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Abstract
School absenteeism has become a prevalent problem that
affects student development and future societies across
the world. We examined whether and how the framework
for transformative school–community collaboration (TSCC)
can be utilized to effectively reduce school absenteeism. To
achieve this goal, we analyzed clustered data involving
3428 students within 14 schools that collaborated with
communities in providing out‐of‐school time programs. A
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generalized ordered logit analysis with clustered standard
errors showed that overall TSCC significantly decreased
the likelihood of students' school absenteeism. Democratic
and empowering structures in the collaboration were
particularly significant for reducing the higher level of
school absenteeism. We conclude our article with practice
implications to translate the core dimensions of TSCC into
effective practice.
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| INTRODUCTION

School absenteeism has become a prevalent problem across the world although educational engagement has been
declared as the basic human right of children and youth (Kearney, 2016). School absenteeism generally refers to
students' absences from school regardless of whether the absences are excused or not (Conry & Richards, 2018). In
the United States, school absenteeism is pervasive and prevalent. Chang, Bauer, and Byrnes (2018) analyzed the
US Department of Educations' Office for Civil Rights data during the 2015–2016 school year. They reported that
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approximately 8 million students (15% of overall students) were chronically absent and the absenteeism rates had
increased from the previous school year. Even more troubling, school absenteeism was overrepresented among
schools with high proportions of low‐income, racial minority, and/or special education students (Chang
et al., 2018).
School absenteeism has been demonstrated as a serious risk factor for students' a variety of well‐being
outcomes, especially when they are chronically absent. It is highly related to lower academic achievement, higher
dropout, higher delinquency, and lower physical and emotional health (Kearney, 2008). School absenteeism can
also negatively affect a future society because it can reduce students' opportunities to become competent citizens
who contribute to social and economic development in society (Ekstrand, 2015). In addition to these detrimental
outcomes, many researchers agree that school absenteeism is too complex to understand because it is influenced
by the complex intersection of multidimensional factors at the individual, family, school, and community levels
(Conry & Richards, 2018; Ingul, Klöckner, Silverman, & Nordahl, 2012).
Therefore, a paradigm shift has been suggested from individual to comprehensive approaches to addressing
various risk and protective factors of school absenteeism to improve student outcomes through strong collaboration between schools, parents, and communities (Ekstrand, 2015; Hendron & Kearney, 2016; Kearney, 2016).
Although there is no unified definition of school‐community collaboration, it can be broadly defined as an ongoing
process of working together between schools, parents, and communities to accomplish mutual goals with a specific
focus on student learning and development (Kim, 2017). Schools and community agencies are traditionally important members of the school‐community collaboration. However, recent studies view parents and families as
equal partners in the collaboration because of their critical role in their children's education (Anderson, Chen, Min,
& Watkins, 2017; Bryan & Henry, 2012; Epstein & Sheldon, 2016).
School–community collaboration can be beneficial for reducing school absenteeism because it brings all stakeholders and resources together to provide high‐quality school‐based programs that meet students' multifaceted
needs regarding school absenteeism (Anderson et al., 2017; Anderson‐Butcher et al., 2008; Epstein & Sheldon,
2002; Sheldon, 2007; Zyngier, 2011). In particular, out‐of‐school time (OST) programs that offer a variety of
school‐based activities to support students' educational, social, physical, and behavioral outcomes has been demonstrated to be effective for increasing students' attendance and reducing their absenteeism (Hendron &
Kearney, 2016; O'Donnell and Kirkner, 2014; Reid, 2012; Teasley, 2004). In this sense, school–community collaboration that provides a high quality of OST programs can be viewed as a positive school climate to reduce school
absenteeism universally and proactively by providing students with safe places and enhancing their active engagement in schools. Similarly, Epstein and Sheldon (2016) propose a conceptual framework suggesting that
effective school–community collaboration can improve the quality of school‐based programs designed to engage
students and their parents in school activities, which in turn leads to increased students’ daily school attendance.
Despite the growing popularity of school–community collaboration, there is still a lack of empirical evidence that
supports its potential effects on school absenteeism. Furthermore, little is known about what specific elements of
school–community collaboration are more significantly associated with reduced school absenteeism (Epstein &
Sheldon, 2002; Sutphen, Ford, & Flaherty, 2010). As Thomson and Perry (2006) argue, collaboration is a dynamic
process consisting of multiple dimensions required to achieve intended outcomes. Without uncovering such a
“black box of the collaboration process” (Thomson & Perry, 2006, p. 21), schools may not be prepared well to build
and maintain successful collaboration to achieve shared goals.
This research gap warrants the current study to identify the core dimensions of successful school–community
collaboration and examine their effects on school absenteeism. We attempt to achieve the main purposes of this
study based on the concept of transformative school–community collaboration (TSCC) originally developed by Kim
(2017). Drawing on a critical paradigm and relevant theories, TSCC is a value‐laden framework for
school–community collaboration that encompasses multiple dimensions at the individual, relational, and structural
levels to transform schools and communities: critical member capacities, equal relations, and democratic and
empowering structures. Although previous research identified the underlying principles and dimensions of TSCC
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(2017) and developed a valid scale to measure the identified dimensions (2019), additional research should be
conducted to examine its potential effect on individual students' outcomes, such as school absenteeism.

1.1

| TSCC and school absenteeism

In this section, we describe the mission, values, and dimensions of TSCC and discuss clear rationales for why TSCC
may be useful for combating school absenteeism. Successful school–community collaboration does not occur in
natural settings. It requires multiple dimensions and specific strategies to develop joint capacities, relations, and
structures (Thomson & Perry, 2006). However, the suggested dimensions and strategies for successful collaboration may vary depending on different ideologies and theories (Green, 2017).
TSCC is primarily guided by the shared principles of a critical paradigm and its relevant theories: critical
theory, organizational justice theory, and empowerment theory. Each theory's assumptions and its potential effects
on collaborative outcomes have been described elsewhere in more detail (Kim, 2017). TSCC primarily aims to
transform schools and communities by promoting member capacities, equal power, democracy, and empowerment
within school–community collaboration. In other words, school‐community collaboration can be transformative
when collaboration partners enhance their critical capacities for building collaboration and analyzing local problems, equally treat each other with respect, make democratic decisions, and empower them to successfully
coordinate their collaborative activities (Kim, 2019).
TSCC may provide a useful framework to effectively prevent school absenteeism for several reasons. First,
TSCC can be used to promote the core values of social justice and human rights for students and their families.
Students should have rights and opportunities to make their own decisions on their education. However, many
students and their families, especially those who are historically marginalized, are often disempowered and excluded from decision‐making in schools (Bryan & Henry, 2012). Kim (2017) demonstrated that TSCC was beneficial
for enhancing the active engagement of students and their families in school activities. Therefore, TSCC may allow
schools to share power with students and families in developing, implementing, and evaluating school‐based
programs for school absenteeism.
Second, although limited studies directly examine the relationship between TSCC and school absenteeism,
some theoretical and empirical studies provide useful insights into how specific dimensions of TSCC can be
effective for improving collaborative processes and outcomes. For example, individual partners' specific skills, such
as critical awareness, negotiation, and advocacy, are necessary to successfully implement school–community
collaboration (Warren, 2005). Critical theorists emphasize critical consciousness because it is essential to identify
the root causes of social problems and develop effective strategies to confront social injustice and oppression
(Lotia and Hardy, 2008). School absenteeism is a complex issue influenced by individual, family, and community
factors. In particular, social injustice issues, such as racism and discrimination, are significant factors that limit
students' active engagement in schools (Kearney, 2016). Therefore, Ekstrand (2015) argues that schools should
build strong partnerships with families and communities to increase their resources and address complex social
problems that affect school absenteeism.
Relational aspects of school–community collaboration are also critical for the success of the
school–community collaboration. Critical theorists argue that equal relations that treat partners fairly and
respectfully are important because collaboration does not always provide equal opportunities and benefits for all
members (Hardy & Phillips, 1998). Similarly, the organizational justice theory underlying TSCC provides another
rationale for the importance of equal relations within the collaboration. Collaboration partners improve their
active engagement and willingness to share their resources when collaboration promotes interactional justice that
treats partners with respect and dignity (Weiner, Alexander, & Shortell, 2002). Furthermore, this interactional
justice is a necessary condition to promote procedural justice that makes collaborative decision‐making fair and
democratic (Luo, 2007). As a result, equal relations between collaboration partners may increase the quality of
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OST services to reduce school absenteeism through their shared commitment and resources, which ultimately
results in a decrease in school absenteeism.
At the structural level, school–community collaboration may be more effective for preventing and reducing
school absenteeism when democratic decision‐making is ensured in school–community collaboration. Democracy is
one of the core components suggested by critical and justice theories. It can be enhanced when the collaboration
involves all partners in decision‐making (Sheldon, 2007), provides open and transparent communication between
partners (Anderson et al., 2017), and provide fair decision‐making processes (Weiner et al., 2002). Zyngier (2011)
also found that partners' empowerment was a critical component of successfully coordinating school–community
collaboration. Partners can be empowered when they develop shared goals based on their consensus, respond to
their changing needs through flexible procedures, and provide enough time and resources to coordinate successful
collaboration (Anderson‐Carpenter, Watson‐Thompson, Jones, & Chaney, 2017; Himmelman, 2001; Stead, Lloyd, &
Kendrick, 2004).
Finally, TSCC may be instrumental for addressing school absenteeism because it is originally designed to
provide high‐quality OST programs to support students' learning and other developmental outcomes (Kim, 2017).
OST programs have been implemented as one of the effective universal interventions for school absenteeism
(Hendron & Kearney, 2016; O'Donnell and Kirkner, 2014; Teasley, 2004). Reid (2005, 2012) suggests that effective
OST programs can provide not only safe places, where students can be supervised by responsible adults but also
effective activities that minimize students’ risk factors and maximize their protective factors relating to school
absenteeism. More importantly, some studies show that the positive effects of OST programs can be strengthened
when the OST programs are offered by strong school–community collaboration. Anderson et al. (2017) found that
effective school–community collaboration increased students’ educational outcomes because it facilitates family
and community engagement in OST programs and makes a better connection between OST programs and school
curricular goals. Similarly, Epstein and Sheldon (2002) found that school–community collaboration was effective
for providing high‐quality OST programs through community resources, which motivated students to attend school
regularly.
In summary, TSCC can provide a useful framework for building school–community collaboration to effectively
reduce school absenteeism. We hypothesize that students may be less likely to be absent from school when their
schools implement school–community collaboration with the high quality of critical member capacities, equal
relations, and democratic and empowering structures. However, these hypotheses are theoretical and not yet fully
supported by empirical evidence. Therefore, we examine whether TSCC is beneficial for preventing school absenteeism. We also examine what specific dimensions of TSCC are significantly associated with the different levels
of school absenteeism.

2
2.1

| METHODS
| Data collection and participants

We analyzed data that incorporated three different data sources collected during the 2015–2016 school year in
Indiana in the United States: school surveys, student surveys, and the Indiana Department of Education (IDOE)
administrative data. The school surveys were collected from school staff to assess the quality of school–community
collaboration implemented in their schools (i.e., TSCC). The student surveys were collected from students who
attended the same schools to measure their school absenteeism and other individual characteristics. The IDOE
data were secondary administrative data that publicly reported school characteristics. The three data sources were
matched together by school names. This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Indiana
University Purdue University Indianapolis (ID: 34373671).
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To collect school and student surveys, we used purposive sampling to recruit and select school participants
based on two selection criteria. First, we focused on schools within a geographically clustered area characterized as
metropolitan cities because the homogeneous sample could produce better predictions when nonprobability
sampling methods are used (Guo & Hussey, 2004). Second, within this geographic area, we recruited schools
implementing school–community collaboration in providing OST programs. We obtained the list of approximately
400 schools located in the selected areas from the state school directory and contacted them via emails and phone
calls to solicit their participation in either school or student surveys or both. Once the schools met the selection
criteria and agreed to participate in the study, they were asked to complete the school surveys by one school staff
member who was mainly responsible for managing school–community collaboration as the school representative of
the collaboration. Next, the selected schools were asked to choose their students at their convenience and help
them complete the student surveys with an expectation of involving at least 100 students. Finally, additional school
characteristics were obtained from the IDOE website which was freely accessible to the public.
The matched data for this study included a total of 3428 students across 14 schools. For the school‐level
characteristics, 11 school participants were public schools (78.6%) and 10 schools were middle/high schools
(71.4%). The average percentage of students who received free or reduced‐price lunch was 51.8% (SD = 21.9)
across the schools. For student‐level characteristics, about 53% of students were females (n = 1726) and 59% were
white students (n = 2024). More than 56% of students (n = 1905) were aged 6–15 years, whereas about 44% were
aged 16–20 years.

| Measures

2.2
2.2.1

| School absenteeism

School absenteeism was self‐reported by students using one question with six ordinal categories that measured
days of missing school in the last school year: (a) less than 2 days, (b) 3–4 days, (c) 5–6 days, (d) 7–8 days, (e) 9–10
days, and (f) 11 or more days. Similar to the measure of school absenteeism by Ingul et al. (2012), the original
question was collapsed into three categories: low absenteeism (<2 days of absence), normal absenteeism (3–10
days of absence), and high absenteeism (11 or more days of absence). Thirty‐three percent of students (n = 1245)
reported low absenteeism and 58% (n = 1892) reported normal absenteeism. About 9% of students (n = 291) were
categorized as high absenteeism.

2.2.2

| Transformative school–community collaboration

TSCC is a school‐level variable that measures the major dimensions of school‐community collaboration perceived
by school staff members who were responsible for coordinating school–community collaboration that provides
OST programs. Schools often play a leading role in developing, implementing, and evaluating school–community
collaboration. Understanding collaboration from the lead organization is commonly used in the study of collaboration because of feasibility and cost benefits. Once school staff members were selected as the representative of
school–community collaboration, they were asked to evaluate the quality of their school–community collaboration
using a valid scale with 15 items.
The original scale showed acceptable Cronbach's α for the subscales (ranges: 0.76–0.88) with the Cronbach's α
of 0.91 for the entire scale (Kim, 2019). Critical member capacities were measured by four items assessing
individual partners’ organizing skills, negotiation skills, advocacy skills, and critical analysis skills. Equal relations
were measured by three items assessing equality between partners with regard to joint membership, treatment,
and resource distribution. The original scale evaluated democratic network governance (four items) and
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empowering coordination (four items), separately. For this study, we used the average score of the two subscales
to measure democratic and empowering structures because of the high correlation between them. It would be
reasonable to make them a single variable because they are supposed to assess the structural aspects of
school–community collaboration. All items were rated on a 5‐point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree), with higher scores indicating the higher level of each dimension of TSCC.

2.2.3

| Student‐level control variables

School absenteeism can be influenced by various student‐ and school‐level factors. At the student level, demographic characteristics, including gender, ethnicity/race, and age, are associated with school absenteeism (Chang
et al., 2018; Ekstrand, 2015). Furthermore, students’ perceived school bonding and connections to schools have
been identified as a significant protective factor that reduces school absenteeism, truancy, or dropout (Catalano,
Oesterle, Fleming, & Hawkins, 2004). Students’ demographic variables were all binary variables: gender (1 = males;
0 = females), age (1 = 16–20 age groups; 0 = 6–15 age groups), and race (1 = white; 0 = students of color). In addition, students’ perception of school bonding was measured by a modified version of a valid scale, Perception of
School Social Bonding (PSSB), developed by Gentle‐Genitty and Chen (2013). PSSB was an 11‐item scale that
measured students’ perceptions of attachment, involvement, and commitment/brief. All times were rated on a
5‐point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree), with higher scores indicating the higher level of
school bonding. The Cronbach's α for this scale was 0.85.

2.2.4

| School‐level control variables

School absenteeism can be also influenced by school‐level characteristics, such as size, grade, type, and socioeconomic status. For example, school absenteeism is often higher among middle/high schools than elementary
schools (Chang et al., 2018) and low‐income schools (Epstein & Sheldon, 2002). Three school‐level variables were
obtained from the IDOE administrative data and were included in final analyses as control variables. A school type
is a binary variable indicating whether schools are public or not (1 = public schools; 0 = private schools). A school
grade was coded 1 if schools were elementary schools; otherwise, coded 0 (i.e., middle/high schools). School income
status was measured by the percentage of students who received free or reduced‐price lunch out of the total
students enrolled in a school.

2.3

| Analysis plan

We first conducted descriptive analyses to assess the scope and status of TSCC among 14 schools. Next, we
employed a generalized ordered logit analysis with clustered standard errors to test major hypotheses using Stata
15. This specific method would be appropriate because the dependent variable, school absenteeism, is ordinal in
nature and the parallel‐lines assumption for a traditional ordered logit regression analysis was not met; some
independent variables’ regression coefficients were not the same across all levels of the dependent variable
( χ2 (8) = 17.04, p < .05). In this case, the special type of the generalized ordered logit analysis, called a partial
proportional odds model, is suggested to perform (Williams, 2006). Furthermore, the data we analyzed included
individual students nested with schools. Clustered data often violate the independence of observations required
for traditional regression analysis. As Primo, Jacobsmeier, and Milyo (2007) suggest, we used a clustered standard
errors technique to estimate accurate standard errors, especially of school‐level variables (i.e., TSCC), after accounting for residual correlations between individuals within groups.
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| Scope and status of TSCC

Table 1 presents the results of a multiple response analysis assessing varying types of partners involved in
school–community collaboration. About 14 school participants provided a total of 87 responses, suggesting that on
average, schools involved at least six different types of partners in their school–community collaboration. The most
common partners were nonprofit organizations serving children and youth, and parents/community residents
(n = 11, 78.6% of cases, respectively). Schools also collaborated frequently with business/corporations and faith‐
based organizations (n = 10, 71.4% of cases, respectively). This result is understandable because, as seen in Table 2,
schools more frequently created school–community collaboration when they provided prosocial activities in OST,
such as mentoring, volunteer/service activities, prevention, other social‐emotional programs (M = 3.36, SD = 0.67;
full‐range 1 = never to 5 = very often).

TABLE 1

Multiple responses analysis of the types of partners

Types of partners

N

% of responses

% of cases

Nonprofit organizations serving children and youth

11

12.6

78.6

Parents and community residents

11

12.6

78.6

Business/corporations

10

11.5

71.4

Faith‐based organizations

10

11.5

71.4

National service and volunteer organizations

8

9.2

57.1

Universities and educational institutions

7

8.0

50.0

Healthcare organizations

7

8.0

50.0

Government organizations

7

8.0

50.0

Social service organizations

7

8.0

50.0

Cultural and recreational organizations

5

5.7

35.7

Senior citizen organizations

3

3.4

21.4

Other organizations

1

1.1

7.1

Total

87

100.0

621.4

TABLE 2

Frequency of school–community collaboration in OST programs

OST programs

M

SD

Prosocial activities (e.g., mentoring or volunteer)

3.36

0.67

Academic clubs (e.g., tutoring or career development)

2.46

0.78

Sports (e.g., soccer or basketball)

2.45

0.93

Performing arts (e.g., band or dance)

2.42

0.79

School involvement (e.g., pride events or cheerleading)

2.33

0.89

Abbreviations: OST, out‐of‐school time; SD, standard deviation.
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Average ratings of transformative school–community collaboration (TSCC)

Dimensions

M

SD

Min.

Max.

Critical member capacities

4.03

0.39

3.25

5.00

Equal relations

3.98

0.42

3.33

5.00

Democratic and empowering structures

3.77

0.37

3.06

4.75

Total TSCC

3.89

0.34

3.30

4.88

Abbreviation: SD, standard deviation.

Table 3 shows the dimensions of TSCC perceived by 14 school participants. The average rating of the overall
TSCC was 3.89 (SD = 0.34). More specifically, school participants reported the highest score on critical member
capacities (M = 4.03, SD = 0.39), followed by equal relations (M = 3.98, SD = 0.42) and democratic and empowering
structures (M = 3.77, SD = 0.37). The results imply that it may be more difficult to build the structural aspects of
school–community collaboration than other individual and relational aspects.

3.2

| Generalized ordered logit model with clustered standard errors

Table 4 depicts the results of the generalized ordered logit model that examined the association between the
dimensions of TSCC and school absenteeism after controlling for student‐ and school‐level variables. As seen
in Model 1, the overall TSCC significantly decreased the odds of school absenteeism, suggesting that students were less likely to miss school days when their school implemented equal, democratic, and empowering school–community collaboration in providing OST programs. Furthermore, TSCC was more strongly
associated with the decreased odds of school absenteeism from low/normal to high levels (odds ratio
[OR] = 0.36, p < .001) than those of school absenteeism from low to normal/high levels (OR = 0.63, p < .01).
Therefore, it can be suggested that TSCC may be more beneficial for addressing the higher level of school
absenteeism.
Model 2 indicates more detailed information about which dimensions of TSCC are significantly associated with students’ different levels of school absenteeism. Critical member capacities significantly
decreased the odds of school absenteeism from low to normal/high levels (OR = 0.65, p < .01). However, this
effect was not significant for the low/normal versus high absenteeism (OR = .81, p = .32). Democratic and
empowering structures significantly decreased the odds of school absenteeism from low/normal to high
levels (OR = 0.59, p < .001), whereas this variable was not significant for the low versus normal/high
absenteeism (OR = 1.05, p = .73). We did not find the significant effect of equal relations on all the levels of
school absenteeism.
Of control variables included in the full model (Model 2 in Table 4), older students aged 16–20 were
more likely than younger students aged 6–15 to report the normal/high level of school absenteeism (OR =
1.51, p < .05). School bonding significantly reduced the odds of school absenteeism across all levels, but the
stronger effect was found with the high level of school absenteeism (low vs. normal/high, OR = 0.71, p < .001;
low/normal vs. high, OR = 0.57, p < .001). For school‐level variables, the odds of school absenteeism were
significantly higher among elementary schools than middle/high schools (OR = 1.47, p < .01). The percentage
of free/reduced‐price lunch was significantly associated with the increased odds of school absenteeism
(OR = 1.01, p < .001). The significant effects of these school‐level factors were the same across the levels of
school absenteeism.

1.17

1.44**

0.71***

White

Aged 16–20

School bonding

1.01***

% of free/reduced‐price lunch

***p < .001.

**p < .01.

*p < .5.

Abbreviations: OR, odds ratio; SE, standard error; TSCC, transformative school–community collaboration.

327.40 (10)***

LR χ2 (df)

8617.25 (11)***

3111

1.05

3111

N

Democratic/empowering structures

1.01***

1.47**

1.20

0.71***

1.51*

1.16

0.89

0.88

0.05

0.00

0.20

0.20

0.03

0.18

0.12

0.07

Equal relations

0.36***

1.01***

1.64***

1.14

0.57***

1.44**

1.17

0.89

0.65**

0.09

0.00

0.20

0.20

0.04

0.18

0.12

0.07

Critical member capacities

Overall TSCC

0.63**

1.64***

Elementary schools

TSCC variables

1.14

Public schools

School‐level variable

0.89

Males

Student‐level variables

OR

0.15

0.12

0.11

0.00

0.18

0.21

0.04

0.24

0.12

0.07

Robust SE

OR

Robust SE

OR

Low versus normal/high
absenteeism
Robust SE

Model 2
Low versus normal/high
absenteeism

Low/normal versus high
absenteeism

Model 1

Generalized ordered logit regression with clustered standard errors for the association between TSCC and school absenteeism

0.59***

0.88

0.81

1.01***

1.47**

0.94

0.57***

1.17

1.16

0.89

OR

0.07

0.12

0.17

0.00

0.18

0.22

0.03

0.20

0.12

0.07

Robust SE

Low/normal versus high
absenteeism

AND

Variables

TABLE 4
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| DI SCUSSION

We attempted to examine whether and how the framework for TSCC can be utilized for successfully reducing
school absenteeism which is a globally prevalent challenge affecting student development and future society. TSCC
is a comprehensive framework consisting of multiple dimensions required to facilitate critical member capacities,
equal relations, and democratic and empowering structures in school–community collaboration. As we hypothesized, high‐quality TSCC was significantly associated with reduced school absenteeism. In particular, the effect of
TSCC appeared to be stronger for reducing the higher level of absenteeism. The overall findings are consistent
with previous studies that demonstrated the positive effect of school–community collaboration on school absenteeism (Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Sheldon, 2007; Zyngier, 2011). According to the theory of overlapping
spheres of influence, students can benefit when schools, families, and communities work together for their attendance and learning because the collaboration decreases potential conflicts between the major stakeholders and
increases the quality of school‐based programs (Epstein & Sheldon, 2016). Thus, it seems to promise that TSCC
may provide useful guidelines to develop school–community collaboration as a positive school climate that brings
all stakeholders and resources together to reduce all levels of school absenteeism.
Furthermore, this study suggests specific dimensions of TSCC that affect the different levels of school absenteeism. Critical member capacities significantly decreased the relatively lower level of school absenteeism. In
contrast, democratic and empowering structures were significant in reducing the relatively higher level of school
absenteeism. The data do not provide additional information to delve into possible explanations for these interesting results. However, the results may be explained by the nature of chronic absenteeism. Chronic absenteeism is
more difficult to address because it is often influenced by the intersections of various risk factors (Kearney, 2008,
2016). Therefore, school–community partners should develop more insensitive and comprehensive interventions
to meet the complex needs of chronically absent students. To do so, democratic and empowering structures may
be required to allow all stakeholders’ more diverse voices to be heard equally in a decision‐making process and
then help them to coordinate the intensive and comprehensive interventions through the flexible, responsive, and
supportive processes of collaborative coordination. Similarly, Mazerolle, Antrobus, Bennett, and Eggins (2017)
found that a successful police–school partnership for reducing truancy required fair decision‐making procedures
that ensured all partners’ equal opportunities for inputs and contributions to addressing students’ truancy.
Unlike our hypothesis, equal relations did not have a significant effect on school absenteeism. However, this
does not mean that the relational aspect of TSCC is not entirely important, given that the overall TSCC with all
dimensions was significantly associated with school absenteeism. As we discussed above, collaboration is a dynamic process by which its major dimensions influence each other simultaneously or sequentially as the collaboration evolves. Ansell and Gash (2008) argue that relationship building is a critical task at the early collaborative
process because, without trustful relationships between partners, partners are less likely to reach consensual
decision‐making through fair and transparent procedures. As a result, we suggest a future hypothesis that equal
relations may be a precondition to enhance democratic and empowering structures, which in turn results in
decreased school absenteeism.

4.1

| Limitations

We acknowledge some limitations of this current study. The first limitation is related to the measure of school
absenteeism. In this study, school absenteeism was self‐reported by the students themselves due to not having
permission to access to schools’ attendance records. Thus, there maybe a discrepancy between their self‐reported
absenteeism and actual absenteeism. Furthermore, the current measure did not specify chronic absenteeism
normally defined as missing 10% of a school year (∼18 days). It also did not distinguish whether absences were
excused or unexcused because of the limited information in the survey. Indeed, absenteeism can take various
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forms of school refusal behaviors from “school attendance with stress and pleas for nonattendance” to “complete
absence from school for an extended period of time” (Kearney, 2016, pp. 3–5). We also acknowledge that the
meanings of school absenteeism could vary across different age groups although students have the same days of
missing school. Future research should use more objective and comprehensive measures that assess the varying
forms of age‐appropriate school absenteeism.
Second, the sample may not be representative of the overall population because of using a nonprobability
sampling method to select schools and their students. The sample seems to have a relatively higher proportion of
middle/high and low‐income schools as compared to the entire schools in the state where the data were collected.
The findings of the current study may be less generalizable to other schools with different backgrounds, such as
elementary and high‐income schools. Furthermore, the sample includes a relatively small number of schools
(n = 14). Although a clustered standard errors technique to account for group‐level errors works well for the
generalized ordered logit model, this technique is better performed for the larger number of clusters (Primo et al.,
2007). Therefore, representative and larger data at the school level may produce more valid and reliable estimates
in the future.
Finally, although this study controlled for both student‐ and school‐level factors to examine the association
between TSCC and school absenteeism, other important factors affecting school absenteeism were not included in
the final analysis. Again, school absenteeism is a complex phenomenon influenced by a variety of multidimensional
factors. Some studies have shown that family and community factors affect school absenteeism and they are also
interconnected with other individual and school factors (Reid, 2005; Teasley, 2004). We suggest future research to
examine the effect of TSCC on school absenteeism by considering other risk and protective factors in multiple
domains. It may be also beneficial to examine how TSCC interacts with other risk and protective factors in
influencing school absenteeism. Such a future study can help us better understand a full mechanism through which
TSCC leads to better student outcomes.

4.2

| Practice implications

This study suggests several practice implications for practitioners working with vulnerable children and youth
within schools and communities to reduce school absenteeism. In particular, social workers can play a leading role
in building school–community collaboration because of their major responsibilities in schools as school and
community liaisons and their competency level of working at both micro and macro levels (Sutphen et al., 2010;
Teasley, 2004). As a boundary spanner and team facilitator, they should create, implement, and sustain TSCC in
constant and comprehensive ways because this particular model is suggested to operate with multiple dimensions
—critical member capacities, equal relations, and democratic and empowering structures—through a cyclical
process. Without the full implementation of the suggested dimensions, school–community collaboration may not
be beneficial to maximize its desired outcomes and even may engender unexpected consequences that negatively
affect its success (Valli, Stefanski, & Jacobson, 2016). It is also important to highlight that our true intention is not
to suggest “cookie‐cutter solutions” which can be applied to every context of school–community collaboration.
Rather, we hope to suggest a basic framework that helps partners develop their own school–community collaboration that has the best fit with their unique contexts through equal, democratic, and empowering structures
and processes.
Although all the dimensions are equally important, we found that critical member capacities and democratic
and empowering structures were more directly associated with students’ reduced absenteeism. For the critical
member capacities, partners should develop their knowledge and skills to organize and facilitate collaborative
processes, negotiate group differences, advocate for marginalized members, and critically analyze community
issues that students face. Although additional research is needed to identify the clear relationships between the
core dimensions of TSCC, we suggest that partners’ capacities and relationships building could be implemented at
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the beginning of the collaborative process because the individual and relational aspects of collaboration are
fundamental to developing collaborative structures to make democratic decisions and facilitate empowering coordination (Kim, 2017).
The findings also suggest that democratic and empowering structures within school–community collaboration
are beneficial to prevent school absenteeism, especially for chronically absent students. The lack of structured
coordination that prevents frequent and transparent communication between partners is the most significant
barrier to the success of partnerships for reducing truancy (Mazerolle et al., 2017). Some researchers offer useful
guidelines and strategies to promote democracy and empowerment in collaboration. For example, Agger and
Löfgren (2008) suggest that democratic network governance can be achieved when partners allow all representative stakeholders to participate in transparent decision‐making processes, to freely express their thoughts
and ideas through fair procedures, to respond consistently to each members’ changing needs, to be accountable for
their collective decisions, and to improve their democratic capacities and identities. Furthermore, empowering
coordination requires a more flexible and supportive operating system. As we discussed above, flexibility provides
partners with enough time to develop shared goals and strategies with a constant negotiation process and
restructure an existing system to effectively respond to their changing needs and environments (Kim, 2017).
Consistent with Gutierrez, GlenMaye, and DeLois (1995), technical and administrative support is also fundamental
for empowering partners because it enhances their capacities, teamwork, and institutional culture to ensure active
engagement in school–community collaboration.

5

| C O N CL U S I O N

This study provides empirical evidence that supports the usefulness of TSCC on school absenteeism. However,
ongoing efforts are necessary to develop a theory of change that clearly explains how TSCC leads to better
outcomes from the formation to the evolution of school–community collaboration. It is also important to further
investigate how the promising outcomes of TSCC may differ by different purposes, target populations, specific
collaborative activities, and contextual environments. For example, TSCC was demonstrated to become a positive
school climate that provided universal prevention services (i.e., OST programs). Future research should be conducted to examine the effectiveness of TSCC on secondary or tertiary interventions that require more intensive
and targeted interventions to address emerging or chronic school absenteeism. We hope that these future studies
provide useful insights into understanding a holistic, comprehensive, or even paradoxical process of TSCC to
ultimately translates the conceptual framework of TSCC into effective practice.
A C K N O W L E D GM E N T S
Some content of this article is originated but substantially modified from the first author's dissertation at Indiana
University School of Social Work. This study was partially funded by the Center for Research and Learning at
Indiana University‐Purdue University Indianapolis (no grant number is assigned). We extend our deepest appreciation to schools and students who participated in this study.
P E E R R E V I EW
The peer review history for this article is available at https://publons.com/publon/10.1002/jcop.22444
DATA AV AILA BILITY STATEMENT
Research data are not shared.
ORCID
Jangmin Kim

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8385-4295

KIM

AND

GENTLE‐GENITTY

|

13

R EF E RE N C E S
Agger, A., & Löfgren, K. (2008). Democratic assessment of collaborative planning processes. Planning Theory, 7(2), 145–164.
Anderson, J. A., Chen, M. E., Min, M., & Watkins, L. L. (2017). Successes, challenges, and future directions for an urban full
service community schools initiative. Education and Urban Society. First Published December 18, 2017.51(7),
894–921.
Anderson‐Butcher, D., Lawson, H. A., Bean, J., Flaspohler, P., Boone, B., & Kwiatkowski, A. (2008). Community collaboration
to improve schools: Introducing a new model from Ohio. Children & Schools, 30(3), 161–172.
Anderson‐Carpenter, K. D., Watson‐Thompson, J., Jones, M. D., & Chaney, L. (2017). Improving community readiness for
change through coalition capacity building: Evidence from a multisite intervention. Journal of Community Psychology,
45(4), 486–499.
Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of Public Administration Research and
Theory, 18(4), 543–571.
Bryan, J., & Henry, L. (2012). A model for building school–family–community partnerships: Principles and process. Journal
of Counseling & Development, 90(4), 408–420.
Catalano, R. F., Oesterle, S., Fleming, C. B., & Hawkins, J. D. (2004). The importance of bonding to school for healthy
development: Findings from the social development research group. Journal of School Health, 74(7), 252–261.
Chang, H. N., Bauer, L., & Byrnes, V. (2018). Data matters: Using chronic absence to accelerate action for student success. San
Francisco, CA: Attendance Works and Everyone Graduates Center.
Conry, J. M., & Richards, M. P. (2018). The severity of state truancy policies and chronic absenteeism. Journal of Education
for Students Placed at Risk, 23(1‐2), 187–203.
Ekstrand, B. (2015). What it takes to keep children in school: A research review. Educational Review, 67(4), 459–482.
Epstein, J. L., & Sheldon, S. B. (2002). Present and accounted for: Improving student attendance through family and
community involvement. The Journal of Educational Research, 95(5), 308–318.
Epstein, J. L., & Sheldon, S. B. (2016). Necessary but not sufficient: The role of policy for advancing programs of school,
family, and community partnerships. RSF: The Russell Sage Foundation Journal of the Social Sciences, 2(5), 202–219.
Gentle‐Genitty, C., & Chen, H. (2013). Translating student engagement research into assessment data through
collaboration: A university, youth and housing agency, and community partnership. International Association for
Truancy and Dropout Prevention Journal, 57(1), 3–23.
Green, T. L. (2017). From positivism to critical theory: School‐community relations toward community equity literacy.
International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 30(4), 370–387.
Guo, S., & Hussey, D. L. (2004). Nonprobability sampling in social work research: Dilemmas, consequences, and strategies.
Journal of Social Service Research, 30(3), 1–18.
Gutierrez, L., GlenMaye, L., & DeLois, K. (1995). The organizational context of empowerment practice: Implications for
social work administration. Social Work, 40(2), 249–258.
Hardy, C., & Phillips, N. (1998). Strategies of engagement: Lessons from the critical examination of collaboration and
conflict in an inter organizational domain. Organization science, 9(2), 217–230.
Hendron, M., & Kearney, C. A. (2016). School climate and student absenteeism and internalizing and externalizing
behavioral problems. Children & Schools, 38(2), 109–116.
Himmelman, A. T. (2001). On coalitions and the transformation of power relations: Collaborative betterment and
collaborative empowerment. American Journal of Community Psychology, 29(2), 277–284.
Ingul, J. M., Klöckner, C. A., Silverman, W. K., & Nordahl, H. M. (2012). Adolescent school absenteeism: Modelling social and
individual risk factors. Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 17(2), 93–100.
Kearney, C. A. (2008). School absenteeism and school refusal behavior in youth: A contemporary review. Clinical Psychology
Review, 28(3), 451–471.
Kearney, C. A. (2016). Managing school absenteeism at multiple tiers: An evidence‐based and practical guide for professionals.
New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Kim, J. (2017). Building transformative school‐community collaboration: A critical paradigm (Doctoral dissertation). Indiana
University, Indianapolis, IN.
Kim, J. (2019). Exploring the multidimensional constructs of transformative school–community collaboration from a critical
paradigm. Child & Family Social Work, 24(2), 238–246.
Lotia, N., & Hardy, C. (2008). Critical perspectives on collaboration. In S. Cropper. In Ebers, M., Huxham, C. & Ring, P. S.
(Eds.), Oxford handbook of inter‐organizational relations (pp. 366–389). Oxford, UK: England: Oxford University.
Luo, Y. (2007). The independent and interactive roles of procedural, distributive, and interactional justice in strategic
alliances. Academy of Management Journal, 50(3), 644–664.
Mazerolle, L., Antrobus, E., Bennett, S., & Eggins, E. (2017). Reducing truancy and fostering a willingness to attend school:
Results from a randomized trial of a police‐school partnership program. Prevention Science, 18(4), 469–480.

14

|

KIM

AND

GENTLE‐GENITTY

O'Donnell, J., & Kirkner, S. L. (2014). Effects of an out‐of‐school program on urban high school youth's academic
performance. Journal of Community Psychology, 42(2), 176–190.
Primo, D. M., Jacobsmeier, M. L., & Milyo, J. (2007). Estimating the impact of state policies and institutions with mixed‐level
data. State Politics & Policy Quarterly, 7(4), 446–459.
Reid, K. (2005). The causes, views and traits of school absenteeism and truancy: An analytical review. Research in education,
74(1), 59–82.
Reid, K. (2012). The strategic management of truancy and school absenteeism: Finding solutions from a national
perspective. Educational Review, 64(2), 211–222.
Sheldon, S. B. (2007). Improving student attendance with school, family, and community partnerships. The Journal of
Educational Research, 100(5), 267–275.
Stead, J., Lloyd, G., & Kendrick, A. (2004). Participation or practice innovation: tensions in inter‐agency working to address
disciplinary exclusion from school. Children & Society, 18(1), 42–52.
Sutphen, R. D., Ford, J. P., & Flaherty, C. (2010). Truancy interventions: A review of the research literature. Research on
Social Work Practice, 20(2), 161–171.
Teasley, M. L. (2004). Absenteeism and truancy: Risk, protection, and best practice implications for school social workers.
Children & Schools, 26(2), 117–128.
Thomson, A. M., & Perry, J. L. (2006). Collaboration processes: Inside the black box. Public Administration Review, 66, 20–32.
Valli, L., Stefanski, A., & Jacobson, R. (2016). Typologizing school–community partnerships: A framework for analysis and
action. Urban Education, 51(7), 719–747.
Warren, M. (2005). Communities and schools: A new view of urban education reform. Harvard Educational Review, 75(2),
133–173.
Weiner, B. J., Alexander, J. A., & Shortell, S. M. (2002). Management and governance processes in community health
coalitions: A procedural justice perspective. Health Education & Behavior, 29(6), 737–754.
Williams, R. (2006). Generalized ordered logit/partial proportional odds models for ordinal dependent variables. The Stata
Journal, 6(1), 58–82.
Zyngier, D. (2011). Raising engagement and enhancing learning: School community partnerships that work for students at
promise. Creative Education, 2(04), 375–380.

How to cite this article: Kim J, Gentle‐Genitty C. Transformative school–community collaboration as a
positive school climate to prevent school absenteeism. J Community Psychol. 2020;1–14.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22444

