

1 Misrak Goh Primary 

2 KOKebe Ts ibah Primary 

3 Yekati t 23 Primary 

4 Tesfa Kokeb Primary 

Government 5 Meneli k II Primary 

6 Addis Ket e ma Secondary 

7 SOS Secondary 

Status 8 Yekati t 12 Secondary 

9 Higher 7 Secondary 

10 Nefas Silk Secondary 



285 

Dimension Category Name o f the Sample School 

Status 1 Bethlhem Primary 

2 Afr ica Andenet primary 

3 Bol e Community Primary 

4 Assai Primary 

Non-Gove rnment 5 Mis kaye Hi zunan Primary 

6 Naz reth Secondary 

7 St . Joseph Secondary 

8 Yehiwot Be rhan Seconday 

9 St . Mary Secondary 

10 Awolia Secondary 

1 Mod jo Primary 

2 Ars i Negele Secondary 

3 Gedeo Secor.dary 

4 Yekatit 12 Secondary 

Schools 5 Ende bir Primary 

with 6 Nef a s Silk Secondary 

Inexperienced 7 Higher 7 Secondary 

8 Enewary Secondary 

Experience 9 SOS Secondary 

of 10 Endebir Secondary 

Principals 

1 Mis rak Goh 

Schools with 2 Kokebe Tsibah Primary 

Experience d 3 Arsi Negele Primary 

4 Enewary Pr imary 



Dimension 

Experience 

of 

Principals 

Geographica l 

Setting 

286 

Category 

Schools 

with 

Experienc e d 

Rura l 

Urban 

l\,-'lue of the Sample Schoo l 

5 Chacha Prima r y 

G '1cosfa Kokeb Pr imary 

7 "ddis Ketema Secondary 

8 Yekatic 23 Pr imary 

9 Menelik II Primary 

10 ~odjo Secondary 

7- Endebir Primary 

3 1..._'11dcha Primary 

" , ~lodj 0 Primary 

5 Arsi Negel e Primary 

G r:npwary Secondary 

7 '.,debil Secondary 

b ';, ·dr:_;o Secondary 

~~j_srak Go]-. Pri lnary 

~ Kokebe Tsibah Primary 

'~~dL~ Koken 2rimary 

~je11elik II Pr imary 

6 Addis Ketema Secondary 

7 SOS Secondary 

8 Yekatit 12 Secondary 

') }: ~ -.jber I Secondary 

- 0 ,c,s 8i ~;: .Secondary 
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