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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of  t h i s  s tudy was t o  kxamine t he  percept ions  of superinterr- 
. . 

dents and school t r u s t e e s  f o r  t h e  p re fe r red  r o l e  of themselves and o thers  in  
k 

educational  dekision-making. The study was p a r t i c u l a r l y  appropr ia te  because 

the  r o l e s  of  superintendent and school t iws tee  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia a r e  i n  a 

t r a n s i t i o n a l  phase a s  an increased number o f  school boards become e l i g i b l e  t o  

4 
employ their'own superintende>. Other object ives  o f  t h e  study were t o  de te i -  A 

, mine whether superintendent and t r u s t e e  perceptions were r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  na tu r e  

of t h e  employment of  t h e  superintendent (bo-ard employed or. min i s t ry  of education * .  

employed) and t o  a number of . spec i f i c  demographic v a r i a b l e s .  

1 
A s e l f - r a t i n g  quest ionnaire  modified from t h e  b i ed r i ch  Decisional 

0 

Influence Inventory was & ~ d :  The quest ionnaire  requ i red  respondents t o  ig- 
'.. 

. d ica t e  t h e i r  i dea l  p re fe r red  l eve l  of inf luence f o r  p o t e n t i a l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  

making 30 educational  decis ions  grouped i n t o  t h e  following dec i s iona l  a reas :  

business  management, curriculum and i n s t ruc t i on ,  pup i l  personnel,  school- 

community r e l a t i o n s ,  personnel adminis t ra t ion (admin is t ra to rs ) ,  personnel 

adminis t ra t ion ( t eachers ) ,  pupi l  ru les /organizat ion,  and school operat ions .  

The sample cons i s ted  of 67 school superintendents i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia 

and 132 school t r u s t e e s ,  se lec ted  sys temat ica l ly  by random sampling two from 

each school.board i n  t h e  province. Responses were obtained from 78% of t h e  

superintendents and 54%Lof school t r u s t e e s .  Data were analysed using - t - t e s t s ,  

Pearson co r r e l a t i ons  and c h i  square t e s t s  of independence. The leve l  of  

s t a t i s t i c a l  s i gn i f i c ance  used t o  test t h e  hypotheses proposed was .05. 
r .  

Signi f ican t  d i f f e r ences  were found between t h e  perceptions of  .school 

t r u s t e e s  and superintendents f o r  t h e  decision-making r o l e  of t h e  school 

- board i n  a l l  dec i s iona l  a reas  except community r e l a t i o n s  and curriculum and 
* 



i n s t ruc t i on .  Pergeptions of t r u s t e e s  and superintendents , o f  t h e  decision- . 

making r o l e  of tb superintendent were a l s o  found t o  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  d i f -  

f e r en t  i n  most a r ea s ,  t h e  exceptions being curriculum and i nz t ruc t i on  and I . 
t 

personnel & m i n i s t r a t i o n .  superintendents indicated a preference f o r  a 'higher 

l e v e l  of inf luence f o r  themselves than f o r  school t r u s t e e s  i& a l l  a r ea s  except 
'- fi 

school-community r e l a t i o n s  and personnel adminis t ra t ion (admin is t ra to rs ) .  

School t rds tees-  indicated a preference f o r  .a h igher  l eve l  of in f luence  f o r  

B themselves than f o r  superintendents i n  business management, school-co u n i t y  

r e l a t i o n s  and personnel adminis t ra t  i o n  (adminis t ra tors)  . 
Although a number of s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  were found 

between 'superintendent and scho'ol t r u s t e e  percept ions  sf t h e  p r e f e r r ed  r o l e  

f o r  o ther  and ind iv idua l s ,  t h e  general  f ind ing  was t h a t  a l l  o the r  groups 
= 

except t h e  bui lding p r inc ipa l  were accorded a low l e v e l  of inf luence i n  most 
B 

a rea s  of educational  decision-making. A reasonably high l eve l  of inf luence 

was, however, ascr ibed t o  some groups i n  one or  two dec i s iona l  a r ea s .  

The r e l a t  ionshi  ween superintendent and school t r u s t e e  perceptions 

and a range of spec i  emographic va r i ab l e s  was determined. The number of  

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s u l t s  obtained was small leading t o  t h e  general  A 

conclusion t h a t  demographic va r i ab l e s  have l i t t l e  inf luence on t h e  perceived 

i dea l  l e v e l s  of inf luence f o r  su*erintende&s and school t r u s t e e s  i n  

education& dec. ion-making . Although some ins tances  of s t a t i s t i ' c a l l y  s i g -  3 
n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i 4 s h i p s  were found, no s t rong  r e l a t i onsh ip s  were es tab l i shed  

between percept ions  of e i t h e r  superintendents o r  school t r u s t e e s  and t h e  

na ture  of t h e  employer of t h e  superintendent.  
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Chapter I  

INTRODUCTION . 1 

G 

The governance o f  educat ion  i n  Rorth America i s  o f  cons iderable  

i n t e r e s t  t o  w r i t e r s  and r e s e a r c h e r s .  One c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c  o f  educa t iona l  

g o v e y c e  common t o  t h e  United S t a t e s  and Canada i s  t h e  n a t u r e  and ex ten t  

of l o c a l  c o n t r o l .  Although t h e r e  a r e  many s i m i l a y i t i e s  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  school  

systems,  t h e r e  a r e  a l s o  many d i f fe reqces  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  d i s t i n c t i v e  

h i s t o r i c a l  and c u l t u r a l  t r a d i t i o n s  o f  t h e  two c o u n t r i e s .  In  a d d i t i o n ,  

al though one can genera l i ze  t o  spme e x t e n t  i n  each country ac ross  s t a t e  o r  
- 

p r o v i n c i a l  boundaries,  t h e r e  i s  cons iderable  d i v e r s i t y  wi th in  each country.  

Background 

4 
School systems i n  North America i n  t h e  1960s were c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by 

* 
r ap id  growth i n  enrollments, s tuden t  u n r e s t ,  i nc reased  mi l i t ancy  amongst 

< 
t eachers ,  developing t e a c h e r  profess ional ism,  and i n c r e a s i n g  community 

4 

apprehension about whether schools  were achieving t h e  in tended goals  

(Cunningham, 1977; Marland, 1970; Mosher, 1977) . Some of  t h e s e  movements 
n 
I appeared e a r l i e r  and i n  g r e a t e r  i n t e n s i t y  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  than i n  

. 
Cqnada. 

k 

Movement i n t o  t h e  s e v e n t i e s  brought with i t  a t r e n d  towards dec l in ing  

g r e a t e r  community o r  neighbourhood c o n t r o l  of  schoo l s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  l a rge  

c i t i e s  (Cistone,  1977a; Mosher, 1977). The p r o c e s s  of  c o l l e c t i v e  bgrgain ing 

enro l lmen t s ,  inc reased  express ion o f  disenchantment, c a l l s  f o r  a  r e t u r n  t o  
t 

b a s i c s  i n  educat ion ,  cut-backs i n  funding and t h e  express ion o f  a  d e s i r e  f o r  

between school  boards and t e a c h e r  unions has in,troduced a new and s i g n i f i c a n t ,  q . - 
B 

component i n t o  t h e  decision-making process  (Cheng , 1977) . 



The i n f l u e n c e  o f  s t a t e  o r  p r o v i n c i a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  is  o f t e n  q u i t e  s i g -  
7 

n i f i c a n t  and i n  r e c e n t  yea r s  t h e r e  has  been an inc reased  involvement i n  

education by f e d e r a l  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  a l b e i t  through i n d i r e c t  methods o f  funding 

(Berke F, Kirst, 1975; Hodgson, 1976; Wilson, Stamp F, Audet, 1970). I n  U.S.A. 

i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  dec i s ions  of t h e  Supreme Court have had fa r - reach ing  i m -  

p l i c a t i o n s  on educa t iona l  decision-making a t  t h e  - local  l e v e l ,  p a r t i c u l ~ r l y  

i n  cases involving c i v i  1 r i g h t s ,  desegregat ion  and a f f i r m a t i v e  a c t i o n .  

The Problem 
. - ''-3 

Throuahout a l l  o f  t h e ~ e ~ c h a n g e s ,  t h e  key a c t o r s  have been t h e  school  

board and t h e  school  super in tenden t .  From one pkrspec t ive ,  they  sha re  t h e  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  p r o v i s i o n - o f  educa t iona l  s e r v i c e s  i n  a  school  d i s t r i c t  

and work i n  a  p a r t n e r s h i p .  From another  pe r spec t ive ,  they  r e p r e s e n t  poten- 

t i a l l y  c o n f l i c t i n g  i n t e r e s t s  -- l a y  ve r sus  p r o f e s s i o n a l  - -  f o r  the  c o n t r o l  o f  

t h e  schools .  J 

P 
Educational  governance and school  board-superintendent  r e s l a t ionsh ips  

a r e  t o p i c s  which have genera ted  consideiable-  i n t e r e s t  (Campbell F, ~ a z z o n i ,  

a 1976 ; Campbell, Curmingham 6 McPhee, 1965) . Z e i g l e r ,  Tucker and Wilson - ,  

(1977b) maintain t h a t  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  have taken over c o n t r o l  of 
. 

educationaJ governance from t h e  p u b l i c  . Boyd (19 75, 1976) 

educa t iona l  decision-making i s  too  complex a process  t o  be  

L 
t h i s  way. A number of  o t h e r  w r i t e r s  (Cheng, 1977; Cis tone ,  

Divoky, 1979) have suggested t h a t  t h e  concept of  b i p a r t i s a n  c o n t r o l  
* 4 

being challenged by t eachers  making a c la im o f  e x p e r t i s e  on 

by e x e r c i s i n g  s t rong  i n t e r e s t  group in f luence  on t h e  d t h e r .  
b 

ques t ions  have received most a t t e n t i o n  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  

i n c r e a s i n g  i n t e r e s t  i n  Canada (Coleman, 1974). 



<' ' 
3 

\ > -f 
In B r i t i s h  Columbia, t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  r o l e  of  school s u p d y n t e n d e n t  

2 

* 
t 

has bgen undergoing change. Most school super in tendents  h m e  been employed i 

by t h e  min i s t ry ro f  education and although some s h i f t  of  perceived account- 

a b i l i t y  of super in tendents  t o  school boards seems t o  have occurred,  t h e  

dual  na'ture of t h e  r o l e  suggests  t h a t  t h e r e  could be a lack of congruence 

between the  percept ions  of  d i f f e r e n t l y  appointed school super in tendents  of 

t h e i r  r o l e  and t h a t  of t h e  school board i n  decision-making. The oppor tuni ty  

e x i s t e d  f o r  some d a t a  on these  percept ions  t o  be c o l l e c t e d  be fore  a change 
P 

was made t o  regu la t ions ,  enabl ing a much l a r g e r  propor t ion o f  super in tendents  
i- 

t o  be  employed by school boards i n s t e a d  of t h e  m i n i s t r y .  The na tu re  of t h e  ? 

decision-making process  i n  scliool d i s t r i c t s  ii a l s o  s u b j e c t  t o  p ressures  f o r  

h change a s  emergent i n t e r e s t  groups a r e  fo rc ing  t h e  dec i s ion  proce  s t o  t a k e  

-ore pf t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a p o l i t i c a l  bargaining model. Differences 
.-< \ '. 

in '  '@e.rceptioG,between super in tendents  and school board members of  t h e  r o l e s  
f 

var ious  indTviduals and groups should i d e a l  l y  p lay  i n  educat ional  decis ion-  

making gould become q u i t e  c r i t i c a l ,  given a change i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  
7 

employment of  the  super in tendent .  - 
t 

o d j e c t i v e s  

The primary purpose of t h i s  s tudy was t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  whether o r  not - 
t h e r e  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia between t h e  p re fe r red  

r o l e s  o f  school super in tendents  and members of  boards of  school  t r u s t e e s  i n  

decision-making. The s tudy a l s o  at tempted t o  determine whether these  d i f -  - 

f e r e n c e s ,  i f  any, a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  whether t h e  superintendent  is an employee 

of t h e  board o r  of  t h e  m i n i s t r y  of  education.  
i 

A secondary purpose was t o  determine whether t h e r e  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  percept ions  of school superintend'ents and school 



t r u s t e e s  of  the  degree of in f luence  o t h e r  groups and i n d i v i d u a l s  should 

have i n  decision-making. 

Data were a l s o  c o l l e c t e d  t o  s e e  i f  any s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  e x i s t e d  

between t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e s  i n  decision-making of both  school super in tendents  

and school t r u s t e e s  and s p e c i f i c  demographic v a r i a b l e s .  

S ign i f i cance  of t h e  Study 

The s i g n i f i c a n c e  o f  t h e  s tudy i s  t h a t  it w i l l  provide a  b e t t e r .  under- 

s tanding of  the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  r o l e  c o n f l i c t  and r o l e  ambiguity i n  key posi- t ions 

i n  education.  The s tudy  may a l s o  be of a s s i s t a n c e  t o  school boards i n  

making a  dec i s ion  about t h e  n a t u r e  o f  employment a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  a  school 

super in tendent  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  d i s t r i c t s .  F ina l ly ,  a l t h ~ u g h  t h e r e  have been 

some s t u d i e s  i n  t h i s  a r e a  conducted i n  o t h e r  provinces and i n  t h e  United 

S t a t e s ,  no recen t  s tudy  of percept ions  of some aspec t s  of t h e  r o l e  of  t h e  

school super in tendent  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia has been made. This  -study provides 

a b a s i s  from which a  comparison with r e l a t e d  s t u d i e s  may be made. 

.ak' 

Limi ta t ions  

The study i s  l imi ted  t o  B r i t i s h  Columbia and t h e r e  i s  no b a s i s  f o r  

e x t r a p o l a t i n g  a n y ' r e s u l t s  o r  conclus'ions beyond t h e  province .  The sample ' 

was not  s t r a t i f i e d  on any demographic b a s i s  and because most school d i s t r i c t s  

a r e  smal l ,  t h e  percept ions  o f  super in tendents  and school t r u s t e e s  from small  

school d i s t r i c t s  may b e  over- represented.  

A ~ a j o r  assumption i s  t h a t  t h e  dec i s iona l  a r e a s  included i n  t h e  study 

fol.lowing a  review of  r e levan t  l i t e r a t u r e  r e a l l y  do c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  major 

a r e a s  of  concern i n  educat ional  decision-making. Even i f  t h i s  assumption 

is c o r r e c t , t h e  r e s u l t s o b t a i n e d  cannot b e  extended t o  o the r  a r e a s  of  

educat ional  decision-making n0.t i n v e s t i g a t e d .  i 



* 
The s tudy focusses on percept ions  of  i d e a l  involvement i n  dec i s ion-  

making and t h e r e f w e  avBids p w d i s c r e p a n c i e s  between what a d a l l y  - 

i s  and what 4s repor ted .  The instrument used i s  a s e l f - r e p o r t  ques t ionna i re  

and t h i s  i n  i t s e l f  imposes some l i m i t a t i o n s .  

The percept ions  o f  super in tenden t s  and school t r u s t e e s  were sought f o r  

the  degree of i n f l u e n c e  o f  a  nunher of ind iv idua l s  and groups i n  educat ional  

decision-making. The percept ions  o f  these  groups and i n d i v i d u a l s  o f  t h e  l e v e l  

of in f luence  they would p r e f e r  t o  have were not  sought and may wel l  - d i f f e r  
t 

from those of t h e  super in tendents  and school t r u s t e e s .  

* 
Organization of  t h e  Thesis  

In  t h e  first chap te r ,  t h e  background of t h e  s tudy is  descr ibed and t h e  

o b j e c t i v e s  s t a t e d .  Chapter I 1  inc ludes  an o u t l i n e  of t h e  development of . 

l o c a l  governance i n  North America followed by a review of  l i t e r a t u r e  per-  

t a i n i n g  t o  r o l e  c o n f l i c t  and ambiguity, wi th  p a r t i c u l a r  r e f e r e n c e  t o  r e l a t i o n -  

sh ips  between super in tendent  and school board. The chapter  concludes wi th  

a d i scuss ion  of t h e  p o l i t i c i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  decision-making process .  I n  

Chapter 111, t h e  method and procedures used a r e  descr ibed knd t h e  charac- 

t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  respondents r epor ted .  The r e s u l t s  of  t h e  study a r e  presented 

and analysed i n  Chapter I V  and Chapter V i s  devoted t o  a summary and d i s -  

cussion o f  t h e  r e s u l t s .  $, 



- Chapter I1 

BACKGROUND A N D  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE - , 

The development o f  l o c a l  governance i n  North America is discussed as  a 

background t o  an understanding o f  t h e  recent  changes t o  t h e  superintendency 

i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia. W s  is  followed by a review of l i t e r a t u r e  p e r t a i n i n g  
e 

t o  superintendent-school board c o n f l i c t  and %he a d d i t i o n a l  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  

c o n f l i c t  generated more r e c e n t l y  by t r e n d s  towards g r e a t e r  p o l i t i c i z a t i o h  o f  
r 

education and expressed d e s i r e s  f o r  wider p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  educat ional  

decision-making. Then follows a rat ionalle f o r  t h e  s tudy  based l a r g e l y  on t h e  
3 

l i t e r a t u r e  review and t h e  chap te r  concludes with a statement o f  t h e  major 

. hypotheses i n  t h e  s tudy .  

Local Governance of  Education 

A review o f  l i t e r a t u r e  on t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  school super in tendent  and 

t h a t  o f  school boards tends  t o  be heav i ly  weighted by s t u d i e s  c a r r i e d  ou t  i n  

U.S.A. Although t h e r e  a re  many s i m i l a r i t i e s  between t h e  r o l e s . i n  U.S.A. and " 

Canada and i n  t h e  governance of education genera l ly ,  t h e r e  a r e  s u f f i c i e n t  

d i f fe rences  t o  warrant  caut ion i n  ex t rapo la t ing  conclusions from such s t u d i e s  

i n t o  Canadian s i t u a t i o n s  without  due considera t ion o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  h i s t o r i c a l  . 

and c u l t u r a l  f a c t o r s  which have inf luenced t h e  development o f  education.  

Lipset  (1968) has  analysed t h e  f a c t o r s  which have r e s u l t e d  , i n  s i m i l a r i t i e s  

and d i f fe rences  between t h e  n a t i o n a l  charac te r  o f  t h e  United S t a t e s  and 

Canada. He ca tegor izes  t h e  United S t a t e s  as  more achievement o r i e n t e d ,  

u n i v e r s a l i s t i c ,  e g a l i t a r i a n  and s e l f - o r i e n t e d  than Canada (p .  3 2 ) ,  and asc- 

r i b e s  t h e  d i f fe rences  t o  t h r e e  f a c t o r s :  t h e  varying o r i g i n s  o f  t h e i r  

pol  it i c a l  sys  tems and n a t  iondl  i d e n t i t i e s ,  varying re1 ig ious  .experiences and 



d i f f e r e n t  f r o n t i e r  experiences (p. 33). Thus, says Lipset ,  

t h e  value o r i en t a t i ons  i n  English-speaking Canada-stem from 
a counterrevolutionary pa s t ,  a  continuing need t o  d i f fe ren-  
t i a t e  i t s e l f  from t h e  United S t a t e s ,  t h e  inf luence of 
monarchical i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  a  dominant Anglican r e l i g i o u s  t r a -  
d i t i o n ,  and a  l e s s  i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c  and more governmentally - ! 

con t ro l l ed  f r o n t i e r  expansion than was present  on t h e  
American f r o n t i e r  (p.  33) . 

Lipset argues t h a t  Canadians show a  g r ea t e r  r e spec t  than Americans f o r  % 

publ ic  au tho r i t y  and a t t r i b u t e s  t h i s  mainly t o  t h e  in f luence  of monarkhical * 
, 

government. The l e s s e r  respec t  f o r  pub l ic  a u t h o r i t i e s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  

i s  ind ica ted  by t he  ex t en t  t o  which pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s  a r e  e l e c t ed  Lb o f f i c e  

ratKer than appointed. This has a  considerable bear ing on admin is t ra t ive  

p r ac t i c e s  and has undoubtedly contr ibuted t o  the  c l e a r e r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of 

p o l i t i c s  with adminis t ra t ion than has occurred i n  Canada. Furthermore, t h e  
* 

g rea t e r  respec t  f o r  government has r e s u l t e d  i n  a  r e ad i e r  acceptance by 

Canadians of p rov inc i a l  con t ro l  i n  areas considered as l o c a l  mat ters  i n  the  

United S t a t e s .  The maintenance o f  l o c a l  control  has  been regarded a s  a  

t r easured  democratic r i g h t  and can be t raced  back t o  t h e  revolut ionary h i s t o r y  

of t h e  United S t a t e s  which achieved separat ion from Br i t a i n  by f i g h t i n g  a  

war of  independence. 

Canada developed from co lon ia l  t o  dominion s t a t u s  by 1867 and although 

it became a  f u l l y  sel?f-governing na t ion  i n  1931, it s t i l l  has cons t i t u t i ona l  

l i nks  with B r i t a i n  ( P h i l l i p s ,  1957, p. 174). The c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  l e g a l i t y  of 

f ede r a l  and p rov inc i a l  government is  determined by t h e  B r i t i s h  North America 
i 

Act, an Act of the  B r i t i s h  parl iament.  Both U.S.A. and Canada developed a  - 

federa t ion .  In t h e  United S t a t e s ,  t h e  powers o f  t h e  federa l  government were 

embodied i n  t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  and r e s idua l  powers l i e  with t h e  s t a t e s ,  
A - - 

Education is not  s p e c i f i c a l l y  included i n  t he  cons t i t u t i on  and is ,  the re fore ,  i 
\ 



a s t a t e  r e spons ib i l i t y  (Campbell e t  a l . ,  1965). In Canada, t h e  powers o f  the  

f ede ra l  government and t he  provinces a r e  spec i f ied  i n  t h e  ~ r i t i s h  North 

America Act and res idua l  powers l i e  with the  federa l  government (Katz, J. , 19 74, 

p .  25; Jacobs 6 Zink, 1966). Education is  s p e c i f i c a l l y  designated as a  
I .  

provinc ia l  r e spons ib i l i t y .  I t  i s  noteworthy, however, t h a t  i n  both countr ies  
# 

t h e r e  has been a  marked inc'rease i n  the  involvement, &&+he federa l  government 
'i 

i n  education and t h i s  has had an e f f e c t  on l oca l  decision-making i n  education 

(Hodgson, 1976; Zeigler ,  Tucker 6 Wilson, 1977a). 

+-- 
School Boards and Supefhftendents: U.S.A. 

Publ ic  school education i n  U.S .A .  has always been a  s t a t e  responsibi ' l i ty .  

According t o  Vlaanderen (1971), "the p r i n c i p l e  is  wel l  e s t ab l i shed  t h a t  a 

l oca l  board o f  education i s  an agency o f  the  s t a t e .  I t s  o f f i c e r s  a re  s t a t e ,  

not  county o r  municipal o f f i c e r s f l . ( p .  7 ) .  However, t h e  f i r s t  appointments of  

superintendents were not e s t ab l i shed  by cons t i tu t ion  o r  s t a t u t e ,  bu t  r e l i e d  

on t h e  implied au thor i ty  of t he  board. Now, a l l  but  one s t a t e  author izes  

t h e  pos i t ion  and s t i p u l a t e s  var ious  powersc and du t ies  (Vlaanderen , 1971, p. 2 1) .  

/ School d i s t r i c t s  a r e ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  extensions of s t a t e  governments and, - 
the re fore ,  board members "owe a l l eg iance  t o  t h e  s t a t e f f  (Campbell e t  a1 . , 

P 

1965, p. 160) . In  p r ac t i c e ,  school board members a r e  l oca l l y  e l e c t e d  and 

must, the re fore ,  be responsive t o  t h e i r  cons t i tuenc ies .  Under normal c i r -  " 

cumstances, t h e  loca l  r o l e  r a t h e r  than s t a t e  r o l e  tends t o  be dominant. 

Early governance of schools was t h e  r e spons ib i l i t y  o f  boards o f  education 

whose members performed a l l  administ r a t  i ve  t asks .  D i f f i c u l t i e s  were ex- 

perienced as population grew andsurbanization increased.  A p a r t i a l  so lu t ion  

was found by boards e s t ab l i sh ing  s tanding committees spec i a l i z ing  i n  some 



9 

aspect  o f  administrat ion bu t  eventual ly  it became e l e a r  t h a t  t h e  appointment 

of a school superintendent was necessary t o  a s s i s t  t h e  l a y  boards. However, 

c l e a r  reso lu t ion  o f  t h e  respec t ive  funct ions  l-4 i d  not occur and has  been a  

continuing source o f  c o n f l i c t  (Gr i f f i t h s ,  1966, p. 8). 

The first loca l  super in tendents  were appointed i n  t h e  l a t t e r  pa r t  o f  - - 

t he  1830s. It was not un t i l  some 30 years  t h a t  t h e  o f f i c e  . 
/ 

became genera l ly  e s t ab l i shed  i n  school d i s t r i c t  systems (Burbank, 1968) . 
G r i f f i t h s  (1966, d .  8) has i d e n t i f i e d  t h r ee  s tages  i n  the  h i s t o r i c a l  develop- 

ment of t h e  superintendency up t o  1965: 

1. 1837 - 1910 ; i n s t i t u t i o n  or ien ted  

2. 1910 - 1945 ; business o r ien ted  . 

3 .  1945 - 1965 ; profess ional  school adminis t ra tor  

The more recent  period is  probably bes t  character ized by con f l i c t  r eso lu t ion  

and coping with c r i s e s .  --* 
% 

I 

* - 
During t h e  f i r s t  phase, boards continued t o  be regarded a s  a d m i n i s t k i v e  ' , 

rF 
0 

bodies,  a s s i s t e d  by t h e  superintendent.  A s  time passed, more and more boards 

designated t he  superintendent a s  executive o f f i c e r ;  boards became smaller-  and 

s tanding committees l e s s  f requent ly  used.  A f u r t he r  development, a r i s i n g  

from t h e  so-ca l led  reform movement i n  municipa3 a f f a i r s ,  r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  

e l ec t i on  o r  appointment o f  board members a t  l a rge  r a t h e r  than by wards. This . 

l e d  t o  a separa t ion  - o f '  the  adminis t ra t ion o f  schools from o the r  municipal 

funct ions .  

These changes reduced t h e  abuse o f  pol it i c a l  patronage, increased t h e .  

v i s i b i l  i t y  and au thor i ty  o f  superintendents and increased t h e  soc i a l  d i s tance  

between board members and t h e  community. In e f f e c t ,  it caused a  "change in  

t h e i r  r o l e  from t h a t  o f  a  delegate  t o  t h a t  o f  a  t r u s t e e .  Mann (1975b) descr ibes  

a  t r u s t e e  a s  someone whose decis ions  a r e  based on personal values  even though 



those being represented may d i sagree .  On t h e  other  hand, a delegate  is  guided 

by expressed prdferences of  a consti tuency,  .even i f  t h i a  contrary  t o  t h e  

de l ega t e ' s  b e s t  judgment (p .  88). This per ibd  a l so  saw a change i n  t he  

, o r i en t a t i on  of t he  work of saper intendents  away from i n s t r u c t  on and towards 4 
business management, f inance and f a c i l i t i e s  and towards a cgncern with ' 

e f f i c i ency .  Mosher (1977) notes  t h a t  during t h i s  per iod 

t h e  part- t ime, non pa r t i s an  school boards who embodied t h e  
reformis t  view of l ay  representa t ion i n  educational  management t 

were, i n  t h e  main, q u i t e  w i l l i ng  t o  assume a pass ive  r o l e  
ir 

and delegate  po l icy  planning w d  execution t o  t h e i r  superinten- 
dents  (p. 655) . 

.I In  t he  t h i r d  per iod i d e n t i f i e d  by G r i f f i t h s ,  the re  was some movement away 
I 

from t h e  business executive approach as  increased a t t e n t i o n  was given t o  t he  

preparat ion and profess ional  development of school admin is t ra to rs  and a s  new 

s o c i a l  and economic circumstances impinged on the 'school  systems. I t  wag an 

e r a  which included major curriculum p ro j ec t s ,  c i v i l  r i g h t s  movements, teacher  

mil i tancy,  s tuden t  unres t ,  a  swing away from progressivism, an in tense  and 
a 

r i t i c a l  i n t e r e s t  of t he  publ ic  i n  education, increased federa l  involvement 

through funding and an explosive growth i n  s tudent  enrollments (Cistone, 1977a; 

Corwin, 1975; Mosher, 1977; Usdan-, 1975). This e r a  a l s o  includes  t h e  period " 

of major school d i s t r i c t  consol idat ions ,  t he  number 'being reduced from 130,000 

i n  1930 t o  100,000 i n  1945, 37,000 i n  1961, with the  downward t rend  continuing 
I 

and reaching 16,000 by 1977 (Gr i f f i ths ,  1966, p .  35; Zeigler  e t  a l . ,  1977b, 

p .  534). This decl ine  i n  numb'ers, t h e  consequent inc rease  i n  s i z e  of school 

d i s t r i c t s  and i n  complexity of adminis t ra t ion,  both during and a f t e r  t h i s  t h i r d  

per iod,  r e s u l t e d  i n  an increased demand f o r  b e t t e r  t r a ined  adminis t ra tors  

leading t o  a g rea t e r  emphasis on credent ia l ism and t o  enhanced s t a t u s  and 
- 

au tho r i t y  f o r  t h e  superintendent.  Zeigler  e t  a l .  (1977b), keen protagonis ts  

of both l oca l  and l ay  con t ro l  of schools,  regard the  develo~ment  of t h e  superin- 



tendency as a da jo r  f ac to r  in t h e  l o s s  of l a y  centre1 through tbk reduction : 
i n  t h e  number of t he  community ac t ive ly  involved, - t h e  reduced responsiveness 

of board members t o  t h e i r -  l a r g e r  and more heterogeneous communities and t o  a 

progressive movement away from d i r ec t  involvement i n  t he  administration of 

the  schools (p .  534) . 

In s p i t e  of z e i g l e r l s  view-of j#e dominance of  the  superintendent, there  

a re  o ther  indicat ions  t h a t  t h e  pos i t ion  =?s bese t  by tensions and is- very 

vulnerable. The superintendency i n  America has been described.by Mosher (1977) 
* . 

as a "profession in turbulencer1 and t h i s  S e w  i s -  supported by t h e  recent  high 
1 

L. 
tu rnover  r a t e .  S t a t i s t i c s  p r b i d e d  by Geisert (Note 1) show t h a t  fo r  the  s i x -  

year period, 1969-1975, t h e  average tenure of  t h e  superintendent i n  twenty of  

the  major U.S. c i t y  school systems was two yea s .%. Factors which may contr ibute  F J 

t o  Fhis s i t ua t ion  are  examined in more d e t a i l  l a t e r  in  t h i s  chapter. 

:i 
School Boards and Superintendents: Canada 

Q Some notable dif ferences  between Canada an U.S.A. have emerged i n  t he  

developmen6 of  education and i ts  governance. The existence of  Quebec a s  a 

French colony p r i o r  t o  t h e  defeat  of t he  @en& by t h e  - Br i t i sh  i n  1763 and the 
S . L a  - 

cont inued exis tence of. French cu l ture  i n  t h e  confederation of canada dis-  

t inguishes  Canada both I-- c u l t u r . . l y  and i n  education. Firstlf it r e s u l t e  
- f . 

' the  p t i n c i p l e  of  u n i t y , i n  d ive r s i t y  and the  development 'of t e Canadian mosaic 
3 - - 

r a the r  than the  e s s e n t i a l l y  American melting pot approach to\the assimil  a t ion  . 
I 

of immigrants (~ohnson ,  1968). The. same pr inc ip le  applied as  o ther  e thn ic  , 

groups became es tab l i shed  during var ious immigration phases, pa r t i cu l a r ly  in 

the  p r a i r i e  provinces. Secondly, p a r t l y  -arising out  o f  t h e  recognition of the  i 

d 
r e l i g ious  r i g h t s  of t he  French Catholics,  t he  pr inc ip le  of  separate  schools 

and separate  school d i s t r i c t s  supported by publ ic  funds was l a t e r  es tab l i shed  

and applied in  most of t he  ea s t e rn  provinces and then i n  t h e  p r a i r i e s .  This 



& 

was not achieved without much b i t t e r n e s s  "and undodted1  T c e d  t h e  

a - '  deqision t o  e s t ab l i sh  a spec i f i ca l l y - secu l a r  publ ic  schodl syst,en i n  B r i t i s h  
-'L I 

Columbia by t h e  time it was incorporateh i n t o  the-confederat ion i n  1871. - - 
Although e a r l  ya leg is l  a t  ion (Common School Act, 1841) es tab l i shed  a 

p r inc ip l  e o f  l oca l  control  by giving municipal councils  the '  r i g h t  t o  bu i ld  ' 
7 

P k ' -  
schools and 14vy taxes  (Johnson, 1968, p. 32) ,  t he  development of 

systems of education r e su l t ed  i n  a-hfghly cen t ra l ized  control  o f  i n s t ruc t i on  

(Wilson, Stamp '6 Audet, 1970). The c r e d i t  f o r  es tabl l ishing t h i s  a s  a pa t t e rn  - . L . l  
Ryerson, t h e  a r c h i t e c t  of t h e  Upper Canada school 

i * 

syste+-'~hus, although Canadian provinces i$general have l o c a l  school boards, 
(7- \ 

there  ys not  t h e  same deg of  d e c e n t r k i o n  o f  con t ro f  of ins t ruc t ion  t o  
C 
\ - 

\ be found in  U. S. A.  o r  A s  noted by Katz, 'M?B. (1972) a 

- 
-- k s s  hampered by an ideological  dkfence of l oca l i& ,  

t . e  bureaucrat ic  model could emerge- in  purer  f o q  i n  
O n t a r i ~  [and l a t e r  i n  o the r  provinces,. p a r t i c u l a r l y  

4 B r i t i s h  ~olumbiji l  th5n i n  most places in America 
(P. 1 8 ) .  

P By t h e  time of confederation i n  1867, both Lower Canada 'and ~ p p e r . ~ a n a d a  a . 
-7 

had es tab l i shed  dual systems o f  publ ic  and separa te  schools and t h e  ~ t l a n t i c  

colonies,  except Newfoundland, had "well-established pub1 i c  school systems, 

two of which provided f r e e  common schooling f o r  a l l "  (Johnson, 1968, p. 57 ) .  . 

The r e l a t i v e l y i e a r l y  establishment o f  the  pos i t ion  of  superintendent o f  . 
I 

schools i n  o ther  than t h e  very small school d i s t r i c t s  i n  U.S.A. intrpduced a 

profess ional  educat ional component t o  l oca l  governance and 1 imited, i n  many 
- 

J 
ways, t he  inf luence of s t a t e  boards o f  e d u a t i o n  and tha t .  o f  t h e i r  ch ie f .  s t a t e  

school o f f i ce r .  In Canada, except f r some school boards in l a r g e r  c i t i e s ,  A 
the  general  pa t t e rn  was f o r  l oca l  C&dol boards t o  operate  without t h i s  d i r ec t  

grofess ional  input .  Supervision was achieved by a provincia l  education 

auth&ity ,  i n i t i a l l y  through voluntary school v i s i t s  and l a t e r  through v i s i t s  



of p rov inc i a l l y  appointed inspec tors  o f  schools ( P h i l l i p s ,  1957, g. 246). 
- 

Gradually, t h e  ;@hasis on inspect ion became l e s s ,  mbre adminis t ra t ive  dh t ies  

* ' were/ added, and c l o s e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  developed with school boards a s  con- 

L s e d :  - so l i da t i on  of school d i s t r i c t s  progr 
* 

Using t h e  term "superintendent" gener ica l ly  t o  include "inspectors" and 

"supervisors" (Newfoundland and Pr ince Edwrard I s land) ,  t h e r e  were 750 "superin- 

tendents of AschooI s f~  i n  Canada by 1956 with e igh ty-s ix  .employed by a - 
provinc ia l  department of education (Flower 6 Stewart ,  1958). The pos i t ion  of 

inspector  of  schools was renafned superintendent i n  Saskatchewan i n  1939, New 

Brunswick i n  1943 ( P h i l l i p s ,  1957, p .  250) and Br i t i sh  Columbia* i n  1958. The 

genera a t t e r n  throughout Canada by 1974 was f o r  school d i s t r i c t s  o ther  than Cp 
t o  employ a superintendent.  (More recen t ly ,  "Director 

provinces) .  Some prov inc ia l  inf luence i s  exerted by 

and ministry-employed regional  superintendents (Monroe, 

1974) . 
Changes i n  t&superintendency: B r i t i s h  Columbia 

B r i t i s h  Columbia developed 'much l a t e r  than eas te rn  Canada. The colonies 

of Vaficouver I s land  and B r i t i s h  Columbia were amalgamated i h t o  t he  New B r i t i s h  

Columbia i n  1866, one year  before  confederation.  The Common School Ordinance 

of 1869 provided a g ran t  t0wards.a t eacher ' s  s a l a r y ,  and provided f o r  the  
- 

e l e c t i o n  of l o c a l  boards but  re ta ined  most con t ro l  throbgh t h e  Governor-in- 

Council, s e t t i n g  a p a t t e r n  which has prevai led u n t i l  now. There has never been 

any doubt about p rov inc ia l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  education and t h e  r o l e  of loca l  

scT 1 boards as  i n s t rumen ta l i t i e s  of t h e  province. The Public Schools Act . 

i s%te  e x p l i c i t  i n  t h i s  regard: "The Minis ter ,  sub jec t  t o  t he  provisions 

of t h i s  Act . . . has charge o f  t h e  maintenance and management of  a l l  

Provincia l  schos 1s es tab l i shed  under t h i s  Act" (Section 6 (b) ) . 

n. - 



As t h e  province became s e t t l e d ,  t h e  number o f  school boards grew and 

was about 600 in  t h e  1920s (Alexander, 1961). Ef fec t ive  control  res ided 

c e n t r a l l y  and contact  with individual  schools  and school boards was made 
B 

spo rad i ca l l y  by an i t i n e r a n t  fo rce  of p rov inc ia l  Inspectors  o f  Schools. The 

Putnam-Weir Report (1925) drew a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  inadequacy o f  so  many small 

. d i s t r i c t s  and an outcome was t h e  establishment o f ,  a  l a rge  adminis t ra t ion u n i t  

onian experimental b a s i s  by abol ishing 6 3  l o ca l  boards. This paved the  way 

f o r  l a t e r  consol idat ions .  

g the  Cameron Report (1945), t h e  number of  school d i s t r i c t s  was 

650 t o  74 (Cameron Report, 1945, p. 88), and t h i s  l a t e r  grew t o  

82 by 1960 (chant,  1960, p. 56). A f u r t he r  recommendation from t h e  Cameron 

Report was t h a t  t h e  "Inspector o f  Schools should becbme an adv isor  t o  t h e  

Board i n  each d i a s t r i c t  and Boards should have the  r i g h t  t o  appoint t h e  
B 

inspec to r  a s  an executive o f f i c i a l  of t h e  Boar&'(Alexander, 1961, p. 4 ) .  

The n e t  e f f e c t  o f  consol idat ion '  and t h e  changed du t i e s  o f  t h e  Inspector  

of Schools ' r e s u l t e d  in  t h e  need f o r  almost da i l y  contact  with t h e  school board 

and an increase  in admin is t ra t ion  d u t i e s  (McLellan, 1961). This change i n  

r o l e  was eventual ly  recognized by a change i n  t i t l - e  i n  1958 from Inspector  

of Schools t o  D i s t r i c t  Superintendent o f  Schools, a s  noted previously.  Another 

0 
A- 

change had a l s o  become evident .  - The c lo se r  working r e l a t i onsh ip s  between t h e  
" = 

inspec to r  and t h e  school board r e s u l t e d  i n  an o r i en t a t i on  i n  a t t i t u d e  from 

l a r g e l y  min i s t ry  t o  l o c a l .  This increased a f t e r  1955 when provis ion was made 

f o r  a d i s t r i c t  superintendent t o  become executive o f f i c e r  o f  t h e  board (Graham, 

1961). Boards a l s o  became involved i n  t h e  process of s e l e c t i o n  o f  new appoin- 

t e e s  by making a recommendation from a l ist  of app l ican t s  forwarded-by t h e  . 
\ i m in i s t ry .  Thiq procdss a l s o  t e n d e d ; t o  emphasize t h e  d i s t r i c t  r a t l i e r  than t h e  , 

d 
provincial na tu re  of t h e  appointment. Except f o r  the  Vancouver School D i s t r i c t  , 



however, a l l  appointments were made by t h e  min i s t ry  of education and the  
1 

super intendents  were c i v i l  se rvan t s  employed by t h e  minis t ry .  Following a 

change i n  government i n  1973, the  Publ ic  Schools Act (1958, Section 12)  and 

Regulations (Regulation 11A) were amended r e s u l t i n g  i n  provision being made 
1. 

f o r  boards of  school d i s t r i c t s  with an enrolment exceeding 20,000 t o  appoint 

a superintendent o f  schools i n  l i e u  o f  a minis t ry  appointed d i s t r i c t  superin-  

tendent.  S ix  d i s t r i c t s  became e l i g i b l e  and t he  boards opted t o  make such 

appointments . 
n 

A f u r t h e r  develbpment occurred i n  Ju ly ,  1979, when Regulation 1 1 A  was 

amended t o  make t h e  minimum enrolment 4,000. A s t a t e d  aim of  t h i s  change 

was t o  give school boards g r e a t e r  scope i n  s e l ec t i ng  a super intendent  than  

ex i s ted '  previously (Hansard, 1979, p.  641) . The change' was supported by t he  

B. C. School' Trustees Associat ion,  ' the B. C.  Teachers Federation and t h e  

Association of B . C .  School Superintendents (Ministry o f  Education,  Note 2 ) .  

Almost simultaneously,  amendments made t o  the  Publ ic  Schools Act pres- 

c r ibed  t h a t  new appointments o f  Superintendents o f  Schools by boards be made 

under term con t rac t s  ( t h r ee  - f i v e  years)  and made provision f o r  a superin- 

tendent whose lboPllact i s  Vot renewed t o  be o f f e r ed  a teaching o r  supervisory 

pos i t ion  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  (Education S t a t u t e s  Amendment Act,. 1979, P t .  15) .  
' Y  

The positilon o f  school super$tendent i n  B r i t i s h  Columbi ' has a much b 
..$ 
", 

s h o r t e r  h i s t o r y  and a d i f f e r e n t  genealogy from i t s  counterpart  i n  U.S.A. The 

decis ion t o  allow more school boards t o  s e l e c t  and employ t h e i r  own superin- 

tendents  i a y  mmn t h a t  t h e  pos i t i on  o f  school super intendent  w i l l  acquire more 

of t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  American model. One add i t iona l  d i f fe rence  

should be noted.  In t h e  evolut ion o f  t he  U.S. school superintendency, t h e  
& 

period when t he r e  was an emphasis on business management and e f f i c i ency  r e su l t ed  

i n  un i t a ry  con t ro l  being es tab l i shed  and thf;. superintendent i n  most d i s t r i c t s  
!' 
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_became t h e  ch ie f  executive o f f i c e r  (Campbell e t  a l . ,  1965, p.  191).  In Canada 

i n  general ,  however, and i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia in p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  normal p r ac t i c e  

has been fo r  a school board t o  appoint a sec re ta ry- t reasure r ,  one of whose 

ro l e s  has been business  management. The posi t ion is es tab l i shed  with s t a t u t o r y  

au tho r i t y  and the  secre ta ry- t reasure r  has always been employed by t h e  school 

board. In most school d i s t r i c t s ,  a system o f  dual control  has operated s ince  . 

the  d i s t r i c t  superintendent has not  been an employe; of t h e  board. School ' 

d i s t r i c t s  which exceeded the  previous minimum enrolment of  20,000 have had 
* 

the  option of un i ta ry  o r  dual control .  Only four  o f  the  seven d i s t r i c t s  i n  t h i s  

category (June, 1979) had e s t a b d s h e d  t h e  superintendent as  chief  executive 

o f f i c e r .  The secre ta ry- t reasure r ,  the re fore ,  emerges a s  a p o t e n t i a l l y  s ig -  

n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r  i n  inf luencing t h e  process o f  decision-making and i n  becoming 

involved i n  con f l i c t  s i t u a t i o n s .  

Superintendent - School Board Relationships 
4' 

The Nature of  Conf l ic t  

Conf l i c t  i s  a term which occurs f requent ly  in  l i t e r a t u r e  on management 

and, with regard t o e  t h i s  study,  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  school superin- 

tendent.  Overt c o n f l i c t  can be s a i d  to,occur when two o r  more groups move 

beyond ce r t a in  s o c i a l l y  accepted norms of  resolving disagreements (Weeres, 

1971, p. 2 ) .  In a broader sense, i t  occurs in  soc i e ty  a t  l a rge  and, according 

t o  Weeres, "conf l ic t  i s  endemic t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  'processes o f  democracy" 

d 
(p. 1 ) .  It i s  regarded as necessary a t  times t o  ensure t h a t  an organization 

f u l f i l l s  i t s  goals o r  t h a t  a government becomes more responsive t o  t h e  e lec -  

t o r a t e .  
%- 

A grea/deal  of c o n f l i c t  i s ,  however, not expressed openly bu t  may be 
\ 

detected thpdugh a high turnover  r a t e ,  absenteeism, h o s t i l e  a t t i t u d e s ,  lack 

\ 



- 
o f  cooperat ion o r  o t h e r  low-key s i g n s  o f  d iscontent .  

I f  one regards  a  school d i s t r i c t  a s  a  s o c i a l  system, t h e  model o f  

educat ional  admin i s t ra t ion  as  a s o c i a l  process developed by Getzels  and 

Guba (1957) can be used t o  conceptual ize  c o n f l i c t  i n  terms o f  i n t e r a c t i o n s  

between i n s t i t u t i o n s  and i n d i v i d u a l s .  

Associated with t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  r o l e s  and expec ta t ions  which a r e  . 

determined by t h e  goa l s  o f  t h e  system. Individuals  have t h e i r  own personal  it i e s  
d 

and need-disposi t ions  and i n t e r a c t i o n s  between t h e s e  c o n s t i t u t e  s o c i a l  

behaviour . The model, t h e r e f o r e ,  has two dimens ions ; a  momothet i c  o r  normative 

- 
dimension, defined by t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  system, and an ideographic - 

i 

o r  i n d i v i a a l  dimension, def ined by t h e  ind iv idua l s .  Since t h e  ins t ' i tu t ions  i 

aP 
are  normative and d e f i n e  t h e  r o l e s ,  t h e  r o l e s  determine, a t  l e a s t  t o  a  l a rge  

degree, t h e  r o l e  expecta t ions  upon t h e  a c t o r  in  t h e  r o l e .  Roles a r e ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

i d e n t i f i e d  more with p o s i t i o n s  than  w i t h  persons and a r e  regarded a s  " i n s t i t u t -  

iona l  givenst1 (Getzels  and Guba, 1957, p.  426) .  Furthermore, r o l e s  a r e  

regarded a s  complementary and in terdependent .  It would, f o r  example, c l e a r l y  

be impossible t o  def ine  t h e  r o l e  o f  a  school super in tendent  without  def in ing 

t h e  r o l e  o f  school board members. 

Using t h i s  model, it i s  'possible t o  i d e n t i f y  both  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  and - - * 
W .- 

ind iv idua l  c o n f l i c t .  Both of  t h e s e  impinge on t h e  r o l e s  o f  school super in-  

tendent  and school board member. C o n f l i c t  can t h e o r e t i c a l l y  occur wi th in  t h e  

nomothetic dimension and such an  incongrui ty  i s  represented by r o l e  c o n f l i c t  

which occurs "whenever a  r o l e  incmben t is  requ i red  t o  conform simultaneously 
@ 

t o  a  number o f  expec ta t ions  which a r e  mutually exclus ive ,  con t rad ic to ry  o r  

incons i s t en t "  (Getzels ,  1958, p .  161) . Persona l i ty  c o n f l i c t  can a l s o  occur 

-I within  t h e  ideographic dimension a s  a  r e s u l t  of  opposing needs and d i s -  

p o s i t i o n s  within t h e  ind iv idua l .  F ina l ly ,  it is p o s s i b l e  f o r  r o l e  - p e r s o n a l i t y  



c o n f f i c t  t o  occur and t h i s  is  represented b i  incoqgruence 

t h e t i c  and i d e o g r a p h i ~  dimensions. 

This approach by Getzels  and Guba i s  consonant 'with 

between t h e  nomo- 

t h a t  used by 

Gross, Mason 4 McEachern (1958) i n  t h e i r  s tudy o f  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  school 

super in tendent .  Gross e t  a l .  (1958) define a  r o l e  a s  !'a s e t  o f  expecta t ions  

7. . a  s e t  o f  eva lua t ive  s tandards  app l i ed  t o  an incumbent o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  

pos i t ion"  (p. 60) . The au thors  h r t h e r  point  ou t  t h a t  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  

enables t h e  concept t o  be used "in ana lys i s  i n  which t h e  incumbents o f  t h e  

pos i t ion  . . . a r e  d e f i n e r s  of t h e  role," (p.  61) .  Such i s  t h e  c a s e  i n  t h i s  

s tudy.  

In a  l a t e r  s tudy,  Rizzo, House and Lirtzman (1970) analysed r o l e  c o n f l i c t  - 
and r o l e  ambiguity i n  complex o rgan iza t ions .  In a  s i t u a t i o n  where an employee 

rece ives  o rders  from more than one super io r ,  v i o l a t i n g  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  o f  s i n g l e  

account a b i l i t y  and r o l e  theory ,  one can expect r o l e  c o n f l i c t  and i t s  assoc ia ted  

reduct ion in  o rgan iza t iona l  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  and personal  s a t i s f a c t i o n .  A numbe* ' $ 
o f  s t u d i e s  a r e  c i t e d  which i n d i c a t e  t h a t  l lp ro fess iona l s  i n  such s i t u a t i o n s  

- - - 
experience s t r e s s  a s  a  r e s u l t  of being caught i n  . the middle" (Rizzo e t  a l . ,  

1970, p.  151) .  Rizzo e/t a1 . found t h a t  accoun tab i l i ty  t o  one s u p e r i o r  reduced 

incons i s t en t  expecta t ions  and r e s u l t e d  i n  l e s s  r o l e  c o n f l i c t .  
P 

Role ambiguity i s  another a spec t  o f  r o l e  theory  which t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  

suggests  can have an e f f e c t  on performance and s a t i s f a c t i o n  (Lyons, 1971; 

Riezo e t  a1 . , 1970; Rogers 4 Molnar, 1976) . Some ur icer ta in ty  e x i s t s ,  however, 

abou t  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of  t h e  e f f e c t .  Role a w a i t y  can occur i f  t h e  incumbent 
", 

l acks  or f e e l s  a l ack  of adequate r o l e  r e l e v a n t  information,  p a s t i a l a r l y  as 
I * 

a  r e s u l t  of a  r e s t r i c t i o n  of information o r  u n c e r t a i n t y  about t h e  q u a l i t y  

o f  t h e  information (Lyons, 1971). - - 

Further  refinement o f  t h e  concept o f  r o l e  c o n f l i c t  was provided by Kahn, 



Wolfe, Quinn, Spock Rosenthal (1964, pp; 19-20) i n  i den t i fy ing  four  i n t e r -  

r e l a t e d  aspects :  

(1) person-role c o n f l i c t  when r o l e  requirements a r e  inc0nsisten.t with 

personal  values  of t h e  incumbent; 
0 

(2) i n t e r - r o l e  c o n f l i c t ,  i n  which a person has two o r  more ro l e s  

simultaneously; 

(3)  in ter-sender  c o n f l i c t  when incons i s ten t  pressures  a r e  appl ied by 

two o r  more r o l e  senders; and 

(4) in t ra-sender  c o n f l i c t  when incons i s ten t  demands a r e  made on t he  

incumbent by a s i n g l e  member of t h e  r o l e  s e t .  

Person-role con f l i c t  could occur e i t h e r  f o r  superintendents o r  f o r  - 
( ' 4  

school board members b u t  i s  no t  o f  s ign i f icance  i n  t h i s  study.  The o the r  th ree  

types of con f l i c t ,  however, a re  a l l  po t en t i a l l y  app l icab le  t o  superintendents 

in p a r t i c u l a r ,  bu t  may a l s o  a f f e c t  school board members. 

Superintendent - School Board Confl ic t  

Gross (1958) drew a t t en t i on  t o  some o f  t h e  problems experienced by 

superintendents i n  working with school boards and i n  providing e f f e c t i v e  

educational  leadership .  The s tudy indicated t h a t  both ro le '  c o n f l i c t  and r o l e  

ambiguity ex i s t ed  and c l e a r e r  statements o f  t he  r i g h t s  and ob l iga t ions  of 

both superintendents and school board members were needed. Gross noted 

t h a t  
/- - 

these  da ta  s t rongly  suggest t h a t  i n  many school systems 
superintendents and school boards do not  agree on t h e  
c ruc i a l  p~oblem of who is  supposed t o  do what, on what 
i s  pol icy making and what i s  administrat ion (p. 125). 

This,  howeverytends t o  be an over-simplif ied view of  a complex s i t u a t i o n .  

P 



A l ack  o f  consensus o r  even o v e r t  c o n f l i c t  o f t e n  l e a d s ' t o  a  d e s i r e  

t o  r ep lace  t h e  super in tenden t .  Carlson (1972) c a r r i e d  o u t  a s e r i e s  o f  

secondary analyses  o f  h a t a  c o l l e c t e d  i n  a  number o f  s t u d i e s  of super in ten-  

dents .  He concluded from demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  super in tenden t s  i n  

t h e  United S t a t e s  " t h a t  t h e  supe$intendency c o n s t i t u t e s  a  r e l a t i v e l y  open 

e l i t e "  (p.  35). Few b a r r i e r s  f o r  e n t r y  i n t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  were found. A s  

Carlson p o i n t s  o u t ,  however, t h e  superintendency " a l s o  appears t o  be one 

e l i t e  from which many e x i t "  (p. 37) , a  statement based on r e p o r t s  o f  losses  
w 

from t h e  p o s i t i o n  i n t o  o t h e r  f i e l d s .  The p o s i t i o n  i s  a l s o  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by 
i 

a  consider& l e  degree o f  mobi l i ty ,  o f t e n  r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  r e s u l t  of  in tense  
t 

c o n f l i c t  s i t u a t i o n s .  

C a r l s o n l s  major t h e s i s  i s  i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  between career-bound and 

place-bound super in tenden t s  and i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

t h e s e  types and execut ive  success ion.  According t o  Carl son,  t h e  ca ree r -  

bound super in tendent  aims h i g h - e a r l y  i n  h i s  c a r e e r  i n  educat ion ,  i s  a c t i v e  

p r o f e s s i o n a l l y  and pursues p r e s t i g i o u s  graduate t r a i n i n g  e a r l y .  Typica l ly ,  

1 t h e  place-bound super in tendent  develops h i s  ambitions l a t e r  and t h e s e  o f t e n  

develop only  as  oppor tun i ty  a r i s e s .  H e  i s  l e s s  a c t i v e  i n  pursuing h i s  
i-- 

s t u d i e s  and p ro fess iona l  inTeres t s  and l e s s  concerned about where he Toes 

h i s  graduate  s tudy.  The career-bound super in tendent  is  more progress ive  

i n  h i s  educa t iona l  views and l e s s  s a t i s f i ' e d  i n  h i s  job than t h e  place-bound 

super in tendent  (p .  .65) . 
This c a t e g o r i z a t i o n  o f  super in tenden t s  becomeg impor tant  when t h e  ' 

, 'I 

ques t ion  o f  success ion a r i s e s .  , The superintendency i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  

appears t o  havf a  t y p i c a l  l i f e  h i s t o r y .  Often t h e  appointment has  been 

made because o f  a  lack o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with a predecessor  o r  h i s  achievements 



and is  assoc ia ted  wi th  t h e  e l e c t i o n  o f  a  new school board. A t  first t h e r e  

is  a honeymoon per iod b u t  even tua l ly  some d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  a r i s e s  and 

c o n f l i c t s  emerge. S a t i s f a c t i o n  p rogress ive ly  decreases ,  opposi t ion  

increases  and t h e  search f o r  a success& begins anew. c a r l s o n t i  s tudy 

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  i n  these  circumstances, t h e  appointment w i l l  be given t o  

a career-bound super in tendent .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, when it becomes neces- / 
li 

s a r y  f o r  a super in tendent  t o  be replaced and no major d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  has  / 

a r i s e n ,  an appointment o f  e i t h e r  type will: be made. Carlson p o s t u l a t e s  

t h a t  t h e  outcomes f o r  a  school d i s t r i c t  can be p red ic ted  on a knowledge 

of t h e  o r i g i n s  o f  t h e  successor .  

I f  t h e  school board chooses a successor  from wi th in  
t h e  conta in ing o rgan iza t ion ,  t h e  c e n t r a l  tendency 
o f  h i s  performance w i l l  be t o  s t a b i l i z e  what e x i s t s ;  
if t h e  school board reaches ou t s ide  the  conta in ing 
school system f o r  a  successor ,  t h e  c e n t r a l  tendency 
o f  h i s  performance w i l l  be t o  a l t e r  what e x i s t s  
(p. 157).  

Thus, a  r a t h e r  extreme mechanism f o r  the  r e s o l u t i o n  of  c o n f l i c t  
a 

6 

between a super in tendent  and 6 school board, bu t  one which appears t o  

occur on an ep i sod ic  b.asis ,  l i e s  i n  t h e  succession process ,  a  process  

which Lutz and Iannaccone (1978) consider t o  be unnecessar i ly  t raumat ic .  
ii 

H a r r i s  (1970) compared school  board member and super in tendent  per-  

cept ions  i n  Colorado f o r  s e l e c t e d  t a s k s  and decis ions ,  us ing  a s e l f - r e p o r t  

ques t ionna i re .  Role c o n f l i c t  was ind ica ted  i n  a reas  which included,  

i n t e r  a l i a ,  developing budget p r i o r i t i e s ,  provision of s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  . 
t 

t eacher  eva lua t ion  and p rofess iona l  s t a f f  appointments and d i smissa l s .  
'4 

The s tudy showed a propensi ty  f o r  o l d e r  board members t o  expect  super in-  

tendent  dominance i n  decision-making. Superintendents i n  l a r g e r  d i s t r i c t s  



expected l e s s  d i rec t ion  i n  d i sc re t ionary  mat ters  than superintendents i n  

smal ler  d i s t r i c t s .  Younger superintendents perceived more superintendent 

dominance i n  re1 a t  ion t o  physical  f a c i l i t i e s  , ind ica t ing  c o n f l i c t  with 

board member expectations i n  t h i s  a rea .  Length of s e rv i ce  a s  a superinten- 

dent had no e f f e c t  on any var iab le .  

A study of school committee member and superintendent perceptions 

of r o l e s ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and r e l a t i onsh ip s  (Lynch, 1976) i n  Massachusetts 

ind ica ted  a lack o f  congruence of perceptions regarding h i r i n g  of personnel 

below the  rank o f  a s s i s t a n t  superintendent,  invo1vemen.t of  middle management 

i n  t h e  adminis t ra t ive  team, long-range planning, personnel evaluat ion and 
6 

parent and community r e l a t i o n s .  
* 

Overf ie ld  (1970) conducted a survey of  Missouri 's  924 superintendents 

and board of  education perceptions of actual  and idea l  involvement i n  

pol icy execution t a sks .  The conclusions of ' the study were a s  follows: 

Board of education members a r e  move involved i n  
pol icy execution funct ions  than i s  general ly  
recommended by wr i t e r s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  o f  educational  
adminis t ra t ion.  

Generally, t he r e  i s  an inverse  r e l a t i onsh ip  between 
t h e  degree o f  school board members ' pa r t i c ipa t i on  
i n  policy-execution functions and t h e  s i z e  o f  t h e  
school d i s t r i c t .  

Generally, board o f  education p r e s iden t s  perceive t h a t  
school board members a r e  functioning and should be  
func t i o i i ng  i n  policy-execbtion functions t o  a g r ea t e r  
degree than superintendents perceive t he  involvement. 

Generally, superintendents and board of education 
pres iden ts  perceive t h a t  school board members should 
become involved i n  policy-execution funct ions  more than 
they a r e  a t  p resen t .  

Generally, superintendents and board of educe t i o n  pres iden ts  
i? view school board members' r o l e  t o  be g r ea t  s t  i n  t he  task 

a r ea  o f  school bui ldings  and cons'truction (p. 3834) .  



Pabian (1971) -based  a s tudy o f  t h e  percept ions  o f  super in tendent  

and p r e s i d e n t s  o f  .boards o f  education f o r  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  New J e r s e y  

super in tendent  on t h e  quest ionnai ' re  developed by Gross (1958). The 

conclusions of t h e  s tudy  a s  repor ted  by Pabian (1971) were: 

% 
1. There was a lack o f  consensus between scper in ten-  

dents  and board p r e s i d e n t s  i n  New Je r sey  regarding 
t h e  percept ion of  t h e  r o l e  pf t h e  New J e r s e y  super- 
in tenden t  of  schools  with super in tendents  pe rce iv ing  
t h e  r o l e  a s  endowed wi th  more a u t h o r i t y  t h a n  d i d  , 

board p r e s i d e n t s .  

2. Super in tendents  and board p res iden t s  i n  New J e r s e y  
approached consensus concerning the  d i v i s i o n  o f  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  t h e  a r e a s  o f  textbook s e l e c t i o n ,  
i n s t r u c t i o n a l  po l i cy ,  p l a n t  maintenance and a t t e n -  
dance regu la t ions .  

3 .  Super in tendents  and board p res iden t s  i n  New J e r s e y  
1 acked consensus concerning t h  d iv i s ion  o f  respon- 
s i b i l i t y  i n  p u b l i c  r e l a t i o n s ,  budget p repara t ion ,  
p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i o n  and t eacher  s a l a r y  n e g o t i a t i o n s .  

1 

4.  Ne i the r  age, experience nor  educat ional  l e v e l  o f  
t h e  respondent had an inf luence  on t h e  percept ion 

. of  e i t h e r  r o l e  by e i t h e r  respondent gmup.  

5. There was a g r e a t e r  tendency toward consensus a s  
t o  r o l e  between board  p r e s i d e n t s  and super in ten-  
dents  revealed  i n  t h i s  s tudy than was repor ted  
by Gross e t  a l .  i n  Massachusetts (p.  2969) 

There have been suggest ions  (Sco t t ,  1976) t h a t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  i n  U.S.A. 

has  decl ined i n  s t a t u s ,  is  f raught  with insurmountable problems and even 

r e q u i r e s  l e g i s l a t i v e  ac t ion  f o r  t h e  assignment o f  super in tendent  and board 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  . ~ u n n l n ~ h a m  (1977) claims t h a t  "the demands and 

challenges (of  urban superintendency) seem almost unmanageable" (p. 112) . 
This view i s  supported by Nolte ( c i t e d  i n  McGhehey, 1971), who s t a t e s  

t h a t  



t h e  present confusion a s  t o  t he  p rec i se  l ega l  na ture  
o f  the  p a s i t  ion tends t o  produce misunderstandings 
within t he  school s t a f f ,  l ack  o f  publ ic  understanding, 
h inders  educational innovation and c rea tes  confusion . 
and divis iveness  i n  profess ional  negof i a t i o n s  (p . 67) . 

'1. 

Downey (c976) drew a t t en t i on  t o  some ambiguit ies i n  t h e  l e g a l  s t a t u s  of  

school superintendents i n  Alberta and a number of  t he se  have s i nce  been 

resolved.  Recent changes t o  t h e  superintendency i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia may 

well r e s u l t  i n  t h e  development o f  s i n i l a r  ambiguities. c 

Knezevich (1969) r e f e r s  t o  a review by James o f  doctoral  d i s s e r t a t i o n s  
- 

which, i n t e r  a l i a ,  examined school board - superintendent c o n f l i c t  and i n  

which James concluded t h a t  "conf l i c t s  a re  i nev i t ab l e  and t he r e fo re  one mark 

of a vigorous and hea l thy  school board i s  successful  management o f  confl ict1 '  

(p.  231) . ' Knezevich, however; acknowledges t h a t  t h e  consol idat ion of yery small 
f 

d i s t r i c t s  int.0 l a r g e r  u n i t s ,  t he  emergence of t he  superintendent as t h e  chi& 

executive o f f i c e r  and Itthe increas ing complexity of  pub1 i c  education . . . 
makes it more important than ever  t o  provide an adequate l ega l  b a s i s  fo r  t h e  

ntendency in  publ ic  e d u c a t i ~ n . ~ ~  He goes on t o  c a l l  f o r  " recodi f ica t ion  

t e s  dealing with publ ic  education qnd t h e  determination t he r e in  of  

t he  s t a t u s ,  au tho r i t y  and r e spons ib i l i t y  o f  superintendents of  schools i n  

publ ic  education" (p. 2 38) . 
McGhehey (1971) r e f e r s  t o  t h e  vagueness of  t h e  l ega l  s t a t u s  of t h e  

superintendency i n  U.S.A. and suggests t h i s  is  a con t r ibu t ing  f a c t o r  t o  in- 

s t a b i l i t y  in t h e  pos i t ion .  Vlaanderen (1971) i s  much more s p e c i f i c :  "Before 

a l ay  board makes an educational  decision it should hear  a recommendation from 
f-- 
\ 

t h e  educator it has chosen f o r  i ts  executive o f f i c e r :  s t a t e  laws should so  

require t1  and, fur'ther, "decisions which a r e  purely profess ional  i n  na ture  

should be reserved f o r  professionalsI1 (pp. 49-50). In view of  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  



which have been experienced i n  d i s t ingu ish ing  between adminis t ra t ion and L 

pol icy,  one wonders about t h e  p r a c t i c a l i t y  of such a suggestion.  A s  Campbell 

e t  a l .  (1965) have s t a t e d ,  
1 

t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  between executive and po l icy  maker i s  
s o  i n t r i c a t e  i n  t h e  pol icy fo~ming  s tage  as  % e l l  as  
i n  t h e  po l icy  implementing t h a t  it i s  hopeless 
t o  separa te  t he se  funct ions  (p. 182). r s r 

As Zeigler  (1976) po in t s  out,' wi th  t h e  superin- 

tendent - school board r e l a t i onsh ip  stems from an adherence t o  a 

democratic theory i n  which the. schoolwboard, a s  an e l ec t ed  group, 

making body and t he  superintendent is employed t o  administer  pol icy.  Mann 

(1975a) a l s o  of  t h e  r o l e s  of  t he  board o f  education 

and t h a t  of t h e  former, t h e  r o l e  i s  t o  formulate 

p o l i c i e s  f o r  t h e  school system; f o r  t h e  l a t t e r ,  it i s  t o  put  t h e  po l i c i e s  

i n t o  p r ac t i c e ,  a d i s t i n c t i o n  made by Davies (1951) and one which i s  being 

increas ingly  questioned. 

Ze i g l e r  (19 76) sugges?~ t h a t  t h e r e  a r w  some ind ica t ions  t h a t  i n  r e a l i t y ,  
9 

t h e  s i t u a t i o n  is more akin  t o  t h e  technolagical  model o f  'decision-making i n  . .-, 

which t h e  key r o l e s  a r e  f i l l e d  by t h e  e x p e r t  D- profess iona l s  r a t h e r  than t h e  - 
-"rue 

e l ec t ed  l a y  persbns. *is view was r ~ m f b r c e d  by a 1974-1975 study of 
- % 

%: - -  .-.. 
school d i s t r i c t s .  Ch t h e  ba s i s  of  a n a e r  study by Zeigler  and Jennings, 

'P J 

Zeigler ,  Tucker afd  - Milson (19774 concluded t h a t  " 
superintendents a r e  t h e  dominant a c to r s  i n  educational  
decision-makkg and t h a t  decision 
occasional ly  made within 
t i c i p a t  ion through i n t  

)-H eleven public school &istrirts i n  A l a t e r  de t a i l ed  observat ional  s t u d  

U .  S .A. and Canada showed va r i a t i on  i n  the  pa r t i c ipa t i on  o f  super intendents  i n  

decision-making but  s t  ill ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e  superintendent,  a t  1 eas t  during 

board meetings, played t h e  key r o l e  i n  decision making. Although no t  subscr ibing 



t o  t h e  view, Boyd (1976) repor t s  t h a t  conclusion from the  zeigler&nnings 

study was " f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  school boards do not govern b u t  merely l eg i -  

-> % 

t imate  t h e  po\icy recommendations of t h e  super in  endentsf '  (p. 542).  This 

function of l eg i t imat ing  po l i c i e s  r a t h e r  than represen t ing  t h e  community, - 

had previously  been i d e n t i f i e d  by Kerr (1964). 

Cooper (1973), i n  descr ibing t h e  development o f  t h e  superintendency 

and i n  arguing f o r  independent board s t a f f  as a means o f  combating t h e  

dominance of the superintendent,  no tes  t h a t  t h e  superintendency "has been - 
character ized by sus ta ined  increases  i n  p r e s t i ge  and influenceIr (p. 2) . . He 

compares t h i s  with t h e  e s s e n t i a l l y  unchanged s t a t u s  of t h e  school board with 
'd 

t h e  i nev i t ab l e  consequence t h a t  

. t h e b o a r d i s  a l m o s t t o t a l l y d e p e n d e n t o n  t h e d a t a  
gathered, i n t e r p r e t e d  and presented by cen t r a l  o f f i c e  
personnel, on a1 t e rna t i ve s  and p r i o r i t i e s  e s t ab l i shed  4.2 

by them, and on t h e i r  s p e c i f i c  pol icy recommendat ions 
(P 2).  

The superintendent is  p ic tu red  by some, a c c h d j n g  t o  Boyd (1976) , as  a 

I'beleagured publ ic  o f f i c i a l ,  t y p i c a l l y  be se t  from all s i d e s , .  constant ly  facing 

6-+- conf l i c tua l  ' s i tua t ions1 '  (p. 541). Adding t o  these  p ressures  has been t h e  

t rend i n  U.S.A. t o  i n t r ea s ing  cen t r a l i z a t i on  o f  au tho r i t y  over  educational  

pol icy and t h e  increas ing inf luence o f  the  nat-ural teachers  ' union. Somewhat 
U 

c y n i ~ a l l y ,  Boyd (1979)% comments t h a t  "one th ing,  a t  l e a s t ,  t h a t  w i l l  be l e f t  

$ t o  manage' is con f l i c t "  (p. 282) . 
Some years  e a r l i e r ,  Hencley (1960) had drawn a t t en t i on  t o  t h e  emphasis 

B 

i n  research on t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip s  between t h e  superintendent and the  board 
-- - - 

and with t h e  adminis t ra t ive  s t a f f  t o  t h e  neg lec t  o f  t h e  super intendent ' s  

perception of o t h e r  r e f e r e n t  g w s  i n  t h e  broader Qoc ia l  context .  He 

i d e n t i f i e d  th ree  types of  reference groups; in t raorgan iza t iona l ,  ex t r a -  

organizat ional  and i n t e r s t i t i a l  . H i s  s tudy showed . t ha t  a number o f  d i f f e r e n t  
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I 

types o f  c o n f l i c t  occurred between superintendents and o thers .  ' Most con f l i c t  

was a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h r e e  main types:  d 3 
(1) expected and ac tua l  c o n f l i c t ,  when there  was 9 s ign i f i c an t  

, di f fe rence  between the  superintendents '  views and t h e i r  

perceptions o f  t h e  views of, o thers ;  

(2) unexpected c o n f l i c t ,  when superintendents thought t h a t  t he r e  
- 

were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  between t h & r  views and those  o f  

o thers  when such di f ferences  d id  e x i s t ;  and 

(3) expected bu t  imagined con f l i c t  i n  which t h e  superintendents ' 
expectations and t h e i r  perceptions o f  t h e  expecta t ions  of o thers  

were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  

These th ree  types of  c o n f l i c t s  accounted f o r  82 percent  of  t h e  i d e n t i f i e d  

c o n f l i c t ,  and o f  t h i s ,  62 percent was a t t r i b u t e d  t o  misp&ception. ;f other1\  

opinions and value pos i t ions .  While recognizing t h a t  I f i t  i s  probably both 

normal and des i rab le  t h a t  some c o n f l i c t  should ex i s tq1  Q-lencley, 1960, p. 4) , 

ssed by a number o f  writers,Hencley considers t h a t  t he  e f fec -  

e f f i c i ency  of  superintendents would be increased i f  more were' . . 

incidence o f  congqict and ways found t o  
F 

3 = 

L -% 

a l t e r  t h e  c o n f l i c t  e t t e r n s .  

Lipham, Gregg and Rossmiller (1969) ca r r ied  ou t  a s tudy  o f  a school 

board as  an agency f o r  resolving con f l i c t .  The study used a s  a base t h e  - : 
Getzel ' s  model of  adminis t ra t ion as  a soc i a l  process and t h e  school board 

was regarded a s  having an i n t e r s t i t i a l  pos i t ion  between t he  school system 

study suggested t h a t  avoidance o f  con f l i c t  was not neces sa r i l y  i n  t h e  be s t  
B 

i n t e r e s t s  o f  schools and t h a t  I'some c o n f l i c t  may be e s s e n t i a l  i f  progress i s  

t o  be madef1 (p. 4 ) .  Col lect ive  negot ia t ions  were seen t o  have some pos i t i ve  



f 
v a l u e  by i n  e f f e c t  forcing school boards t o  be more e f f e c t i v e  i f i  t h e i r  

m e d i a t o r  func t ion .  

Wright (1977) r ep l i ca t ed  i n  New Jersey  t he  Lynch study (1976) i n  

Massachuset ts ,  examining perceived r o l e s ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and r e l a t i onsh ip s  

o f  ,school board members and superinteddents with regard t o  c l u s t e r s  of r d l e  
. 

ac; i v i t y  which included community r e l a t i o n s  and 4 e r a c t i o n  between s u d i n -  

t e n d e n t s  and t h e  school board. Again there  were ind ica t ions  of con f l i c t i ng  P 

r o l e  expec ta t ions  between t h e  groups responsible f o r  school gpvernance . 
Wright concluded t h a t  1 

\ 

t h e r e  was enroachment by school board members on t h e  adminis t ra t ive  

funct ions  o f  t h e  superintendent and i n  t he  day-to-day operat ions  

of schools ;  

t h e r e  was concern by school board members with t h e  involvement o f  

c i t i z e n s  and community groups i n  t h e  formation o f  pol icy;  and 

contrary  t o  t h e  f ind ings  o f  many o ther  s t ud i e s ,  

f i n a n c i a l  mat ters  was no t  considered by 

t o  be  a major problem.' 

Diedrich (1978) conducted a study i n  Michigan of t h e  perceptions of 

s u p e r i n t e n d e n t s  and school board members of  t h e i r  p r e f e r r ed  ro l e s .  The 

i n s t rumen t  developed by Diedrich ' for  h i s  study i s  used i n  t h i s  study,  

e n a b l i n g  t h e  Diedrich s tudy t o  be l a rge ly  r ep l i ca t ed  as well a s  allowing 

f o r  t h e  c o l l e c t i o n  of add i t iona l  da t a  t o  t e s t  some hypotheses pecu l i a r  

t o  e d u c a t i o n a l  governance i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia. The conclusions from t h e  

D i e d r i c h  s tudy  t he r e fo re  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  re levant  t o  t h i s  study.  

Diedrich repor ted  twenty-six major f indings of which "those having the  

most s i g n i f i c a n t  impl icat ions  fo r  educational  decision-making r o l e  r e l a t i on -  

* s h i p s t t  were 



1. Board members and superintendents agreed t h a t  t he  board o f  
education should be more i n f l uen t i a l  than any o the r  ind iv idua l s  
o r  groups i n  making decisions r e l a t e d  t o  school - Community 
Relations.  

Board members and superintendents agreed t h a t  t he  loca l  t eachers1  
assoc ia t ion  . . . should play only minor r o l e s  i n  making . . . 
decis ions .  

---bT 

Board members and superintendents agreed t h a t  while bu i ld ing  
pr inc ipa l s  should have subs t an t i a l  involvement i n  a major i ty  o f  
decisions,  [they] should play minor ro l e s  i n  deciding on matters 
associa ted with Personnel Administration - Administrators. 

Board members cons i s ten t ly  preferred g r e a t e r  decis ional  influence , 

f o r  the superintendent in making educational  decis ions  than  t h e  
superintendents des i red.  

Superintendents c w t l y  p re fe r red  l e s s  decis ional  inf luence 
f o r  the  board of cducation than did board members. 

Board members tended t o  p r e f e r  a c en t r a l i z ed  school d i s t r i c t  
dec'ision-making s t r u c t u r e  with g rea te r  involvement of t h e  
adminis t ra t ive  and teaching s t a f f s  than t h e  superintendents des i red.  

Superintendents p re fe r red  a more decentra l ized school d i s t r i c t  
decision-making s t r u c t u r e  with g r ea t e r  invol.vement of 
the  adminis t ra t ive  and teaching s t a f f s  than t h e  board members 
des i red.  

The g r ea t e s t  number of  substant ive  d i f fe rences  between t h e  
decision-making r o l e  preferences of -board members and superin- 
tendents occurred i n  t h e  areas  of  Business Management and 
Curriculum and In s t  , ,ruckion. 

Only t h e  demographic var iab le  o f  d i s t r i c t  s i z e  was found t o  
have a subs t an t i a l  r e l a t i onsh ip  with t h e  amount o f  decision- 
making inf luence respondents p re fe r red  f o r  each o the r .  Board 
fiembers from l a rge r  school d i s t r i c t s  p r e f e r r ed  l e s s  involve- 
ment of  t he  superintendent i n  d e ~ i s i o n s  assoc ia ted  with teacher  
personnel i s sues  and School Operations than d id  board members 
from small school systems. Superintendents from l a rge r  school 
d i s t r i c t s  p re fe r red  l e s s  involvement o f  t h e  board o f  education 
in adminis t ra t ive  personnel decisions than d id  superintendents 
from smal ler  school d i s t r i c t s  (p. 3258). 

The S i tua t ion  i n  Canada 

The l i t e r a t u r e  reviewed t o  t h i s  point  has been concerned, i n  t he  main, 

wi th  superintendent - school board re la t ionsh ips  i n  U.  S. school d i s t r i c t s .  



A s  noted e a r l i e r ,  super in tendent  and school board r o l e s  i n  Canada 

, d i f f e r  somewhat from those i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  F i r s t l y ,  t h e  degree 

of  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  o f  control  as expressed through t h e  p r o v i n c i a l  m i n i s t r i e s  

of  e d u w t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been much g r e a t e r  than i n  most o f  t h e  s t a t e s .  

In genera l ,  t h e  movement towards l o c a l  employment o f  super in tendents  has  

been r e l a t i v e l y  recen t  and i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia it w i l l  be* some time before  

t h i s  e f f e c t  can be assessed.  Second1 

maintain a dual system o f  a d m i n i s t r a t i  school d i s t r i c t  by r e q u i r i n g  

t h e  s e c r e t a r y - t r e a s u r e r  t o  r e p o r t  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  board and n o t  t o  t h e  super in-  

t enden t .  

The super in tendent  -school board r e l a t i o n s h i p  has received some a t t e n t i o n  

i n  Canada. Charlton (1972) , i n  emphasizing t h e  e s s e n t i a l l y  p o l i t i c a l  na tu re  

of  t h e  pos i t ion  of  a school t r u s t e e ,  ind ica ted  a wi l l ingness  t o  move away from + 

t h e  harmony model and t o  recognize t h a t  t h e r e  would a l s o  be some degree o f  

c o n f l i c t  bu t  claimed t h a t  t h i s  i n  i t s e l f  should not prevent  cooperat ion between 
k 

a school board and i t s  o f f i c i a l s .  
e 

Gannon (1973) i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  super in tendent  i n  Alber ta  

fol lowing t h e  change i n  1970 from p r o v i n c i a l l y  appointed t o  l o c a l l y  appointed 
(L 

super in tendents .  The instrument used was a ques t ionna i re  which sought 

responses from super in tendents  and school board chairmen o f  t h e i r  percept ions  

of  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  super in tendent  wi th  regard t o  s p e c i f i e d  adminis t r a t j v e  

d u t i e s .  Conclusions reached were: 

1. A s i g n i f i c a n t  l ack  o f  agreement e x i s t e d  among s u p e r h t e n d e n t s ,  
board chairmen and s p e c i a l i s t s  a s  t o  what t h e  d e s i r e d  r o l e  of  

ool  super in tendent  should be, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  a reas  
-1 personnel ,  physica l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  f inance  and bus iness  

management . * 
2 .  A s i g n i f i c a n t  lack of agreement e x i s t e d  between super in tendents  

with l e s s  than  two years  experience as  super r i t enden t  and super in-  
tendents wi th  two o r  more yea rs  o f  experience as super in tenden t ,  
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a s  t o  what t h e  desi red r o l e  of the.  sipperintendent should he,  
e spec i a l l y  i n  t h e  a r ea s  of pupi l  personnel 

3.  I n  general ,  s p e c i a l i s t s ,  and t o  a l e s s e r  
des i red  g r ea t e r  r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  the  
d id  t h e  board chairmen. 

4. Superintendents should a c t  i n  a t  l e a s t  an advisory capaci ty  
f o r  a l l  admin is t ra t ive  d u t i e s .  

5 .  Superintendents should be  assigned g rea t e r  r e spons ib i l i t y  i n  the  
areas  of curriculum and ins t ruc t ion  and school-community r e l a t i o n s .  

6 .  Superintendents should be assigned the  l e a s t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  
mat ters  per ta in ing  t o  non-professional s t a f f  and s a l a r y  negotia-  
t i o n s  (p. 3750). 

A study by La11 (1968) i n  Saskatchewan indicated d i f fe rences  i n  t h e  
f i 

perceptions of  d i f f e r en t  r e f e r en t  groups f o r  the  r o l e  o f  the  school super in-  
j 
J 

i 
tendent .  The r e f e r en t  groups were superintendents,  p r i nc ipa l s ,  teachers  and 

board members. O f  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  was the  ex ten t  of t h e  d i f fe rence  i n  

expectations by respondents from urban and r u r a l  d i s t r i c t s .  These respondents 

and those with an educational  l eve l  a t  o r  beyond mas te r ' s  l eve l  were more 
- 

supportive of t he  superintendent r o l e  than o the r  r e f e r e n t  groups. 

A s tudy of  t r u s t e e s  views on t h e  r o l e  of  t he  superintendent i n  B r i t i s h  

Columbia (Armstrong and Kratzmann, 1974) indicated a very high cor re la t ion .  - 
between t h e  way t h e  r o l e  of  t he  superintendent i n  seven designated a reas  was 

perceived i n  t h e  now and i n  t he  should be .  I t  a l s o  suggested a small t rend - 
toward l im i t i ng  t h e  au tho r i t y  of t he  superintendent.  However, t h e  study did  

not at tempt t o  determine t h e  super intendents1 perception of t h e i r  own r o l e .  

Hickcox (1974) has drawn a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  increased power of adminis- 

t r a t o r s  i n  school systems i n  Ontar io  a s  a r e s u l t  of increased size and 

the  systems. Increased mil i tancy of t eacher  unions and a t rend 4. 
1 

of decision-making f o r  major funding i s  seen t o  have * 
t 

reduced the  importance of t he  r o l e  of t he  t r u s t e e .  Hickcox argues f o r  "a 

P 



sharper  del ineat ion of t h e  function of  t r u s t e e s  i n  l a r g e r  u n i t s  of adminis- 

t r a t i o n  and a cl-ear statement o f  t h e  powers of the  loca l  boardsw Cp. 35). 
C 

He r e f e r s  t o  the-problem of a superintendent who i s  an employee of  t h e  board 

an& an appointee of the department (of education.) as "a c l a s s i c  ca se  of  

r o l e  conf l i c t "  and suggests some ways i n  which t h e  importa ce o f  t h e  r o l e  3- 
of  t h e  t r u s t e e  could be res to red  and a b e t t e r  balance of power obta ined,  

' 

This dual r o l e  f o r  d i s t r i c t  superintendents was a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of most 

pos i t ions  o f  school superintendent i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia a t  t h e  time t h e  data  

f o r  t h i s  study were co l lec ted .  

A research pro jec t  of p a r t i c u l a r  relevance t o  t h i s  study was an inquiry  

i n t o  t h e  school superintendency i n  Alber ta  (Downey, 1976) . Until  1971, superin- 

tendents i n  Alberta were offi 'cers of  t h e  department o f  education.  During the  

1960 Is, permissive l e g i s l a t i o n  allowed loca l  appointments t o  be made b u t ' t h i s  

meant an increased f i n a n c i a l  burden on school d i s t r i c t s .  In 1970, a new " 

School Act mandated a l l  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  employ t h e i r  own superintendent.  
1 

Some problems were experienced during t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  a more decentra l ized 
' ,  

cont ro l  of schools through l o c a l l y  employed superintendents.  A request  was 

made by t h e  Superintendent I s  Association f o r  t he  Department of ~ d u c a t i 8 n  t o  

undertake a study and t h i s  r e su l t ed  i n  t h e  Downey Report. The task of t h e  

inquiry  was t o  .examine t h e  superintendent r o l e  from 1971-1975 and its 

ob jec t ives  were: 

( i )  t o  descr ibe  r e a l  r o l e ( s )  and pos i t ion(s )  of  t h e  Alberta 
superintend&?-- terms of  t he  perceptions o f  va r ious -  
reference groups ( including t h e  superintendents themselves) ; 

( i i )  t o  i den t i fy  t h e  idea l  r o l e ( s )  and pos i t i on ( s )  -- again i n  
t e m s  o f  var ious  reference groups ' percept ions ; 

( i i i )  t o  assess  t h e  discrepancies between t h e  r e a l  and the idea l  -- 
as  so i den t i f i ed ; '  and 

( iv )  t o  draw implications from these  discrepancies f o r  f u tu r e  po l icy  
and ac t ion .  (P. 3) 
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P a r t  o f  t h e  s t u d  nvolved seeking responses t o  a ques t ionnaire  which, 

i n t e r  a l i a ,  sought i n  a t i o n  from a wide range of respondents (superin-  

t enden t s ,  school ] rus iees ,  , school admin i s t ra to r s ,  s e c r e t a r y - t r e a s u r e r s ,  

t e a c h e r s )  on who u d  be respons ib le  and who should e x e r t  most in f luence  

in  decision-making i n  t h e  fol lowing a r e a s :  

(1) s t a f f  

s (2) school equipment and s u p p l i e s  

( 3 )  budget 

\ 
(4) s chool opera t  ion 

(5) pol icy  

The f indings  were t h a t  t h e  school board h a s  and should  have major decision- 

making r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  wi th  regard-  t o  budget, s t a f f  and po l i cy .  The super in ten-  

dent was seen t o  have and should have " the  most in f luence  i n  p r a c t i c a l l y  

a1 1 ca tegor ies  o f  t h e  decision-making process" (p. 17).  In genera l ,  it was 

thought t h a t  p r i n c i p a l s  should have more in f luence  i n  a l l  ca tegor ies  than 

they were perceived t o  have. 

Some o f  t h e  c c lus ions  which emerged from t h e  inqu i ry  a s  a whole were: L (1) The g u i t i e s  i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  and r e g u l a t i o n s  r e l a t e d  
t o  t h e  change-over, along wi th  c e r t a i n  l i n g e r i n g  t r a d i t i o n s  
and percept ions  o f  t h e  p a s t ,  have c r e a t e d  u n c e r t a i n t y  a s  t o  
t h e  l e g a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  super in tendent .  

(2) Some l i n g e r i n g  r o l e  c o n f l i c t s  have f l a r e d  up under t h e  new 
arrangements . 

(3) The new arrangements have c rea ted  a new burden o f  c o n f l i c t i n g  
expec ta t ions  f o r  t h e  super in tendent ,  

(4) Conf l i c t ing  images o f  t h e  educat ional  l e a d e r  ( e d u c a t i ~ n a l  
s tatesman vs . bus iness  executive)  have emerged -- with var ious  

C re fe rence  groups adopting one o r  o t h e r  image and holding 
corresponding expecta t ions .  



Downey contends t ha t  t he  change i n  t h e  pos i t ion  o f  t h e  Alber ta  superintendent 

r e s u l t e d  i n  a movement "from r o l e  c l a r i t y  t o  r o l e  misperception and r o l e  

c o n f l i c t t t  (p. 2 3 ) .  He po in t s  t o  an increase  i n  r o l e  c o n f l i c t  i n  t h e  r e l a t i on -  

sh ip  between superintendent and secre ta ry- t reasure r  and t h e  emergence o f  

con f l i c t i ng  expectations regarding t h e  super in tendent t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with 

t h e  Department of Education, compounded by some l e g a l  cons t r a in t s  on t h e  

superintendent t o  perform some funct ions  on behalf  o f  t h e  p rov inc ia l  au thor i ty  

and t o  provide a l i nk  between it and t he  school d i s t r i c t .  
7 

I t  i s  not surpr i s ing ,  the re fore ,  t h a t  Schott  (1977) uses t h e  Alberta 

experience t o  argue f o r  t h e  re tu rn  i n  t h a t  province t o  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i n  which, 

i n  general ,  t h e  school superintendent is prov inc ia l ly  appointed and i s  then 

ab le  t o  provide educational  l eadersh ip  "unhampered by con f l i c t i ng  loca l  

pressures  and t h e  whims of  capr ic ious  boards of t rus tees"  (p. 23).  

Thus, the re  a r e  ind ica t ions  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  o f  a l ack  o f  c l a r i t y  in  

school superintendent and school board member ro l e s  and suggestions of some 

y with regard t o  t h e  process o f  

The previous discussion has tended t o  assume t h a t  superintendent - 

school board i n t e r ac t i ons  and t h e  processes o f  decision-making occur in  

i s o l a t i o n  f r o m  soc i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  forces  i n  t h e  community. During the  1,ast 

t h i r t y  years t he r e  has been an increased i n t e r e s t  shown i n  the  process o f  

deiision-making i n  education and t h e  " a p o l i t i c a l  myth11 has come under challenge 

(E l io t ,  1959; Campbell, Cunningham GMcPhee, 1965; Gross, 1958; Sayre, 1963; 

Wirt 6 Kirs t ,  1975; Zeigler ,  Tucker 6 Wilson, 1977a). P o l i t i c s  came t o  be 
, L/ 

viewed l e s s  i n  pa r t i s an  terms and more as  "the s e t  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n s  t ha t  

inf luence and shape t he  au tho r i t a t i ve  a1 loca t  ion of values" (Scribner & 



Engler t ,  1977, p. 2 2 ) .  The p o l i t i c a l  and s o c i a l  c l imate  of t he  s i x t i e s  

r e su l t ed  i n  moves f o r  increased p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  school governance (Mann, 

1977; Zeigler ,  Tucker G Wilson, 1977a) . Mann i d e n t i f i e s  a movement over time 

from d i r e c t  democracy, based on widespread individual  pa r t i c ipa t i on  i n  l ay  

school boards e lec ted  i n  small cohesive communities t o  polyarchal  democracy 

i n  which i s sues  a r e  decided by e l i t e s  and cons t i tuenc ies  have per iod ic  

oppor tun i t i es  t o  rep lace  e l i t e s .  Under these  c i rcurnstances~the na ture  of 

represen ta t ion  becomes important. Idea l ly ,  the  r ep re sen t a t i ve ' s  ac t ions  

should be i n  the  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  community and the  r ep re sen t a t i ve  should be 

responsive t o  the  community. Mann claims t h a t  a 

s t ud i e s  of school boards i nd i ca t e  t h a t  boards a r e  i n  
f a c t  r a t h e r  i n su l a t ed  from t h e  communication of i n t e r e s t s  from 
much of t h e i r  d iverse  consti tuency and boards themselves a r e  not 
much inc l ined  t o  t r a n s l a t e  t h e  represen ta t iona l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
i n t o  at tempts t o  con t ro l  schools.  Large p a r t s  of  t h e  t a sk  of 
represent ing t h e  wishes and welfare  of t h e  publ ic  thus  f e l l  t o  
profess ional  educators,  e spec i a l l y  school adminis t ra tors  (p.  91) . 

In s imi l a r  vein ,  Zeigler  (1972) had e a r l i e r  considered it probable " tha t  
A 

school baards a r e  somewhat more acquiesc t han a r e  o ther  pub l ic  bodies i n  Y? 
t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  with admin is t ra t ive  office4ss" (p .  172) . Thi-s view i s  r e -  

inforced by t h e  conclusion of Zeig Wilson (1977a). Their  l a t e r  

observational  study of connnunicati on-making a t  school board 

meetings showed a very high l eve l  o f  concurren begween t h e  vo t ing  behaviour 'r. - 
of  t h e  school board and t h e  s t a t e d  pos i t ion  of  t he  superintendent on po l icy  

i s sues .  

This suggests t h a t  superintendents a r e  very much allrare that "influencing 

processes a r e  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  t h e  improvement of education and a l s o  f o r  over- 

comifig e f f o r t s  t o  thwart changes" (Friesen,  1975, p .  4 ) ,  and t h a t  a superin- 

t enden t ' s  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  i nex t r i c ab ly  involved with p o l i t i c a l  behaviour, 
_ * .  



defined as  "any a c t i v i t y  concerned with t h e  competition between and among 

individuals  over . the  control  of po l icy  and decision-makingw (Kirby, 1971, 

P. 2 ) .  

Nunnery and Kimbrough (1971) leave one i n  no doubt where they s tand .  

They consider Tha t  school men have "a moral obl igat ion t o  t h r u s t  themselves 

i n t o  p o l i t i c a l  action" (p.  i i i )  , and provide a guide f o r  both understanding 

and becoming involved i n  t h e  p o l i t i c s  of education a t  a l oca l  l e v e l .  Pitman 

(1972), i n  discuss ing p o l i t i c a l  aspec t s  o f  school governance makes it c l e a r  

t h a t  school board members' concerns about education a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  p o l i t i c a l .  
8 -- 

Boyd (1976), i n  a comprehensive review of  s t ud i e s  on school governance, 

analysed arguments f o r  competing views of  the  r e a l  wielders  of  power. An 

e a r l i e r  view t h a t  control  was yes ted  i n  t h e  dominant soc i a l  c l a s s  was 

replaced with t h e  vieir Tha t  profess ional  educators were i n  control  and 

community e l ec t ed  school boards merely rubber stamped. This view is supported 

by Zeigler  e t  ( a l .  (1977a) and Kerr (1964). However, according t o  Boyd (l975),  a 
4 

number o f  o the r  s t ud i e s  (Iannaccone Lutz, 1970; McCarty & Ramsey, 1971) 
9 

have shown t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  f a r  more complex and involves many more 

var iab les ,  including t h e  type of  school d i s t r i c t  - -  s i z e ,  degree of  urbanism, 

heterogenei ty  and socio-economic s t a t u s  -- and the  type o f  i ssue.  This  

suggests t h a t  although "educators t end  t o  dominate l oca l  educational  policy- 
- 

6' - 
making, they usua l ly  operate  wi thin  s i gn i f i c an t ,  and general ly  neglected o r  

underestimated, cons t r a in t s  imposed by t h e  l oca l  comrmrn it y and school board 

-- not t o  mention those  imposed by s t a t e  and na t i ona l  forces" (Boyd, 1976, 

p . 572) . Furthermore 

t h e  l oca l  c i t i z e n r y  and b w i l l  tend t o  have more inf luence 
i n  ex te rna l ,  r e d i s t r i b u t i  s t r a t e g i c  po l icy  decis ions  and 
i n  smal ler  and communities where t h e  p rofess iona l s  
tend t o  in middle and upper 

* 



c l a s s  communities) community demands. The profess iona l s ,  on 
the  o the r  hand, w i l l  tend t o  have more inf luence i n  i n t e rna l  
and rou t ine  po l icy  decis ions ,  and i n  rge r  and more hetero-  
geneous communities Cpp. 572-573). 

i "c7 
Coleman (1977) suggests t h a t  educational organizat ions  have l o s t  some 

o f  t h e i r  h i e r a r ch i ca l  s t r u c t u r e  and t h a t  r a t h e r  than inf luence being t h e  pre- 

rogat ive  of an e l i t e ,  usua l ly  considered t o  be a profess ional  one, t h e r e  has 

been increased emphasis on represen ta t ion  i n  recent  years .  This, says 

Coleman, has r e su l t ed  i n  a t r end  towards t h e  d i f fus ion  of  inf luence with t h e  

following consequences: 

Conf l ic t ,  and consul ta t ive  modes of operat ion,  become 
increas ingly  important fea tu res  of  educational  decis ion-  
making . 

Senior  admin is t ra to rs  increas ingly  f e e l  powerless. 

F rus t ra t ion  increases  amongst laymen s ince  everyone 
f e e l s  powerless (p. 81). 

sees  t h i s  increased influence ,d i f fus ion  c r ea t i ng  a d i f f e r e n t  kind 

o f  decision-making which i n  many ways p a r a l l e l s  t h e  Peterson and Williams (1972) 

model of a school board a s  an arena f o r  p o l i t i c a l  bargaining.  t h i s  model 

t h r ee  types o f  bargaining a r e  ident  i f i e d .  

democratic bargaining i n  which t h e  decision makers aim f o r  coal  it ions i 
i ' 

or  compromises which w i l l  s a t i s f y  t h e  majori ty;  1: 
1 ' *  

p l u r a l i s t  bargaining which at tempts t o  s a t i s f y  competing i n t e r e s t s ,  - ,- ! + 

. L/ 
even against  major i ty  opinion; 

ideological  bargaining i n  which decis ions  a r e  reached i n  accord 

with an ind iv idua l s  own s e t  of  values and b e l i e f s  
A 

I t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  school boards operate  i n  a l l  t h r e e  of  t he se  modes from time i 
t o  time, depending on t h e  na ture  o f  t he  community mad t h e  i s sue ;  

A model of decision-making which assumes power d i f fus ion  i s  based on 

pa r t i c ipa t i on ,  c o n f l i c t  and compromise and has impl icat ions  f o r  both  t r u s t e e s  



7- 

and adminis t ra tors .  A s  Coleman has pointed out ,  it lends support t o  t h e  

Lutz model of t he  school board a s  a meta-mediator defined as  follows: 

A meta-mediator is a decision-making system t h a t  processes 
a l l  competing demands, organizes,  reorganizes,  modifies,  
general izes  , i l luminates  and emphasizes and i n  general  r e -  
shapes t h e s e  demands i n t o  an operat ional  decis idn involving,  
usual ly ,  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  1 imited resources ( c i t e d  i n  

I 

Coleman, 1977, p.  84). 
* 

Talco t t  Parsons (1958) has a l so  wr i t t en  o f  t he  function of ,a  board (not 

only a school board) a s  "a mediating s t r u c t u r e  between t h e  a f f a i r s  of  an 

organizat ion a t  t h e  managerial l e v e l  and i ts  'publ ic '  " (p. 48 ) .  
\ 

This view of  decision-making implies t h a t  t r u s t e e s  need t o  determine t h e  

values  and preferences of t h e i r  cons t i tuen ts  (Coleman, 1977, p .  85) and 

i nd i ca t e s  a movement o f  t h e  r o l e  o f  a school board member away from the  

t r u s t e e  o r  independent view towards , t h a t  of  a delegate  view o f  represen ta t ion .  

Some years  ago, Gross (1958) suggested t h a t  t h e r e  was a need f o r  school 

systems t o  c rea te  avenues through which c i t i z e n s  could more e f f e c t i v e l y  ex- 

p r  ss t h e i r  concerns, o t h e r  than through t h e  b a l l o t  box o r  by being perceived '). 
as  at tempting t o  put  pressure  on e i t h e r  t h e  superintendent o r  t h e  board (p. 146). 

Zeigler  and Jennings (1974) noted a di f ference between t h e  perceptions 

o f  t h e  publ ic  and -school board members concerning t h e  na tu r e  o f  t h e  represen- 

t a t i o n  by scliool board members. The school board members were f a r  more 

disposed towards t h e  t r u s t e e  s t y l e  than t h e  public,  poss ib ly  i nd i ca t i ng  a 

change in  a t t i t u d e  of board members towards those  o f  t h e i r  more experienced 

colleagues a s  a r e s u l t  of  t h e  s o c i a l i z a t i o n  process (Cistone, 

Iannaccone, 1978). j 

A s tudy in  Ca l i fo rn i a  by Talmage and ~ r n s t e i n  (1976) attempted t o  assess  

a t t i t u d e s  of superintendents towards broadly based community p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  

decision-making. The study ind ica ted  t h a t  superintendents "are not  opposed 



t o  some form of community pa r t i c ipa t i on  but a re  more favorable t o  community 

advisement than t o  community 'control" (p. 44) , and t h a t  t h i s  is regarded more 
L"-- 

favorably on curriculum and school f inance i s sues .  Community control  over 
d 

personnel Sssues received l e a s t  support from superintendents.  .# 

Within a school s y s e m  i t s e l f ,  con f l i c t  a r i s e s  from time t o  t?me between 

t h e  school and community, t he  school system and community, school and s tudents ,  
h 

school board and teachers school and e thn i c  groups. Lawrence (19 8) has -$ 2.. 

K 

I 
shown t h a t  s i z e  of the  system i s  a contr ibut ing f a  i n  generating organiza- 

t i ona l  con f l i c t  and some very l a rge  c i t y  school systems (New York, Chicago3 

have experimented with ways t o  reduce e f f e c t i v e  s i z e  and t o  c r ea t e  con f l i c t  

regulatory mechanisms (Weeres, 1971). Such changes have imp1 ica t ions  f o r  

school superintendents and school board members. Movement towards increased 

pa r t i c ipa t i on  by community groups r e s u l t s  i n  demands f o r  chan'ges i n  t h e  power 

s t ruc tu re  and fox involvement i n  t h e  decision-making process.  Weeres suggests 

t h a t  t he se  moves a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be opposed i n  general by teachers  

individual  school l eve l  bu t  more p a r t i c u l a r l y  a t  t h e  school 

t eacher  organizations which have made increasing gains i n  t h i s  a rea  themselves. 

They can be expected t o  be r e luc t an t  t o  lose  t h e i r  hard-won influence o r  t o  

w i l l i ng ly  share  the  s tage with o thers .  Weeres a l s o  s u e e s t s  t h a t  an e f f e c t  

o f  increased pa r t i c ipa t i on  by community groups would be more. demands* f o r  

g r e a t e r  autonomy a t  t h e  bui lding pr inc ipa l  l eve l .  

Larsen (1973) i n  discussing accountab i l i ty  through l a y  and profess ional  

groups, implies t h a t  a c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  board and superintendent - ro l e s  can 

occur by broadening the  base  f o r  decision-making, not only a t  t h e  system l eve l ,  

bu t  a t  t h e  school l eve l  a s 'we l l .  ,/ - 

Zeigler  (1972) suggests t h a t  although t h e  publ ic  may 5 upport g r e a t e r  

involvement of teachers i n  decision-making, t h i s  view i s  not supported by 



* 
school board members &d superintendents.  Even l e s s  support 'from a l l  t h r ee  ~- 

i groups is  predicated f o r  student involvement. 

Par t ic ipa t ion  of course cannot be .  considered in i so l a t ion  from autonomy. 
*- 

Williams (1973) has developed a conceptual model f o r  analysing t h e  b a s i s  of  
4. 

C1 
s-, 

./A autonomy in  u r b w e d u c a t i o n .  * The legitimacy o f  the  professional educators ' 

- ,basis  f o r  autonomy is quest_iosed as a r e s u l t  of increasing divergence between 

t h e  ideology of t h e  educators and t h a t  of society .  ~hk says Williams, lfasL 

the  values o f  the  education profession are  i n  thefiselves seen a s  sacred by 

many in t h e  profession,  t h e  po ten t ia l  f o r  conf l ic t  character iz ing t h i s  

re la t ionsh ip  is obviously hight1 (p.  79). He goes on t o  suggest  t h a t ,  if  t h i s  

value discrepancy does not decrease, I1conti.nuing c o n f l i c t  between t h e  profes- 

s iona ls  who s t a f f  l a rge-c i ty  systems and community groups is almost cer ta in  t o  

kscalate  and the long-term survival  of  t h e  systems a s  publ ic  i n s t i t u t i o n s  is 

problematic" (p. 83) . 'Williams considers t h a t  the  most e f f ec t ive  s t r a t egy  t o  

cope with t h i s  problem is t o  d e ~ e  new ocesses o f  decision-making. Such 

an argument, i f  val id ,  the  s e l ec t ion  o f  superjntkndents 

and t r a in ing  of superintendents a s  well a s  f o r  operating procedures f o r  k 
4 .  

boards. 

Coleman (1974) reported the s i t u a t i o n  in Manitoba with regard t o  t h e  

r e l a t i v e  degree of  involvement of t ru s t ee s  and superintendents i n  decision- 
A 

making . in 25 major decision areas .  Both t r u s t e e s  and adminis t ra tors  con- 

s idered t h a t  ,the adminis t ra tors  had a higher involvement i n  decision-making, 

except f o r  t h e  budgetary and community r e l a t i onsh ip  a reas .  In Coleman's view, 

" t rus tees  do not  seem t o  represent t h e  community very adequatelytf (p. 55). 

k He suggests t h a t  one explanation could be t h e  absence o f  mechan s which 

allow f o r  community involvement i n  decision-making on a continuing bas i s .  



4 1 

4 
The 0. E .  C. D. (Note 3) repor t  on educat ional  po l icy  i n  Canada pointed out 

t h a t  decen t ra l i za t ion  can be an i l l u s i o n  m ' less  provision i s  made f o r  increased 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  ' the goals of  which a re  described a s :  

To rediscover  a c e r t a in  form of  d i r e c t  democracy, i . e . ,  t h e  
exerc i se  by t h e  l a r g e s t  number o f  c i t i z e n s  poss ib le ,  powers 
of adminis t ra t ion over pub l ic  matters ; 

To br ing  c i t i z e n s  i n t o  a more d i r e c t  r e l a t i onsh ip  with decision- 
making than is  poss ib le  under a system of e l e c t i n g  representa t ives ;  

To improve admin is t ra t ive  procedures, by t r a n s f e r r i n g  t o  i n t e r -  
mediate and l o c a l  l e v e l s  those  decisions which must be taken 
rap id ly  and f l e x i b l y ,  t o  t ake  account of  s p e c i f i c  l o c d  
circumstances (para.  2 14) . 

B 
0 - 

These views a r e  cons i s ten t  with those  put  forward by Zeigler ,  Tucker 5 

- 
and Wilson. Lutz and Iannaccone (1978) , howkver, i n  devel ping t h e i r  

. -3  % i 
t 

"d i s sa t i s f ac t i on  theory o f  governance" maintain t h a t  edu a t i o n a l  governance i 
1 

of  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  America i s  fundamentally a government (p. 132) . 
Rather than at tempting t o  i n c r e k e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n A h e y  consider t h a t  a t t en t i on  

should be focussed on ways of  making t h e  ep i sod ic  changes o f  board and super- 
, i 

intendent turnover l e s s  traumatic.  One o f  the  more e f f e c t i v e  ways o f  doi  Y 
t h i s  would be t o  inc rease  t h e  amount o f  pa r t i c ipa t i on  while s t i l l  maintaining 

an e s s e n t i a l l y  democratic represen ta t ive  s t ruc tu r e .  

m n k y  (1977) ca te  r i z  s educati6nal  policy-making i n  four'forms: pee 
(1) incrementalism, (2)  spec i a l  i n t e r e s t  pleading,  (3) rar ional ism,  and 

(4) negot ia t ion.  He sees  a s h i f t  away from the" incrementalism ana ra t ional ism 

modes towar spec i a l  i n t e r e s t  pleading and negot ia t ion ,  both o f  which provide r 
more oppor tun i t i es  f o r  t h e  use of  what Downey descr ibes  as  "the f r e e  play 

* 

o f m l i t i c s "  (p. 135) . This t r e n d  i n  educational policy-m&ing is  co 

with a s h i f t  i n  power fmm e l e c t e d  represen ta t ives  and appointed admi 

t o  teachers  and community groups (p. 135) . Downey h k  develope'd a model 

which recognizes and conbines t h e  p o l i t i c a l  view and r a t i o n a l  view of  policy- 

- * 
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B 
making. He argues t h a t  oppor tun i t i es  should be provided f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

during apprdpr ia te  phases of po l icy  development o f  those groups which a r e .  

involved o r  a f fec ted .  For t h i s  t o  be e f f ec t i ve ,  according t o  Downey, - 
admiti istrators would have t o  ensure,  no t  061y t h a t  
a l l  value and b e l i e f  systeins f i n d  access t o  t h e  po l icy  
process, but  a l s o  t h a t  appropriate information f i nds  
i t s  way t o  those  who choose and those who inf luence 
(p. 142). 

a Relat ively  l i t t l e  a t t en t i on -has  been paid t o  t he  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  

i educational  decision-making by s tudents  -- those who a re  most in t imately  

C involved and most d i r e c t l y  a f fec ted .  E a r l i e r  s tudent  unres t  i n  t h e  

ter , t iary  i n s t i t u t i o n s  percola ted t o  some ex ten t  i n t o  secondary schools bu t  

has l a rge ly  l e f t  t h e  decision-making process unchanged. Levin (1977) adopts 

a support ive  bu t  r a t h e r  despondent a t t i t u d e  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  'of increased 

s tudent  involvement i n  school governance. He argues t h a t ,  apa r t  from t h e  

po t en t i a l  value o f  s tuden t  pa r t i c ipa t i on  per  s e  i n  ind iv idua l  schools ,  a  - 

major value should be i n  enhancing t h e  attainment o f  the, o f ten-s ta ted  school 

goal  of  t h e  development of  good c i t i zensh ip .  

b Rationale f o r  t h e  Study 

The $eview of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  e s t ab l i she s  t h a t  thgre  has been ongoing 

concern by w r i t e r s  and researchers  with superintendent-school board i n t e r -  

ac t ions .  I t  has been shown t h a t  t h e r e  is  of ten  a lack of  congruence i n  t h e  

perception of r o l e s  and the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  considerable r o l e  con f l i c t  e x i s t s .  

In i ts  s imples t  form, t h i s  has been seen mainly as  a two-way competition f o r  

power between professional  a d w i n i s t ~ a t o r s  and lay s ehool board members. This 
f 

view no longer obta ins .  Educational governance is  no longer considered t o  d- 
be the  exclusive  preserve of superintendents and school boards with t h e  

community exerc i s ing  spasmodic con t ro l  over both; d i r e c t l y  over e board, Y 



through t h e  b a l l o t  box and i n d i r e c t l y  over  t h e  super in tendent  by t h e  choice 

of  school board members. In recen t  years ,  o t h e r  ,actors have become much 

more involved and h igh ly  ' complex i n t e r a c t i v e  networks have developed. 

Teachers have challenged t h e  p ro fess iona l  dominance o f  t h e  admin i s t ra to r s  

as t h e  e x p e r t s  i n  educat ion while,  a t  t h e  same time, through c o l l e c t i v e  

bargaining,  chal lenging t h e  p o l i t i c a l  i n  flu* of  t h e  school board. Doubts 
d , 

have been expreised about t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  bf t h e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  t h e  

community by school boards and p ressure  exer ted  f o r  developing more e f f e c t i v e  - 

p a y i p a t o r y  mechanisms. I t  i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  p a r t  o f  t h i s  t r e n d  could be 

a t t r i b  t e d  t o  a r e a c t i o n  by t h e  community aga ins t  t h e  i n c r e a s i n g  inf luence  A 
of  t eacher  orgarfiz a t i o n s  . 

The development of f l a t t e r  a m i  t r a t i v e  s t r u c t u r e s  has  7 
g r e a t e r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by o t h e r  board o f f i c e  admin i s t ra to r s .  

C 

community i n t e r e s t  groups have recognized- t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  man ways i n  which Y 
tfie>@an e x e r t  g r e a t e r  in f luence .  In a l l ,  t he  t r e n d  has been t o  drag 

pa, 

b d u c a t i o n a l  governance a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l  o u t  of \g  mythical ,  a p o l i t i c a l  

vacuum i n t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  bargaining arena. 

T 
Adding t o  t h e  complexity has  been t h e  expressed i n t e n t i o n  i n  Canada t o  

I" 
admin i s t ra t ion  f m m  p rov inc ia l  t o  l o c a l  l e v e l  while a t  

t h e  s h e  time t h e r e  a r e  i n d i c a t i o n s  o f  increased p rov inc ia l  f i n a n c i a l  c o n t r o l  

and reduct ion of autonomy. Federal in f luence  a l s o  has  p rogress ive ly  become 

more pervas ive  and t h i s  has  made add i t iona l  demands on super in tendents  and 

school board members. Given t h i s  environment, the  process o f  decision-making 

i n  school d i s t r i c t s  is, indeed a complex one. 

The l i t e r a t u r e  f u r t h e r  suggests  t h a t  roLe c o n f l i c t  and r o l e  ambkguity 

a r e  accentuated  i f  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of  an employee is  divided between two 

superv i so rs ,  t k e  -minis t ry  of  education and t h e  school board. The oppor tuni ty  



e x i s t e d  f o r  t h i s  e f f e c t  t o  be inves t iga ted .  The p o t e n t i a l  f o r  r o l e  c o n f l i c t  

a l s o  e x i s t s  wi th in  t h e  d u a l  admin i s t ra t ive  arrangement common i n  B r i t i s h  
\ 

t 

Columbia- i n  which execut ive  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  shared between t h e  super in -  

tendent  and t h e  secxe ta ry - t reasure r .  F ina l ly ,  a number o f a ' s t u d i e s  have 
0 

suggested t h a t  r o l e  percept ions  a r e  influenced t o  some e x t e n t  by demographic 
8 

f a c t o r s .  

Against t h i s  background, a major aim o f  t h i s  s tudy  has been t o  i d e n t i f y  

t h e  percept ions  of school super in tendents  and school board members o f  t h e  
-' --* 

r e l a t i v e  degrees of inf luence  they would wish themselves and o t h e r  p o t e n t i a l  
dPs 

5 

- p a r t i c i p a n t  ind iv idua l s  and groups t o  have- i n  educat ional  dec i s  ion-making . 

Def in i t ion  o f  Terms 

G r i f f i t h s  (1958) uses a d e f i n i t i o n  of  .perception a t t r i b u t e d  t o  I t t e l s o n  

and C a n t r i l  i n  which pe rce iv ing*  is described as 

t h a t  p a r t  of  t h e  process o f  l i v i n g  by which each one o f  u s ,  
B 

from h i s  own p a r t i c u l a r  p o i n t  o f  view, c r e a t e s  f o r  h imsel f  
t h e  world wi th in  which he has  h i s  l i f e ' s  exper iences  and 
through which he s t r i v e s  t o  gain  h i s  s a t i s f a c t i o n s  (p. 125) .  

7 
--, 

Perception,  then,  is  taken t o  mean an understanding of what is be l i eved  t o  , 

& 
be o r  what could be: I t  is  something which is  i n t r i n s i c  t o  t h a t  ind iv idua l  

3 
and can only be s e l f - r e p o r t e d .  L 

Some c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  terms ' dec i s ion '  and 'decision-making' is a l s o  , 
r 

necessary .  ' As Eilon (1969) p o i n t s  ou t ,  many books on management and decis ion 
et 

theory  do no t  de f ine  t h e  term decis ion.  I t  is  hard  t o  i s o l a t e  a dec i s ion  from 
I 

t h e  decision-making process b u t  it i s  most o f t e n  assoc ia ted  wi th  making a 

choice between a l t e r n a t i v e  courses o f  a c t i o n .  Eilon quotes O f s t  ad ' s  d e f i n i t i o n  

#- 

of t h e  opera t ion  "to make a decision" as " t o  make a judgment regarding what 

one ought t o  do i n  a c e r t a i n  s i t u a t i o n  a f t e r  having d e l i b e r a t e d  on some 



a l t e r n a t i v e  courses o f  act ionv:  (p. 0272).  In  similar vein ,  G r i f f i t h s  
. B 

(1958f app l ies  t h e  term decis ion t o  "a l l  judgments which a f f e c t  a course 

of action" (p. 123). In t h i s  s tudy,  it has not  been assumed t h a t  t h e  

process is e n t i r e l y -  r a t i o n a l ,  

This study is concerned with perceptions o f  who. i d e a l l y  should be t he  

decision-makers i n  spec i f i ed  educat ional  decision areas  r a t h e r  than with the  

proce'ss o f  decision-making per  se .  I t  i s ,  however, a l so  concerned with t h e  

perception o f  the  respondents o f  tHe amount of  influence individuals  o r  

groups o the r  than t h e  decision-maker should have on t he  process o f  decision- 

making. I t  therefore  assumes t h e  exis tence of  an i m p l i c i t  decision 

process which makes provision f o r  input from o ther  than t h e  decision-makers. 
\ 

The term rlschool board" is  used i n  t h i s  study t o  r e f e r  t o  e s s e n t i a l l y  

s i m i l a r  l a y  governance bodies i n  school d i s t r i c t s  i n  North America. The 

more s p e c i f i c  terms "board of  education" and "board of  school t rus tees"  are  

a l so  used, p a r t i c u l a r l y  when r e f e r r i n g  t o  o ther  s t u d i e s .  Members 05 such 

boards a r e ,  i n  general ,  described a s  school board members. In s t d g  t h e  

hypothese-s and i n  descr ibing t h e  method and r e s u l t s  f o r  t h i s  B r i t i s h  Columbia 

study,  t h e  term "school' board" r e f e r s  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t o  a board' o f  school . 
C 

t r u s t e e s  and t he  term llschool t r u s t ee"  i s  used i n s t ead  o f  school board 

member. 

O ~ e r a t i o n a l  Def ini t ions  

7' (1) School superintendent is opera t iona l ly  defined as a d i s t r i c t  

superintendent o r  a superintendent of  schools as  provided f o r  in 

Section 12 of the Public Schools Act. 

(2)  School t r u s t e e  is  operatiofial ly defined as  an e l ec t ed  member of  a 

Board o f  School Trustees.  (Section 2 3  of  t h e  Publ ic  Schools Act). 



(3) A school super in tendent  employed by a school board i s  a 

super in tendent  of schools  a s  defined above. 

(4) Prefe r red  r o l e  i n  decision-making is o p e r a t i o n a l l y  def ined 

as t h e  ranking o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  ac t ions  o t h e t i c a l  decis ion-  

making a c t i v i t i e s  and is measured by t o  t h e  Decisional 

1- 
Influence Inventory. 

( 5 )  Role is def ined as  a s e t  of  a c t i v i t i e s  o r  p o t e n t i a l  behaviour 
- (  

performed by an a c t o r  i n  a s e t  o f  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

Ar i s ing  ou t  of  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  revieweand t h e  s t a t e d  o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  

s tudy ,  four  major hypotheses were., deyeloped: 
--/- 

1. Superifftendent and school t r u s t e e  r o l e  perczpt ions  f o r  themselves : 

t h a t  t h e r e  are  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  between super in tendent  
and school t r u s t e e  percept ions  o f  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e  f o r  
each o t h e r  i n  educat ional  decision-making, with each 
p r e f e r r i n g  a g r e a t e r  influence f o r  t h e e e l v e s  . 

2 .  Super+ntendent and school t r u s t e e  r o l e  percept ions  f o r  o t h e r s  : 

a t  t h e r e  a re  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  between super in tendent  
b 

nd school t r u s t e e  percept ions  o f  the  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e  f o r '  
t h e r  groups and ind iv idua l s  i n  educat ional  d e c i s  ion-making. 

P 

3 .  Superintendent  and school t r u s t e e  r o l e  percept ions  according t o  t h e ,  
* 

n a t u r e  o f  t h e  employer o f  t h e  super in tendent  : 

t h a t  t h e r e  a re  no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between super in-  
tendent  and school t r u s t e e  percept ions  o f  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e s  
f o r  themselves and each o t h e r  and t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  employer 
o f  t h e  super in tendent .  

4 .  Superintendeyt  and s ehool t r u s t e e  r o l e  percept ions  and demographic 

v a r i a b l e s  : 

-b t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  no i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between super in-  b 
tendent  and school t r u s t e e  perceptions o f  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e s  
f o r  themselves and each o t h e r  and s p e c i f i c  demographic and 
personal  v a r i a b l e s .  



These hypotheses a r e  examined i n  d e t a i l  i n  Chapter I V  wi th  d a t a  

c o l l e c t e d  from a sample o f  superintend&nts and school t r u s t e e s  i n  B r i t i s h  

Columbia, us ing the  method and procedures desc r ib  a p t e r  111. 



METHOD A N D  P R O C E D U R E  

This chapter  inc ludes  a d iscuss ion o f  t h e  sample, t h e  procedures and 

t h e  instrument used f ~ r  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n .  I t  concludes wi th  an a n a l y s i s  of  
D P  

t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  o f  t h e  respondents. > 
P o ~ u l a t i o n  and Samvle 

The populat ion f o r  t h e  s tudy  cons i s t ed  of school 

school t r u s t e e s  i n  t h e  province o f  B r i t i s h  Columbia. 

each o f  t h e  school d i s t r i c t s  has  a school .board which 

super in tendents  and 

With two except  ions ,  

v a r i e s  i n  s i z e  from 

f i v e  t o  n ine  members. In one school d i s t r i c t ,  an O f f i c i a l  Trus tee  has been 

appointed i n  l i e u  o f  a  school board. In t h e  o t h e r  ins tance ,  t h e r e  a r e  t h r e e  

members on t h e  board. 

Whep t h e  da ta  f o r  t h e  s tudy were co l l ec ted ;  t h e r e  were seven d i s t r i c t s  

i n  which t h e  school super in tendent  was employed by t h e  school board and 

t h i s  group w 'ncluded i n  t h e  sample a s  a c r i t e r i o n  group. A f u r t h e r  group - S o f  n i n e  schoo? super in tendents  e x i s t s  i n  which t h e  super in tendent  provides 

p r o f e s s i o n a l  l eadersh ip  t o  two school boards.  

The populat ion o f  'school super in tendents  w a s  67. In view 

populat ion s i z e  and the  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  inc luding a l l  super in tendents  employed 

b y  school boards (seven)'  and those  with a dual superintendency r o l e  (n ine ) ,  

- it was decided t o  consider  t h e  t o t a l  populat ion o f  super in tendents  a s  t h e  

sample. Each of t h e  super in tendents  was matched w i t h 9  s i n g l e  school 

d i s t r i c t  using a random sampling o f  the  dual super in tendents  t o  determine t h e  

school d i s t r i c t  t o  be  included.  The sample o f  school t r u s t e e s  was then 

determined by randomly s e l e c t i n g  two t r u s t e e s  from each o f  t h e  schooi  



d i s t r i c t s  chosen f o r  the  study.  Random numbers wi th  an upper, l i m i t  of  t h e  

rider on t h e  board were assigned t o  t h e  names of t r u s t e e s  l i s t e d  a lphabet i -  

c a l l y  by individual  school d i s t r i c t .  Two school t r u s t e e s  were included 

from each board because a r e l a t i v e l y  low response r a t e  from school board 

members had been repor ted i n  a number of  s im i l a r  s t ud i e s .  Se lec t ing  t r u s -  f 
t e e s  from each school d i s t r i c t  covered by t h e  s tudy increased the  chances of  

ge t t i ng  responses from t h e  c r i t e r i o n  group of  super intendents .  The sample 

of school t r u s t e e s  was 132 ,  se l ec t ed  from 66 s c h o o l ~ d i s t r i c t s .  

Design 

The study uses a co r r e l a t i ona l  design t o  explore relat i 'onships which may 

e x i s t  between t h  perceptions of s u p e r i n t e n a n d  school t r u s t e e s  f o r  the  P(- 
prefe r red  ro l e s  / of  m s  and o thers  i n  decision-making. I t  a l so  ex- 

p lo res  perceptions a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  s p e c i f i c  demographic 

na ture  o f  t h e  employment o f  t h e  superintendent.  I t  i s  

a da ta  analysis  e ign based on t h e  r e s u l t s  of  a s i n g l e  survey using a s e l f -  P 
repqr t  cpest  i o n h i r e  as  t h e  instrument.  

The li&tions of  such a design a re  recognized, p a r t i c u l a r l y  t he  
w 

f a c t  t h a t  "cor re la t ion  does not  imply causation b u t  causation necessar i ly  

6" 
implies c o a e l a t i o n "  (Tuckman, '1978, p. 149). Campbell and Stanley (1966) 

h a t  co r r e l a t i ona l  s t ud i e s ,  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e i r  acknowledged . 
I 

l im i t a t i ons ,  can be usefu l  "inasmuch a s  they expose causal  hypotheses t o  

d i s  confirmation" (p. 64) , They f u r t h e r  s t  a t e  t h a t  "the r e l a t i v e l y  inexpen- 

s i ve  co r r e l a t i ona l  approach can provide a p r d l m i n a r y  survey of  kyp&theses 

and those which survive  can be checked through t h e  more expensive experimental 

manipulationf1 (p. 64). I t  is i n  t h i s  context t h a t  t h i s  s tudy 

approached. I t  was considered t h a t  i f  significant*relationships could be 



es tab l i shed ,  some f u r t h e r  s tudy would be warranted. 

Variables.  The va r i ab l e s  used i n  t h i s  study a re  defined as follows: 

1. the  dependent va r i ab l e  is  "preferred r o l e  in decision-making." 

2. the  independent var iab le  is "the perceivern'and t h i s  includes  t h e  

two l e v e l s ,  superintendents and t r u s t e e s .  

3 .  the  moderator va r i ab l e  is  "nature of  employment o f  t h e  superintendenttf  

and again t he r e  a r e  two l e v e l s ,  board of  school t r u s t e e s  and minis t ry  o f  
X ' 

education.  
- 

Instrumentation -. 

.Data were sought from each superintendent and s e l ec t ed  school t r u s t e e s  
.> 

by using a modification o f  a quest ionnaire  which was "designed t o  determine 

0~. t h e  perceptions o f  t he  respondents f o r  t he  amount o f  inf luence they p r e f e r  

spec i f i ed  groups o r  i nd iv idua l s  t o  have i n  educational  decision-making" 

.- (Diedrich, 1978, p. 3258). The Dfedrich "Decisional Influence InventoryIf 
C 

was developed f o r  a s tudy i n  kiichigan; t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  t he  s tudy were d i s -  
4 

cussed i n  Chapter 11. Approval was obtained t o  use the  ques t i onnaee  i n  

t h i s  study (See Appendix A). 

Modifications. A .number o f  modifications were made t o  r e f l e c t  t h e  
4 
I i u 

di f fe rences  i n  decision-making s t r u c t u r e s  bktween school d i s t r i c t s  in the  

United S t a t e s  and Canada. The number o f  po t en t i a l  inf luence gmups was 

extended from n inen  t o  eleven by including minis t ry  of  educationA and . -. 

V-l 
secre ta ry- t reasure r  as add i t iona l  groups. A s i ng l e  

parents  o r  c i v i c  ~ r o u p s  was divided i n t o  community - 

paren t /c i t i zen  gmups. A category o f  l oca l  t eacher  assoc ia t ion  was included 

as a broadly based inf luence group r a t h e r  than r e s t r i c t i n g  i ts r o l e  t o  

co l l ec t i ve  bargaining.  A f u r t h e r  modification r e su l t ed  i n  t h e  o rder  of 



rl 

t he  var ious  influence groups being determined by t h e  gene ra l i t y  of t h a t  

group's ro le .  The influence groups included i n  t h e  instrument and t he  . 

t h r ee  sub-groups created were a s  follows: - 

1. prov inc ia l  l e v e l  minis t ry  of  education 

2 .  school d i s t r i c t  l eve l  school board 

c 
Superintendent 
sec re ta ry- t reasure r  

loca l  teachers  assoc ia t ion  

6 
other  board o f f  i c e  adminis t ra tors  

community groups 

3. school l eve l  school council /parent  teachers  associa t ion 
bu i ld ing  pr inc ipa l  
t eachers  a t  each school 
s tudents  a t  each school 

The order  of  t h e  eleven groups and irlQlv 4 d  ua l s  r e f l e c t s  a decreasing 

leve l  o f  genera l i ty  of  t h e i r  involvement i n  educational  decision-making. 

/Lt 'The Diedrich Inventory sought responses t o  25 s e l ec t ed  educational  

decis ions  grouped i n t o  ca tegor ies  of  business management, curriculum and 

i n s t ruc t i on ,  pupil  personnel, school-community r e l a t i o n s ,  personnel adminis- 

t r a t i o n  and school operat ions .  Analysis o f  Diedrich 's da ta  us i& in te r - i t em 

co r r e l a t i ons  ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e  decision-making flrocess f o r  these  items was 

be s t  categorized by s u b - d l d d i n g  personnel administrat ion i n t o  adminis t ra tors  

and teachers  and by grouping some items under t h e  category o f  pupi l  r u l e s /  

organizat ion.  A review o f  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  a l so  ind ica ted  t h a t  t he se  e igh j 

categor ies  a re  considered t o  be among the  major areas  o f  educational  decision- i 
8 

maffiing which hav&.-been i nves t i ga t ed  i n  o the r  s t ud i e s .  

In t h i s  s tudy,  some items within  categor ies  were modified, some were 
-. 

grouped d i f f e r e n t l y ,  two were de le ted  .&a seven add i t iona l  items were added, 

giving a t o t a l  inventory of  30 items i n  t h e  same e igh t  categor ies  used by 

Diedrich i n  t h e  & a l y s i s  of  h i s  data.  
i 



v 

i) 
The Quest ionnaire .  The ca tegor ies  included in the Decis ional  Influence -- 

Inventory used were ; * 

business  management 

curriculum and i n s t r u c t  ion  

pupi l  personnel 

school-community r e l a t i o n s  
% 

personnel administ r a t i o n  (adminis t ra tors)  

" p e r i a e l  admin i s t ra t ion  ( t eachers )  

school opera t ions  

Each category included a n u h e r  of conceptually r e l a t e d  i tems,  a s  

( T M u s  t r a t e d  i n  t h e  category o f  bus iness  management : 

1. Idea l ly ,  who should determine school d i s t r i c t  budget p r i o r i t i e s ?  

2 .  I d e a l l y ,  who should e s t a b l i s h  t h e  d i s t r i c t  budget? 

3.  I d e a l l y ,  who should determine t h e  appropr ia teness  o f  d i s t r i c t  

l e v e l  expenditure wi th in  ca tegor ies  a f t e r  t h e  budget has been approved? 

The items used i n  t h e  dec i s iona l  a reas  a r e  shown i n  f u l l  i n  the  

Decisional .  Influence inventory i n  Appendix B. ~ e s p o n d e n t s  were asked t o  

ind ic&e  on a f i v e  po in t  s c a l e  t h e  degree o f  in f luence  they consider  each o f  

t h e  l i s t e d ' g r o u p s  should  i d e a l l y  have i n  each item o f  t h e  dec i s iona l  ca tegor ies .  

They were a l s o  asked t o  i n d i c a t e  which group o r  ind iv idua l  should be respon- 

s i b l e  f o r  making t h e  f i n a l  decis ion.  

A second p a r t  o f  t h e  ques t ionna i re  'sought a range o f  personal  and 

demographic d q ; . f m m  a ~ h ~ o n d e n t s .  Information was sought on age, sex ,  

educat ional  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  , ence i n  previous and cur ren t  

p o s i t i o n s ,  na tu re  of  t h e .  super in tendent  's employer, enrollment ca tegory  . 

and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  munic ipal i ty  a s  r u r a l  o r  +an. The same ques t ionna i re  \ i 

was used f o r  superingendents and -school t r u s t e e s .  
22' I 



Validi ty  and R e l i a b i l i t y  , 

Val id i ty  r e f e r s  t o  t he  ex ten t  t o  which t he  instrument measures.what it 

- supposed to  measure. In  discussing the  survey i n  research,  Dean, 
4 

Eickhorn and Dean (1967) r e f e r  t o  t h e  problems of communication i n ~ u s i n g  

a quest ionnaire .  ~ u e s t  ions may be in te rpre ted  d i f f e r en t ly , ,  t he  context may 

nof be understood and t h e  s c a l e  may be inaI;piopriate. lnr,$&"yi,ew, llmuch " 

of the  e f f o r t  of a successful  'survey researcher goes i n t o  maximizing the  
I.k$ 

v a l i d i t y  and r e l i a b i l i t y  of the  communicatipn between quest ionnaire  and 

dent by careful  construct ion of the  instrument" (p. 271). 

The Diedrich Decisional Influence Inventory was sub jec t  t o  p re - tes t ing  

and boards o f  education members not  included in  

modifications wbre made. A f u r t h e r  check ^on v a l i d i t y  

was made using an in te r - i t em ana lys i s  and t h i s  r e su l t ed  i n  changes being 

made t o  t h e  grouping of  items within  deci:ional categories .  Comments on 

the  lnodified inventory used i n  t h i s  study were sought from respondents 
' 

.not included i n  t h e  sample: Respondents were asked t o  comment on t h e  

__j 
relevance of  the items, the  appropriateness of the  groupings, t h e  adequacy 

a 

, of t h e  range. of influence groups included, t he  presence of  ambiguity i n  

expression and the  c l a r i t y  o f  t h e  layout.  Modifications made t o  t h e  
' 

Diedrich inventory maintained t h e  same conceptual grouping o f  items within  

the  categories  es tabf i shed  by Diedrich a s  va l i d  f o r  the  purposes of t h i s  

study . 
,'+ 4 

An instrument used i n  research must a l so  be examined6for i t s  r e l i a b i l i t y .  - - 
- 

Diedrich undertook an examination o f '  the  r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  t he  invent *y * 

determining co r r e l a t i on  ccfefficients f o r  t h e  responses of p a i r s  o f  board 

-7 members from the  same school d i s t r i c t  and repor t s  t h a t  81% o f  t h e  cor re la t ions  

, 5 
f 



were .70 o r  g rea te r ,?  concluding "t 
, . 

, degree of r e l i a b i l i t y t t  (p. 22). 

:hat * the  instrument. evidenced a subs tan t ia l  -d 
In te rna l  va l id i ty .  Only one questionnaire was used i n  the  study and 

, 1 t h i s  was mailed simultaneously t o  a l l  superintendents an4 t o  s e l ec t ed  school 

t r u s t e e s .  A.decision t o  extend the number o f  school boards which may employ 

a school superintendencwas announced-by t h e  Minister o f  Education during the 

. period questionnaires were being returned. Since the' decision was.widely 

known before i t s  announcement, it is not  l i k e l y  t o  have a f f ec t ed  responses 
I . . 

during the study: 

t Inclusion of  the t o t a l  population of superintendents removed t h e  
4 

possibPl i ty  of b i a s  due t o  s e l ec t ion  procedures. Select ion.  b i a s  f o r  school 
'23 

t r u s t ee s  was reduced by (1) randomly se l6c t ing  t h i  board t o  be sampled 

when a superintendent served more than one boazd; (2) randomly s e l e c t i n g  
- \ -. 

two school t ru s t ee s  f r o m  a l l  o the r  school boards. The se l ec t ion  procedures 

/' not take in to  account age, sex  o r  years of  experience in the  posi t ions ,  

t he  bas i s  of  t he  sampling procedures used f o r  school t ru s t ee s ,  it 

is  assumed t h a t  t h e  - s q l  e se lec ted  is  representat ive o f  t he  population. i B 

External va l id i ty .  Based on the  se lec t ion  procedures used and the  

1 
methodology of the  study, t he  r e s u l t s  a r e  generalizable f o r  Br i t i sh  Columbia. 

Some oomparisons may be made between t h e  r e s u l t s  and those obtained i n  
\ 

s imi l a r  s tud ie s  elsewhere but no b a s i s  e x i s t s  f o r  any conclusions t o  be 

- r considered appl icable  i n  o the r  provinces o r  beyond. 

Procedure -- 

A copy of t he  modified Decisional Influence Inventory, a l e t t e r  from 
* 

the  researcher  expla in ing ' the  study, a supporting l e t t e r  from the  Director 
'+ 

of Graduate Programs i n  t he  Faculty of  Education and a stamped self-addressed 



enbe=%& we e mailed i n  l a t e  June, 1979 t o  a l l  school s u p e r i n t e n a h t s  i n  Y 1 

and t o  t h e  random sample o f  school board members from ! 
I 

i s t r i c t s .  (See Appendices C,  D & E . )  S l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  a 

versions of the  support ing l e t t e r  were s e n t  t o  school t r u s t e e s  and superin- 
-f 

tendents . 2 

Each inventory w& assigned a code number which enabled r e tu rns  t o  be 

checked., Respondents were ass*ured o f  complete con f iden t i a l i t y .  A follow-up 
P. 

l e t t e r  t o  non-respondents was s e n t  e a r l y  i n  July*and t he  package included 

another copy of  a l l  the  mate r ia l  previ,ously s en t .  (See Appendix F).  

A f u r t h e r  attempt t o  improve mehe response, p a r t i c u l a r l y  from school t r u s t e e s ,  

was made by telephoning superintendents and the  s e l ec t ed  trTmstees i n  school 

d i s t r i c t s  from which t h e r e  had been no response. Some d i f f i c u l t i e s  were 
1 
i 

experienced'becaus-e da t a  co l l ec t i on  was undertaken i n  t h e  l a s t  weeks of t h e  

school year: Follow-up was a l s o  hampe;ed bkcause' many school superintendents 
r 

A 1 

and school t r u s t e e s  were on summer vacation.  Both o f  these  f a c t o r s  had an 7 f 
1 

adverse e f f e c t  on t he  response r a t e .  * 

Data Analysis 

5 ~ h k  quest ionnaire  was designed t o  allow da ta  from t h e  items on I 
decis ional  influence t o  be card punched d i r e c t l y  from the  protocols  ! 

.r 

responses t o  t h e  demographic information sec t ion  requ i red  pre-coding. The - 
5 

i d e n t i t y  number assigned t o  each respondent t inguished between superin- 

tendents and school t r u s t e e s  and enabled responses from t h e  same school 
* 

d i s t r i c t  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  more d e t a i l e d  analysis. Data analysis was -- - 
4 

ca r r i ed  out  us ing t h e  S t a t i s t i c a l  Package f o r  t h e  Soc ia l  Sciences (Version 7 j .  I i 
Charac t e r i s t i c s  of Respondents 

Detai ls  o f  t he  response t o  t h e  Decixional Influence Inventory a r e  given 

& 

I 



$?n Table 1. m e  response r a t e  of  78% f o r  superintendents was considerably 

higher  than the  54% response r a t e  from s$odl t r u s t e e s .  The sample had in-  

cluded two t r u s t e e s  from each school distrilCt and t h e  response r a t e  o f  trus- 
1 

t e e s  on a school d i s t ' r i c t  ba s i s  was 79%. The responSe r a t e s  were considerably 
t 

l e s s  than obtained by Diedrich (88% f o r  superintendents;  80% f o r  school 

board members) , b u t  a r e  comparable with f igure~s  repor ted i n  o the r  s t ud i e s  

reviewed in  Chapter 11. 

Age of  respondents. Tab&e 2 gives th,e d i s t r i bu t i on  o f  age ranges f o r  

superintendents and school t r u s t e e s .  More of  t h e  t r u s t e e  respondents ( 2  7.9%) 

were between 30 T 3 9  years  o ld  thansuper in tendents  (16.3%). On t h e  o the r  

hand, more of t he  t r u s t e e s  (17.6%) were i n  t h e  range 60 years  o r  over than 

superintendents (2 .0%).  The age range 40 years  t o  60 years accounted f o r  . 
4 I 

80.2% of  t h e  superintendents bu t  only 54.4% of  t he  school t r u s t e e s .  

Respondents by school d i s t r i c t  enrollment. There a r e  no s i g n i f i c a n t  

h~~ differences  between the  two types of  responses l i s t e d  i n  Table 3 .  , A high 1 
proportion (76%) of both types of response came from school d i s t r i c t s  with 

4 

an enrollment of l e s s  than  10,000 s tuden ts .  The population f o r  t h e  study 

contained 70% in  t h i s  category. 
3 

Sex of  respondents. There was one response from t h e  two female superin- 

tendents  i n  t h e  sample {and population) o f  super intendents .  Sex of  superin- 

tendents was not included i n  any ana lys i s .  The percentage o f  female t r u s t e e s  
I 

responding (41.2) was higher  than thg percentage o f  females i n  t h e  sample 

Level o f  formal education. Table 4 l ists numbers and percentages of  

t r u s t e e s  and superintendents according t o  t h e  highest  l eve l  o f  formal education 

reached. Nearly 94% of  t h e  superintendents repor ted having a masters degree 

, 



Table 1 

Responses t o  Decisional  Influence Tnve*tory 

Number o f  Number o f  
Trus tees  Superintendents 

% 

Individual  D i s t r i c t  

Re turned 

Useable 68 51 4 9 

% Response 54 -3' 79 7 8 

k, a 
One school d i s t r i  do s not have a school board 

Table 2 

Age of Respondents 

Trus tees  Superin tenden ts 

Age i n  Years N % N - - % 
*P 

Less t h a n  30 - - - - 

50 - 59 17 \ q- 25.0 20 40.8 

I 
/ 

60 o r  over 12 17.6 1 2.0 

Tot a1 68 4 9 



Table 3 

Responses by School D i s t r i c t  Enrollment 

School D i s t r i c t  
Enrollment 

Trustees super in  tenden ts  

N - % - 

Less than 5,000 30 44.1 25 51 .O 

More than 20,000 

68 Tot a1 49 

Table 4 

Level o f  Formal Education o f  Respondents 

Trustees Superin tendents 

N 0 ' a N ' iu - - % 

8 Some secondary school 11.8  

Senior  secondary school'  graduate 9 13.2 

Some pos t-secondary 14 20.6 

Pos t-secondary graduate 31 45.6 3 6.1 

Masters degree 

Doctoral degree 

, Total  



or  higher and 56% of t h e  s c h ~ o l ~ t r u s t e ~ s  ind ica ted  t h a t  they he ld  q u a l i f i -  

ca t ions  a t  o r  above post  secondary graduate l eve l .  

Length of experience.  Respondents were asked t o  i nd i ca t e  t h e  numbgr 
\ 

of years  they had spent i n  t h e i r  pb i t i o n  i n  any school d i s t r i c t  and i n  

t h e i r  present school d i s t r i c t .  The r e s u l t s  i n  ~ a ~ l e  5 i nd i ca t e  t h a t  62% 

of t h e  school t r u s t e e s  had l e s s  than f i v e  years o f  experience i n  t h e  pos i t ion .  

One t h i r d  of the  superintendents a l s o  reported having l e s s  than f i v e  years of 

experience. Only four  superintendents had had a experience g rea t e r  

than ten  years .  

Other f ac to r s .  Responses from superintendents indicated t h a t  40 were 

employed by the  min is t ry  of education,  6 by a school board and 3 were j o in t l y  

employed. There were 43superintendents who-.wbrk i n  enly-a&& school d i s t r i c t  

and 5 who work i n  two schoo1 .d i s t r i c t s ;  one did not respond t o  t ha t  item. 

< 
Summary 

h t h i s  chapter ,  t h e  method and procedures have been de t a i l ed  and t h e  

cha rac t e r i s t i c s  of t he  ,respondents described a s  a precursor t o  t h e  ana lys i s  

of da ta  i n  t e s t i n g  t h e  major hypothesesoon which t h i s  study i s  based. 

I t  should be noted t h a t  t he  a l l  number-of female superintendents i n  

Br i t i sh  Columbia i s  cons i s ten t  t h e  North American pa t t e rn .  In t h e  

United S t a t e s ,  t h e  few female supe~ in t enden t s  are  mostly i n  small,  non- 

metropoli tan d i s t r i c t s .  Downey (1976) noted t h a t  i n  Alberta, there  was not 

one woman among t h e  93 superintendents;  Carlson (1972, p .  8) pointed out 
- 

t h a t  the  chances of movement t o  adminis t ra t ive  pos i t ions  is seven t o  ten  

times g rea t e r  f o r  men than f o r  women. 

The l eve l  of formal education f o r  superintendents i s  comparable with f 
t h e  96% with masters degrees o r  hf gher reported by Carlson (1972, p. 2 6 )  



Table 5- 

Length of Experience of Respondents 
@ 

Trustees  Superintendents 

Years of  Any school Present school h y  school Present  school 
Experience d i s t r i c t  d i s t r i c t  - d i s t r i c t  d i s t r i c t  

-- - -  

Number and ~ e r c e n t k ~ e  of Respondents 

N % N % b N % N % 

Tot a1 68 68 49 4 9 



f o r  a  n a t i o n a l  saniple of 1100 super in tendents  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  

The mobi l i ty  o f  B r i t i s h  Columbia super in tendents  seems t o  be s i m i l a r  

t o  t h a t  i n  Alber ta  i n  1976. (1976) repor ted  t h a t  48% of  t h e  super in-  

t enden t s  had he ld  t h e i r  present  p o s i t i o n  f o r  less  than t h r e e  yea rs ,  compared 

wi th  51% i n  t h e  p resen t  B r i t i s h  Colum 
s A 



Chepter IV 

RESULTS 

This chapter  i s  concerned with comparing t h e  mean Sesponses of  superin- 

tendents and school t r u s t e e s  t o  t h e  Decisional Influence Inventory, applying 

s t a t i s t i c a l  . t e s t s  t o  determine the  s ign i f icance  of  t h e  r e s u l t s  i n  t e s t i n g  each 

of the  hypotheses and i n  analysing t he  responsesF.on f i n a l  decision-making 
t 

V 

au thor i ty .  -D 

P 

Analysis of the  r e s u l t s  employs descr ip t ive  s t a t i s t i c s  us ing mean scores  
9 

. 
of respondents f o r  each o f  t h e  decis ional  categor ies  and the  s t a t i s t i c a l  

- .  

measures of chi  square . t e s t s  of independence., t - t e s t s  and Pearson product - 

moment co r r e l a t i ons .  The leve l  o f  s ign i f icance  used t o  r e j e c t  t h e  hypotheses 

i s  p < .05 bu t  s ign i f icance  a t  t h e  . O 1  l eve l  is indicated where t h i s  occurs. - 
e3 

Comparison o f  Mean Responses o f  ~ q e r i n t k n d e n t s  

J The means f o r  the  respon e s  o f  superintendent perceptions of t h e  p re fe r red  

ro l e s  o f  the  eleven designated p o t e n t i a l  pa r t i c ipan t s  i n  decision-making i n  

each of t h e  e igh t  decis ional  ca tegor ies  included i n  t h e  inventory were d e t e r -  

mined and a r e  shown i n  Table 6.  The responses were sca led  from 1 representing 

f 
ri 

a very high l eve l  o f  inf luence t o  5 represent ing no i n f  uence. A high item 

response was obtainedewith N varying from 46 t o  49. - 

Influence of  Pa r t i c ipan t  Groups i n  Decision-Making 
0 

Ministry of education.  Superintendents ind ica ted  they pre fe r  l i t t l e  

in f luence  f o r  t h e  min is t ry  of  education except f o r  curriculum and i n s t ruc t i on  

pre fe r red  (T( = 2.57) was a t  a moderately high l eve l .  where t h e  ihfluence 

School board. 

t he  school board i n  

A high t o  very high l e v e l  o f  inf luence was ind ica ted  f o r  

business  management, curriculum and i n s t r u c t  ion,  school- 

community re1  a t ions  and personnel administrat ion (admin is t ra to rs ) .  This 
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decreased t o  a high t o  moderate l e v e l  f o r  personnel adminis t ra t ion (teachers)  

and pupil  ru les /organizat ion and towards l i t t l e  inf luence f o r  pupi l  personnel I.- 

(% = 3.52). The lowest l e v e l  of influence f o r  t h e  school board was p re fe r red  

i n  school operat ions  (x = 4.33). 
V 

Superintendent.  Superintendents ind ica ted  a preference f o r  a high t o  very 

high l e v e l  of e s  i n  most ca tegor ies ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  busi -  

ness  maageme e l  administr  on ( teachers)  where = 1. 

Even i n  t h e  a rea  of l e  
3 

-- school oper ons (x = 3.36) - -  t he  l e v e l  

o f  inf luence p r e f e r r ed  was only s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than moderate. 

Secre ta ry  t r e a s u r e r .  The only a r e a  accorded a high t o  very high l eve l  of  

inf luence f o r  t he  s ec r e t a ry - t r ea su re r  - was business management (x = 1.98). The 

ommunity r e l a t i o n s  category. was plac;a a t  s l i g h t l y  l e s s  than  a moderate 

inf luence bu t  a l l  o the r  c a t e  o r i e s  were i n  t he  range l i t t l e  t o  no 8 ,f 

Q 

Other board o f f i c e  a d m i k s t r a t o r s .  The degree of  influence p r e f e r r ed  by 

superinte*dents f o r  o the r  board o f f i c e  adminis t ra tors  c lu s t e r ed  around t h e  
A .  

moderate l eve l  of inf luence.  ~ h ' e  mean w a s  not  l e s s  than 2.0 nor  more than 

4.0 i n  any category,  suggesting a wide ranging, middle l e v e l  management r o l e .  

i Local teachers  assoc ia t ion .  The inf luence of t h i s  group was perceived 

i d e a l l y  t o  be very small  i n  most areas  with means g r e a t e r  than 4 .O,being &corded 

i n  s i x  ca tegor ies .  The assoc ia t ions  were seen t o  warrant  t h e  g r e a t e s t  inf luence , 

i n  mat ters  of  curriculum and i n s t ruc t i on  (x = 3.43) and personnel achninTstration - 

( teachers)  where ST = 3.64. 'The degree of  influence des i red  even i n  these  in-  
- 

st  a c e s  was, however, r e l a t i v e l y  smal l .  

Community groups. A low l e v e l  o f  inf luence was a l s o  accorded t o  community 

groups with t h e  most inf luence des i red  a t  a moderate l eve l  (x jT'= 3.06) f o r  
7 

school-community r e l a t i o n s .  



School coun c i l /pgren t  groups. The of  inf luence leve ls  atti-ibuted 

by superintendents t o  school council/parent groups is  very s imi l a r  t o  t h a t  

f o r  community groups. 

Building pr inc ipa l s .  This group was perceived t o  warrant a high t o  very 

high leve l  of influence i n  c ~ r r i c u l &  and ins t ruc t ion ,  pupi l  personnel, personnel 

administrat ion ( teachers ) ,  pupil  rules /organizat ion and school operat ions .  The 

leve l  of influence pre fe r red  f o r  bu i ld ing  p r inc ipa l s  i n  personnel administrat ion 

(x = 3.82) was t h e  smal les t  f o r  t h i s  group i n  any o f  the decis ional  a reas .  

Teachers a t  each school. Superintendents 'considered t h a t  teachers  should 

r exe r t  t h e i r  g r ea t e s t  influence' i n  decision-making i n  t h e  categories  o f  pupi l  
, 

rules/organization and school operations,  bu t  with -a l eve l  o f  influence verging 

on high f o r  both pupil  personnel (x = 2.22) and curriculum and in s t ruc t i on  

(x = 2.19). 

Students a t  each school. Responses ind ica te  t h a t  it was jdnsidered t h a t  s tu -  
1 

dents should have l i t t l e  o r  no influence i n  any decis ional  a r ea  except pupil 

rules /organizat ion &ere a moderate amount o f  inf luence (x = 2 .52 )  was 

\ Preferred Influence of Superinqendents Within Decisional Areas 
1 

\ Business Management. Superintendents c l ea r ly  p r e f e r  themselves, t h e  

secre ta ry- t reasurer  and t h e  school board t o  have t he  most inf luence i n  
d 

business management with the  next m o s ~ ~ i n f l u e n t i a l  g ~ w p s  being o t h e r  board 

o f f i c e  adminis t ra tors  and bui lding pr inc ipa l s .  

Curriculum and Ins t ruc t ion .  According 'to superintendents,  t he  most 

i n f l u e n t i a l  should be t he  superintendent,  followed by the  school b p r d  and. 

t h e  bu i ld ing  p r inc ipa l .  Next i n  order  a re  teachers,  o ther  board o f f i c e  

adminis t ra tors  ana the minis t ry  of education. 'Ihe r o l e  perc6ived f o r  the  
2 

secre ta ry- t reasurer  i n  curriculum and in s t ruc t i on  was- considered t o  be  the  
4 I 



l e a s t  i n f l u e n t i a l . ,  I\_ 
- 

Pupil  personnel .  The only group t o  be given a'score i n d i c a t i n g  a high 

t o  very high l e v e l  of  in f luence  i n  t h e  pupi l  personnel category was t h e  

. bui ld ing  p r i n c i p a l  (TI = 1 . 3 9 ) ,  followed by teachers  (x = 2.22) and super in-  

tendents  (TI = 2.44).  A l l  o t h e r  groups and ind iv idua l s  were considered t o  

warrant  l e s s  than a moderate l e v e l  o f  inf luence .  i - 

School  community r e l a t i o n s .  The most i n f l u e n t i a l  group was i d e a l l y  

perceived t o  be t h e  schobl board ( x  = =1.30), followed by t h e  super in tendent  

(X = 1.96) ' with the  b u i l d i n g  p r inc ipa l .  e x e r t i n g  marginally above a moderate 

l e v e l  of inf luence  (x = 2.91).  Groups d e s i r e d  t o  have l i t t l e  t o  no inf luence  

i n  t h i s  a r e a  a re  t h e  m i n i s t r y  of educat i&,  l o c a l  t eachers  a s s o c i a t i o n  and 

s t u d e n t s .  

Personnel adminis t ra t ion  (admin i s t ra to r s ) .  In  t h i s  category,  a  c l e a r  B 
d iv i s ion  of p r e f e r r e d  in f luence  emerges. Only t h e  schoo,l board (X = 1.55) d 

and t h e  super in tendent  (X = 1.90), were perceived i d e a l l y  t o  have a l e v e l  of  

in f luence  beyond t h a t  o f  moderate. Superintendents considered t h a t  most o f  - 

t h e  o t h e r  groups should have l i t t l e  t o  no in f luence  on decis ions  i n  t h i s  area .  

Personnel adrninis t r a t i o n  ( t eachers )  . Groups ass igned t h e  h ighes t  l e v e l  ' 

d o f  in f luence  i n  t h e  dec i s iona l  category o personnel admin i s t ra t ion  ( teachers)  

were t h e  super in tendent  ( x  = 1.21) and t h e  bu i ld ing  p r i n c i p a l  (x = 1.90) . 

Other board o f f i c e  admin i s t ra to r s  and t h e  school board were ass igned l e v e l s  

, of in f luence  ranging between moderate and high;  a l l  o t h e r  groups were i n ,  t h e  

range moderate t o  no inf luence .  

\ Pupil  r u l  e ; lo rg4 iza t ion .  This was consideredr t o  be mainly t h e  p re roga t ive  
7 

. o t h e  b u i l d i n g  p r inc iph l  (X = 1.16) and teachers  wi th  t h e  super in tendent ,  t h e  
.I - 2 

school board and s t u d e n t s ,  i n  t h a t  o rde r ,  i d e a l l y  having a moderate t o  h igh 



-J 
- .  

- 
-7 

l e v e l  o f  inf luence .  ep - 
+ 

School operatiois. A high t o  ve ry  high l e v e l  o f  in f luence  was accorded 

. - t o  t h e  b u i l d i n g  p r i n c i p a l  and t h e  t eachers  a t  each school .- The mean f o r  t h e  

bu i ld ing  p r i n c i p a l  (X = 1.07) i n d i c a t e s  t h e  highes,t  l e v e l  o f  in f luence  accgrded 

by super in tendents  t o  any group- o r  ind iv idua l s .  Other groups and i n d i v i d u a l s ,  - 
L 

inc lud ing  t h e  super in tendent ,  were seen as  i d e a l l y  having minimal . inf luence .  

3J Comparison o f  Mean Responses o f  School Trus tees  , 

The means f o r  t h e  responses o f  school t r u s t F e  percept ions  o f  t h e  p re fe r red  
A 

r o l e s  of t h e  eleven des ignated p o t e n t i a l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  decision-making i n  

each of t h e  e i g h t  dbcis ional  ca tegor ies  a r e  shown i n  Table 7 .  The responses 

were again s c a l e d  from 1 represen t ing  a very high l e v e l  o f  in f luence  t o  5 

represent ing no inf luence .  The item response r a t e  ranged from N = 63  t o  - 

N = 68. - 

Inf luence  of  P a r t i c i p a n t  Groups i n  Decision-making $ 
Minis t ry  of  education.  School t r u s t e e s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  they p r e f e r  l i t t l e  

inf luence  f o r  t h e  min i s t ry  of educat ion except fo? curriculum and i n s t r u c t i o n  " 

where t h e  p r e f e r r e d  l e a l  o f  in f luence  was s-ly above modg)ate (x =%.75). 

School board. School t r u s t e e s  ind ica ted  a preference  f o r  a high t o  

very h igh l e v e l  of  in f luence  f o r  t h e  school board i n  t h e  dec i s iona l  ca tegor ies  
@ 

o f  bus iness  management, curriculum and i n s t r u c t i o n ,  school-community r e l a t i o n s ,  

personnel  admin i s t ra t ion  (admin i s t ra to r s )  and pupi l  ro les /o rgan iza t ion .  Apart 

from personnel admin i s t ra t ion  ( t eachers )  where = 2.16, t h e  l e v e l  o f  in f luence  

p r e f e r r e d  i n  t h e  o t h e r  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  pup i l  personnel and school opera t ions  
.--. 

showed t h e s e - t o  be , a r e a s  where school t r u s t e e s  would wish t o  have t h e  l e a s t  

amount o f  inf luenk- . . - ,  i 



M
ea

n 
R

es
po

ns
es

 
0
1
 T

ru
st

e
e

s 
fo

r 
th

e
 P

r 
fe

rr
e

d
 R

o
le

s 
in

 D
ec

is
io

n-
M

ak
in

 b 1 
P 

Me
an

 
~

e
s

~
o

n
s

e
s

~
 

M
in

is
tr

y
 

S
ch

o
o

l 
S

u
p

t.
 
*

S
e
t.

- 
O

th
er

 
L

o
ca

l 
C

or
n.

 
S

ch
o

o
l 

B
ld

g.
 

D
ec

is
io

n
al

 
o

f 
~

d
.

 
B

oa
rd

 
T

re
as

. 
B

oa
rd

 
T

ea
ch

'=
 

"G
rd

q
s ,,

 
C

o
u

n
ci

l 
P

ri
n

- 
A

re
 a

 
O

ff
ic

e
 

A
ss

oc
. 

P
a

re
n

t 
c

ip
a

l 

-
 

-
 

-
 

-
 

A
dm

in
 . 

-
 

I 

-
 

-
 

G
ro

up
s 

X
.

 
X 

* 
X 

X 
X 

X 
I 

ve
x"
 X
J
~

 
x 

- X 
-
 

X 
- X 

-
 

,
I

 

B
u

si
n

es
s 

P
er

so
n

n
el

 
I 

4
.4

7
 

3
.1

0
 

A
 

1
.9

7
 

4.
64

 
3

.7
3

 
4.

60
 

4
.7

4
 

4
.4

6
 

1
.8

6
 

S
ch

o
o

l -
C

om
m

. 
3 

,,/ 
4

.4
4

 

R
e

la
ti

o
n

s 
1 

4
.1

8
 

1
.3

2
 

2
.2

7
 

2
.9

9
 

3
.6

1
 

4
.3

0
 

3.
29

. 
I 

3
.3

7
 

3
.3

7
 

4
.1

4
 

4
.5

0
 

I 
P

er
so

n
n

el
 

A
dm

in
. 

R
 

(a
d

m
in

is
tr

a
to

 I
s)

 
4

.1
8

 
tl 

1
.2

3
 

1
.8

7
 

4
.0

1
 

3
.4

5
 

4
.4

7
 

4
.7

1
 

4
.4

8
 

4
.0

2
 

4
.2

2
 

4.
80

 

P
er

so
n

n
el

 A
dm

*. 
b
 

(t
e

a
c

h
e

rs
) 

~ 4
.0

6
' 

2
.1

6
 

1
.1

1
 

4
.4

5
 

2
.9

6
 

3
.7

0
 

4
.7

6
 

4
.5

4
 

2.
49

 
3

.5
2

 
A

. 7
9 

P
u

p
il

 
ru

le
s/

 
1 

I 
O

rg
an

iz
at

io
n

 
1

.7
6

 
1

.6
5

 
4

.1
9

 
3

.4
6

 
3.

89
 

3
.9

8
 

/
 

3
.2

7
 

1
.7

5
 

2
.2

1
 

7.
87

 

sc
h

o
o

l 
O

p
er

at
io

n
s 

. 
~ 

--
 

a 

h 
1
 =

 v
er

y
 h

ig
 

le
v

e
l 

o
f 

in
fl

u
e

n
c

e
; 

2 
= 

h
ig

h
 

le
v

e
l 

of
 

in
fl

u
e

n
c

e
; 

3
 =

 m
o

d
er

at
e 

le
v

e
l 

o
f 

in
fl

u
e

n
c

e
; 

4
 =

 
li

tt
le

 
in

fl
u

e
n

c
e

; 
5

 =
 n

9
 i

n
fl

u
e

n
c

e
 

a 
;
 

0
\
 

~ 
0
0
 

h 

l 

a 

h 
;
 

1
 =

 v
er

y
 h

ig
 

le
v

e
l 

o
f 

in
fl

u
e

n
c

e
; 

2 
= 

h
ig

h
 

le
v

e
l 

of
 

in
fl

u
e

n
c

e
; 

3
 =

 m
o

d
er

at
e 

le
v

e
l 

o
f 

in
fl

u
e

n
c

e
; 

4
 =

 
li

tt
le

 
in

fl
u

e
n

c
e

; 
5

 =
 n

9
 i

n
fl

u
e

n
c

e
 

a 
0
\
 



t 

, - 
Superintendent. A high t o  very high level  o f  influence was0 accorded t o  
, 

superintendents in  a l l  categories except school-community r e l a t i ons  and school C 
* 

-. operationg. Even i n  these two areas ,  however, t h e  l eve l  desired was expressed 

as moderate t o  high. 

Sec re t a ry - t~easu re r .  A high t o  very high leve l  of  inf luence (-%I -65)- - 
i n  business management was seen as  t h e  idea l  f o r  the  secre ta ry- t reasurer .  

/ 

4 m d e r a t e  leve l  i n  school-cormunity r e l a t i ons  was preferred but  l i t t l e  t o  no 

>. influence i n  t h e  o the r  decis ional  areas invest igated.  
r 0 

Other board o f f i c e  administrators.  School t r u s t e e s  considered t h a t  
@ 

- 

these  adminis t ra tors  should exe r t  moderate t o  l i t t l e  influence i n  a l l  
1 ! 
\ decisibnal areas.  

0 

Meal teachers  associat ion.  The perceptions of school t r u s t e e s  f o r  the  

f i l e  &$'the local  teachers  associat ion i n  decision-making showed l i t t l e  o r  

8 I ,no influe*ce prefer red  in f i v e  areas  (business management, pitpil personnel, -3 

schoo>~community r e l a t i ons ,  personnel administration (administrators) and , * -  
3 ' 

schdoi' o ~ e r a t i o n s ) ,  bu t  moderate t o  l i t t l e  influence prefer red  f o r  cur- 
- "  8 i 

- 4  
rjculum "4. ins t ruc t ion  , personnel administration (teachers) and pupil' ru les /  

3 .  

3 • ‹ ,  

Comunrity groups. L i t t l e  o r  no influence was accorded t o  community. 
? % 

O t h a t  i n  school-community r e l a t i ons  {a response of  H = 3.29  
" s 

s l i g h t l y  less than a moderate leve l  of influence was preferred.  

S & D ~  council/parent groups. * A  s imi l a r  pa t te rn  obtains  f o r  school , 
- 

council/parent gr6,ups as was shown f o r  o the r  c o m i t y  groups. In school- 
- - -- - - - - -- 

- - - - - - - - 

. community r e l a t i o n s ,  however, the  degree of  influence perceived as idea l  was - 

marginally g rea t e r  than f o r  community groups. 

~ u i l d i k  principal 's .  .The bui lding pr incipal  was assigned a s i G i f i c a n t  - 



r o l e  i n  decision-making i n  t h e  school r e l a t e d  areas of pupi l  personnel,  pupil  

ru les /organizat ion and school operat ions .  A moderate t o  high lev.el o f  inf luence 

f o r  t he  bu i ld ing  p r inc ipa l  was ind ica ted  by school t r u s t e e  response means of  

2.49 and 2.63 f o r  personnel adminis t ra t  jon ( teachers)  and curriculum and 

i n s t ruc t i on  respec t ive ly .  

Teachers a t  each school.  School t r u s t e e s  expressed a preference f o r  

teachers  t o  exe r t  a  moderate t o  high l eve l  of inf luence i n  pupi l  r u l e s /  

organizat ion,  pupil  personnel,  s-chool operations and curriculum and +nstruc- 

t i on .  The was seen i dea l l y  t o  1ead;to l e a s t  inf luence i n  

decis  ion-making i n  business  management, school-community r e l a t i o n s  and 

personnel adminis t ra t ion (adminis t ra tors)  . 
Students a t  each school .  Students were seen t o  have l i t t l e  r o l e  t o  

play in any o f  the  decis ional  f o r  pupil  ru les /o rgan iza t ion  

where the  des i red  l e v e l  (% = 2.87) s l i g h t l y  above a moderate l e v e l  of 

. ?  
inf luence.  

Pre fe r red  Influence of School Trustees Within Decisional Areas 
- .  

~ u s i n e s s  management. . School t r u s t e e s  ind ica ted-  a pre-eminent r o l e  

preference f o r  thernse lves anh superintendents i n  decision-making i n  business 

management. The r o l e  p r e f e r r ed  for the  secre ta ry- t reasure r  (X = 1.65) i s  l e s s  

i n f l u e n t i a l  than t h a t  f o r  t h e  superintendent (T = 1.49) bu t  i s  s t i l l  at a high 

t o  very high l eve l .  Other board o f f i c e  adminis t ra tors  were accorded a moderate 
E 

l eve l  of  inf luence b u t  t h e  contr ibut ion des i red  f ~ o m  o the r  groups is  small .  
4 * 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Curriculum and i n s t ruc t i on .  The r e s u l t s  i nd i ca t e  a preference f o r  the  

s,chool superintendent t o  be a t  t h e  f o r e f r o n t  i n  t h i s  a rea  (x = 1.23) bu t  with 

a high t o  very high l e v e l  o f '  inf luence assigned t o  t he  school board (x = 1.70). . 

A &ch lower l eve l  of  inf luence was accorded t o  t he  bu i ld ing  p r i n c i p a l ,  bu t  



i -ahead of both the minis t ry  of education and other  board o f f i c e  administrators.  

Teachers were accorded a leve l  of influence equal t o  t h a t  of  the  ministry of 

Pupil  personnel. The data  i nd ica t e  t h a t  school t r u s t e e s  showed a 

preference f o r  the bui lding pr inc ipa l  t o  be the most i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  decisions 
/ 

a f f ec t ing  pupil  personnel ('F; = 1.86).  Ideal ly ,  according t o  t ru s t ee s ,  the' 
1 

next most i n f l u e n t i a l  should be the  superintendent (x = 1.97) followed by 
1 

teachers a t  t h e  school ('jl = 2.24). Trustees a q r d e d  themselves a moderate leve l  

of  influence (x = 3.10) and o ther  groups were mostly i n  the  l i t t l e  t o  no i 
1 
1 

influence range. 

school-co&unity r e l a t i ons .  The high leve l  of influence accorded t o  the i 
- 4 

1 
scliool board 

' re la t ions  r e  

by t ru s t ee s  ('jl = 1.32) i n  t h e  decis ional  a rea  o f  school-community ! 
l a t i v e  t o  ups i s  qu i t e  marked. The nearest  mean response i 

1 
\ 4 (X = 2.2 7) was accorded t o  superintendents;  the score f o r  t he  secretary-  - 4 

1 
t r ea su re r  ('jl = 2.94) i s  close t o  a moderate level  bu t  other.groups were accorded i 

j 
l e s s  than a moderate l e v e l  of influence.  % 

Personne 1 administ ra t ion  (administrators) . School t r u s t e e s  indicated 

t h a t  they wish t h e  school board t o  have the grea tes t  influence (X = 1.23) i n  

_ 3 -- _- decisions concerning administrators with only the superintendent (x = 1.87) 

having an influence l eve l  above moderate. This a rea  is  c l ea r ly  seen as one 

almost exclusively within the domain o f  t ru s t ee s  and ;uperintendents. 

~ e r s o d l  administration (teachers) . I t  was considered t h a t  super int  en- 
C 

,dents s h o u i i  Ee t h e  most- inf krentiakilr decisSoffsa~fe~i~g--t:ea&e~--- - 
--- - - 

I 

( = 1 )  w i t h ' d e  o the r  groups accorded a level  o f  influence beyond 

moderate bemg,  in- order ,  s7chool board, bui lding pr inc ipa l  and other. board 

o f f i c e  adminis t ra tors .  
I 



Pupil ru les /organizat ion.  The superintendent . (x = 1.65) was p r e f e r r ed  ' 

be t h e  most i n f l u e n t i a l ,  c lose ly  followed by both t h e  bu i ld ing  

1.751 and the  school board (X = 1.76). Teachers and s tudehts  

were both ccorded a moderate t o  high l eve l  of inf luence.  
/J w 

School operat ions .  Thi r e a  was regarded q u i t e  c l e a r l y  a s  t he  domain 

of t h e  bu i ld ing  p r inc ipa l  (% = 1.44) with only teachers  (x = 2 2.2) and t h e  

superintendent (x = 2.56) e r t i n g  a l eve l  of  inf luence beyond moderate. The 

school board was assigned i ts  lowest l e v e l  of  inf luence i n  any category 

(3 = 3.88) and a l l  o the r  groups were i n  t h e  l i t t l e  t o  no inf luence range. The 

score  f o r  t h e  min is t ry  of education (x = 4.89) 

lowest l e v e l  of inf luence i n  t h i s  a rea  f o r  any 
* 

categor ies .  

s u d  

indicated a preference f o r  the  

group i n  any of  t h e  dec i s iona l  ' 

ences of school t r u s t e e s  school super intendents  f o r  

various p o t e n t i a l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  educational  were determined 

by respondents ass igning i dea l  l eve l s  of ence t o  t h e  groups o r  individuals  

i n  s p e c i f i d  dec i s iona l  a reas .  '~n' t he  responses i nd i ca t e s  t h a t  

school t r u s t e e s  and school superintendents consider t h a t  t h e  school b'oard and 

the  superintendent should--exert t h e  most inf luence i n  decision-making i n  most 

of the  dec i s iona l  areas  inves t iga ted .  This is p a r t i c u l a r l y  pronounced i n  t h e  

dec i s iona l  areas o f  business  management, curriculum and i n s t r u c t  ion,  school- 

community re1  a t  ions ,  personnel administrat ion (adminis t r a t d r s )  , personnel 

a d m i n i s t r a t i h  ( teachers)  and pupi l  ru les /organizat ion.  Least influence.  

des i red is i n  .school operat ions .  

The only o t h e r  roup o r  individual  accorded a h igh  t o  S 
of influence i n  a n e r  of a reas ,  mostly on an individudl 9 

very high l e v e l  
# 

school b a s i s ,  i s  



the  bui lding pr incipal .  The main areas  a r e  pupil personnel, pupil  ru les /  

s; org&2iat+'3nd +I? school operations.  

A minimal r o l e  i n  a l l  areas except curriculum and in s t ruc t ion  is per- 
/-. 

eeived f o r  the  ministry of education. The secre ta ry- t reasurer  is,/$een 
J' 

r' - i dea l ly  t o  play a major ro l e  only i n  business management. o ther ;  board o f f i c e  
i 

-/ administrators i n  general are  seen idea l ly  t o  ave a moderate l eve l  o f  in- $ 
fluence across a wide range of decisional areas.  In general ,  t h e  l oca l  

+- 

teachers  associat ions ,  community groups and school council/parent groups a r e  

not accorded much influence in any a rea .  Teachers a re  perceived idea l ly  t o  

have a moderate'to high leve l  of influence i n  t h ree  school-oriented areas and 

in curriculum and in s t ruc t ion .  Only with regard t o  pupil rules /organizat ion 

a re  s tudents  accorded any r e a l  measure of influence.  

Some differences  i n  t h e  r e i a t i v e  degrees of influence assigned by school 

t ru s t ee s  and school superintendents a r e  apparent, both f o r  themselves and f o r  

o ther  groups and individuals .  In t h e  next s ec t ion ,  t he  s ign i f icance  of these 

differences  i s  analyse$ i n  t e s t i n g  the  spec i f i c  hypotheses proposed i n  t h i s  

study . 
\ 

Role Perceptions and Decisional Influence 

This sec t ion  is divided i n t o  four  p a r t s  which correspond with the four  

major hypotheses s t a t e d  i n  Chapter 11. In the first p a r t ,  da t a  concerned 
- I 

with r o l e  perceptions of school t r u s t e e s  and superintendents a r e  analyzed. 

Then follows an analysis  of the responses of  school z rus t ee s  and superinten- 

dents  for %he prefgqed role of i n d h i d u a l s  and  gmups_other than  _themselves _ - 

i n  decision-making. The t h i r d  major hypothesis is then t e s t e d  t o  determine 

t h e  ex ten t  of re la t ionsh ips  between the  nature of  t h e  employer of  the .superin- 

tendent on perceptions of  the  preferred ro l e s  of superintendents and school 
i 4 

t r u s t e e s .  In the  fourth  p a r t ,  re la t ionsh ips  between the responses and a 
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- 

number o f  demographic va r i ab l e s  a r e  examined. 
- 

Preferred Roles f o r  School Trustees and ~ q e r i n t e n d e n t s  

Hypothesis 1 i s  concerned with di f ferences  between school t r u s t e e  and 

superintendent perceptions of  the  p re fe r red  r o l e  o f  these  groups i n  decision- 

making.. The s t a t i s t i c a l  measure used i s  t h e  - t - t e s t  and t h e  l e v e l  of s i g -  

n i f i cance  used f o r  r e j e c t i n g  t he  hypothesis  i s  .05. 

2 Hypothesis 1. That t he r e  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f ferences  between 
super intendent  and school t r u s t e e  percept ions  
o f  t he  p re fe r red  r o l e  f o r  each o the r  i n  . 

educat ional  decision-making, with each p r e f e r r i n g  
a greate?  inf luence f o r  themselves. 

Role of School Board: superintendent and school t r u s t e e  percept ions .  Mean 

d i f fe rences  between the  responses of school t r u s t e e s  and super intendents  f o r  

the  p r e f e r r ed  r o l e  of t h e  school board i n  decision-making *aFe given i n   able 8. ~ 

. . 
Signi f ican t  d i f fe rences  a t  t h e  . O 1  l e v e l  were found i n  business  management, 

personnel adminis t ra t ion (administ Fators)  , personnel adminis t ra t ion (teachers)  , 

pupi l  ru les /o rgan iza t ion ,  and school operat ions .  The d i f fe rence  i n  pupi l  

personnel responses i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l eve l  bu t  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f -  

ferences were found f o r  curr icu lum and i n s t ruc t i on  and school-community 

r e l a t i ons .  

1 RoYe of Superintendent : superintendent and school t r u s t e e  percept ions .  Mean 
4 

Isaw 
di f fe rences  between the  responses of  school t r u s t e e s  and superintendents f o r  

t he  p r e f e r r ed  r o l e  of school superintendents a r e  given i n  Table 9 .  The 

d i f fe rences  a re  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  . O 1  l eve l  i n  business  management, pup i l  

personnel, pupi l  ru les /organizat ion and i n  school operat ions .  For school- 

community r e l a t i o n s ,  the d i f fe rence  is  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l e v e l .  No s ig -  
- - - -- 

n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  were found f o r  pers&el  =- adminis t ra t ion (administrators) 
. . 

o r  curriculum and i n s t ruc t i on .  

Role of superintendent and school board: superintefident perceptcons. The 



* 

Table 8 
a 

Comparison of Mean Responses of- School Trustees 
'and Superintendents f o r  the Preferred Role 

i of the  School Board i n  Decision-making 

&ana Responses 

Trustees Superintendents 
Decisional Area - Me an t - t e s t  - 

N X * N  X 
- 

- - difference value 

Business 
Management 

Curriculum & 
Instruction - 

P q i i  1 
Personnel 

School -Comm. 
Relations 

Personnel Admin . 
(administrators) 

Personnel Admin . 
(teachers) 
2 -  

Pupil ru les /  
Organi zation 

School 
OFrations 

a 
1 = very high l eve l  of  influence; 2 = high leve l  of influence; 3 = moderate 
level of influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no influence 

* 
2 < .05 

** 
2 < .01 



Table 9 P 

-? 
Comparison o f  Mean Responses o f  School Trustees 

and Superintendents f o r  t he  Preferred Role / 
o f .  t h e  Superintendent i n  Decision-making 

a Mean Responses 

Trustees Superintendents 
- - Mean t- t e s  t - 

Decisional Area - N )r N X d i f fe rence  . value - 

.Bus i n  es s .) 

Man agemen t 66 1 .49 47 1.20 .29 * *  
, 

Curriculum 
Ins t ruc t ion  ' 68 1.23 4 7 1.37 - - .14 . -1.90 - 
Pup i 1 
Personnel 68 - 1.97 49 2.44 - .47 -3.22 ** 

f-  

School-Comm. 
Re1 a t i ons  64 2.27 47 1.96 

3? 
1.98 * "  

(I 

Personnel A h i n .  
(adminis t ra tors)  ' 66 1.87 46 1 .90 - .I3 - .36 

L ' 

Personnel Admin. 
( teachers)  68 1.11 49 1.21 - . l o  -1.63 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 68 1.65 49 2.281;. - .63 -4.58 ** 

.F 

School 
Operations 68 2.56 4 9 3.36 - .80 - -4.48 ** 

a 1 = very high l e v e l  o f  influence;  2 = high l eve l  of inf luence;  3 = mode 
lever  o f  influence:  4 = l i t t l e  influence;  5 = no inf luence 

* 
2 < .05 I, 

** 
2 < .01 



\ 

mean responses o f  super intendents  f o r  t h e i r  perceptions of t h e  idea l  r o l e  of 

the school board and super intendents  i n  decision-making i n  each of t h e  

decis ional  a reas ,  the mean d i f fe rences  and the - t - t e s t  values a r e  given i n  

Table 10. In a l l  c a t e g y  except pupi l  rules /organizat ion,  the  differences  

a r e  s ign i f i can t  a t  t h e  . O 1  l e  e l .  . k 
Role of school board and $uperintendent: school t r u s t e e  perceptions.  Data 

\ 

? 
enabling these responses t o  be compared a r e  shown in  Table 11. There is no L./ 
s ign i f i can t  dif ference between t h e  means i n  pupil  rules /organizat ion;  t he  

L: 

difference i s  s ign i f i can t  a t  t he  .05 leve l  i n  busine3s management- and a t  t h e  . 

each of t h e  o t h e r  s i x  decis ional  areas.  d ,  

~urmnary) From Tables 8 and 9 ,  it is c l ea r  t h a t  s ign i f i can t  dif ferences  

were found b L? 'tween superintendent and school t r u s t e e  perceptions of the  ro l e s  

of the superintendent and the  school board and the hypothesis proposed cannot 

be re jec ted .  The r e s u l t s  i n  Table 10 ind ica te  t h a t  superintendents prefer  a 

more i n f l u e n t i a l  r o l e  f o r  themselves than school t r u s t e e s  i n  alq areas  except 

school -community r e l a t i ons  and personnel administration (adminis r a to r s )  . On 1. % t h e  o ther  hand, the r e s u l t s  i n  Table 11 show t h a t  school t r u s t e  s p re fe r  a 

more i n f l u e n t i a l  ro le  f o p  the  school board i n  business managemtnt, school 
.'-\ 

community r e l a t i ons  and peTsonne1 administration 

f o r  r o l e  con f l i c t  seems t o  e x i s t  i n  business management s ince    each .group prefer  --\ 
i t s e l f  t o  have the  g rea t e s t  inf luence i n  t h i s  area.  -. 

i 
\ 

Preferred Roles f o r  Other Groups and Individuals 

Hypothesis 2 is t e s t e d  using - t- t e s t s  t o  compare the  response- 

o ther  than themelves  i n  decision-making. The leve l  of  s ignif icance used t o  

r e j e c t  the  hypethesis is  .05. 
i 

m e  hypothesis i s  t e s t e d  by comparing the mean responses of  superintendenSs 



Table 10 

Comparison of Mean Responses o f  Superintendents 
f o r  t he  Prefexred Roles o f  t he  School Board 

and Superintendent i n  Decision-making 

~ e a n ~  Responses 
'i, 

mar d Superintendent 

Decisional Area 

Role Role 
- 
X xE" Me an t - t e s t  . 

I - -  
di f fe rence  .value 

Business 
Man agemen t 1.61 1.20 .41 5.73 ** 

Curriculum and 
In s t ruc t i on  1.80 

, Pupil 
Personnel 

School-Community 
Relations 1.30 1.96 - .66 

, Personnel Admin. 

/' 
(adminis t ra tors)  1.90 - .35 ' -3.40 ** 

Personnel Admin.  
{teachers)  -- 2.8 1 .21 1.65 10.45 ** 

Pupil r u l e s /  
Organization 

School 
Organization 3.36 .97  8.05 ** 

h 
Note : N var ied  from 4 t o  49 - .  3 
a 

1 = very high l eve l  of  influence; 2 = high l eve l  o f  inf luence;  3 = moderate 
l e v e l  of  influence;  4 = l i t t l e  influence;  5 = no inf luence 

* - 
- - -- -- - - -- - - - -  - -- 

p < .05 P 
* * .----. 

p < . O l  - 



Comparison o f  Mean Responses o f  School T r u s t e e s  
f o r  the  P r e f e r r e d  RoIes o f  t h e  School Board 

and Superintendent  i n  Decision-making - 

Board Superin tenden t 
Role 
- 
X 

Role 
- ~e an - t - t e s t  
X " d i f f e r e n c e  value 

'/-- 
Decis'ional Area 

Business 
Man agemen t 

Curritulum and 
Instruction 

Pupil 
Personnel 

School-Community 
Relations 

Personnel Admin . 
(administrators) 

Personnel Admin. 
(teachers) 

. Pupil rules/ 
'Organization 

School 
% 

Operations 

Note: N varied from 64 t o  68 - - 

a 
1 = very high l e v e l  o f  in f luence ;  2 = high l e v e l  o f  i n f l u e n c e ;  - .- 3 = modva te  
level of inf luence;  4 = l i t t l e  in f luence ;  5 = no i n f l u e n c e  
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> 

and school t rus t ees  f o r  the  preferred r o l e  of the following groups o r  

individuals : 

Ministry of education 
Secretary-treasurer 

- 
Board off ice administrators (other than the superintendent) 

Local teachers association 

Community groups f 
School council/parent teacher assocfation 
Building pr inc ipa l  
Teachers 

c - -  
Students 

a 

Hypothesis 2. That there are s ignif icant  differences between superin- 
tendentAand school t rus tee  percep:ions of the  preferred 
r o l e  f o r  o ther  groups and individuals i n  educational , 

decision-making. 
* 

Role of ministry of education. The relevant s t a t i s t i c s  a re  l i s t e d  i n  

. Table 12, A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s igni f icant  difference a t  the .05 level  was found 

in ' the  category pupil ru l e s /o rgan iz~ t ion .  No s ign i f i can t  differences were 

found in any of the other  categories.  The data  indicate  tha t  superintendents 

prefer  a smaller degree of influence fo r  t h e  ministry of education than do 

- school t rus t ees  i n  a l l  areas except school operations and curriculum and 
A 

i- 

ins t ruc t ion .  

Role of secretary-treasurer .  The data given i n  Table 13 show tha t  

superintendents prefer  l e s s  influence than sclmol t rus t ees  f o r  the  secretary- 

t reasurer  i n  a l l  categories.  These differences are  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c  t 

a t  the . O 1  level  f o r  pupil  rules/organization - and a t  t h e  .05 level f o r  

- - - - -  - - - - - - - ,r - - --- 

business management, curriculum and ins t ruc t ion ,  and personnel administratiow 

( a d m i n i s t ~ t o r s ) .  No s igni f icant  differences were found f o r  the  other  . , 

categories of pupil  personneiL, school-community r e l a t ions ,  personnel 

administration (teachers) and school operations. 



'I 
Table 12 

4 . ( ~ompar i sonk@Jfean  Responses of School Trustees 
and Superintendents f o r  the, Preferred Role 

of  the Ministry of Education i n  Decision-making i' 
2 E  i 

&ana Responses 

Trustees .Superintendents 
- Mean . t - t e s t  - - - 

Decisional Area - N X - N X differerices value 7 

us ine ss 

Pupil 
Personnel 

Sqhool -Comm. 
Relations 

Personnel Admin. 
(administrators) 

Personnel .Admin. 
( teachers) 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 

School 
Operat ions 

a 1 = very high l eve l  dtf influence; 2 = high leve l  o f  influence; 3 = moderate 
' 

( 
l$evel o f  influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no i n f h e h c e  7 



Table 43 

Comparison of  Mean Responses of School Trustees , 

and Superintendents f o r  t he  Preferred Role 
of t h e  Secretary-Treasurer i n  Decision-making 

3 a Mean Responses I 

Trustees Superintendents Me an t - t e s t  - - - 
Decisional A r e  - - N X - Id. X di f fe rences  value - t 

68 
Business I 

Man agemen t 

. Curriculum G 
Instruct io? 

rsonnel Admin. 
(administrators) 

Personne 1 Admin . 
(teachers) 

Pup i 1 
Organiz 

School 
Operations 

a 
1 =,very high leve l  o f  influence; 2 = high l eve l  o f  influence; 3 = moderate 
l eve l  of i n f l u e n ~ e ; ~  4 = l i t t l e  - influence; - - 5 = - no - influirice - - - 

-- - - - - - 

* 'L- 
? - . E <  .05 

- - - -- -- - - - ** - - "I 2 < .01 0 



Role of othkr board o f f i c e  administrators,  Table 14 ind ica tes  t h a t  
- -- - - - --- -- 

superintendents p re fe r  more influence f o r  these  o f f i c e r s  in a 1  1 categories  
i 

than do school t ru s t ee s .  The mean differences  a r e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig -  

n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l eve l  i n  school-conmfunity r e l a t i ons ,  personnel adminis-* 
' 

t r a t i o n  (teachers) and curriculunj and ins t ruc t ion .  

Role of  the  l oca l  teachers  associatidn.  Table 15 shows t h a t  t he  difJren- 

ces i n  perceptions a re  small and a re  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t he  .05 l eve l  

mi 1 personnel and pupi l  rules/organization.  Superintendents indicated 

J t h a t  they would p re fe r  t o  *see -an even smaller amount of influence f o r  the  
6' - 

local  teachers  associat ion - than the low level  assigned by school t r u s t e e s .  - 

Role of community groups. A s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t  dif ference between 
3 

superintendent and t r u s t e e  perceptions of  t h e  preferred r o l e  of community 

, groups i n  decision-making was found a t  t h e  . O 1  l eve l  i n  curriculum and in- 

s t ruc t ion  (Table -16). No s ign i f i can t  d i f f e r e n c e ~  between perceptions were 

found i n  the other  seven decis ional  areas .  In t h e  a r ea  where a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s ign i f i can t  dif ference was noted, t he  superintendents indicated a preference 

f o r  a higher  level  of  influence f o r  community groups i n  curriculum and 

in s t ruc t ion  than did school t ru s t ee s .  
t 

Role of school council/parent teacher associat ions .  l i s t e d  

i n  Table 17 show very l i t t l e  dif ference between 'the 

groups of  respondents and i n  no decisional area  is t h e  difference s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
/ 

s ign i f i can t  a t  t h e  -05 leve l .  
t 

Role of bui lding p i n c i p a l s .  The data-given i n  Table 18 show t h a t  superin- 

a re  s ign i f i can t  i n  a l l  areas  except f o r  personnel administration (administrators) 

and i n  f i v e  categories  t h e  level  of s ignif icance is .01. 



Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees 
and Superintendents fo r  the Preferred Role 

o f  Other Board Office AdministTators i n  Decision-making 

&ana Responses . 
i Trustees Superintendents 9 

- - Me an t - t e s t  
Decisional Area N X N X 

- - - - difference _ value 

Business 
Management 

Curriculum 6 
Instruct ion 68 

Pupil 
Personne 1 68 

Personnel Admin . 
\ (administrators) 

Personnel Admin. 
(teachers) 

Pupil rules/  
Organization 

School 
Operat ions 

a 1 = very high level  of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate 
level  of influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no influence 



Table 15 

Comparison of  Mean Responses of School Trustees k 

and Superintendents f o r  t h e  Preferred Role I* 

df the Local Teachers Association i n  Decision-making 

Trustees 
- 

N 
& 

X 

superintendents 
- Me an t - t e s t  

N - X difference -- %lue 
I 

De,cisional Area 

Business 
Management 

Curriculum 4 
In s t ruc t  ion 67 3.43 

Pupil 
'- personnel 

/ 

School -Corn. 
Relations 

PersonnLel Admin . 
(administrators) 

Personnel Admin . 
(teachers) 

Pupil ru les /  
organization 

School 
Operations 

a 1 = very high leve l  o f  influence; 2 = high l eve l  of  influence; 3 = moderate 
leve l  o f  influence; 4  = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no influence 

< s 



i 
- - -- - - - 

I * - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - 
- 

Table 16 
I 

7 
Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees 

and Superintendents f o r  the P r e f e ~ r e d  Role 
of Community Groups i n  Decision-making 

a 
Mean Responses 

Trustees Superin tendents 
- - Me an t - t e s t  - 

Decisional Area _ N  - x ,  $ N  - X d i f f e r e n c e  :ahe - - 
Business 9 

Management 

~ur r i cu lum 6 
Instruct ion 

Pupil 
personnel 

School-Comm., 
Relations 

Personnel Admin , 
(administrators) 

Personnel Admin. 
(teachers) ' 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 

School 
OpelYations 

a 
1 = very high level  of influence; 2 = high level  of  influence; 3 = moderate 
leve l  of influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no influence 



Table 17 

Comparison of Mean Responses o f  School Trustees 
and Superintendents f o r  the  Preferred Role of a 

School Council/Parent Teacher Association i n  Decision-making 

Meana Responses 

Trustees Superintendents 
- - Me &I t- t e s t  

N X 
- 

Decisional Area N X - - ' difference value - 

Business 
Man agemen t 

CurricuIum & 
Instruct ion 

Pupil 
Personne 1 

Personnel Admin . 
(administrators) 

, Personnel Admin. 
(teachers) 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 

j3 chool 
Operations 

a P 1 = very high leve l  of  influence; 2 = high leve l  of influence; 3 = moderate 
leve l  of influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no influence 



- - 

Table 18 - 

Comparison of  Mean Responses of School Trustees 
and Superintendents f o r  t h e  Preferred Role 

o f  the  Building Pr inc ipa l  i n  Decision-making 
t 

~ e a n ~  Responses 

Trustees Superintendents 
- - Mean t - t e s t  

N X N X 
- 

Decisional ~ r e a  - difference value 

Business 
M a n  agemen t 66 3.43 46 " 2.91 .52 3.09 ** 

Curriculum .E 
Ins t ruc t ion  2.63 47 1.90 .73 4.00 ** 

Pupil  & 1.86 Personnel 49 .1.39 P .47 3.15 ** 

School-Comm. 
Re1 a t ions  6 4 3.37 47 2.91 .46 2.60 * 

Personnel Admin . 
(adminis t ra tors)  6 7 4.02 4 8  . 3.82 .20 1.30 

Personne 1 Admin . 
( teachers)  68 2.49 4 9 1.90 .,. 5 9 3.38 ** 

Pupil r u l e s j  
Organization 68 1.75 49 1.16 .59 3.59 ** 

School 
Operations 68 1.44 49 1 .07\-  .37 2.45 * 

a I 1 = very high l e v e l  o inf luence;  2 = high l eve l  o f  inflqence;  3 = moderate 
l eve l  o f  inf luence;  4 = l i t t l e  influence;  5 = no inf luen& . 



Role of tezgchers. From Table 19 i t  can-he s&n thaLno&gni-ficant- - 

- differences  emerged i n  t h e  dec i s iana l  areas  of pupi l  personnel, school- 

community r e l a t i o n s  and personnel administrat ion (adminis t ra tors)  . D i f -  

ferences a r e  s ign i f i can t  a t  t h e  . O 1  l eve l  f o r  curriculum and in s t ruc t i on ,  

personnel administrat ion [teachers),  pupi l  rules /organizat ion and school 

operations.  In business management, t he  dif ference is s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  
I 

.05 leve l .  Superintendents showed a preference f o r  a g r e a t e r  inf luence f o r  

teachers i n  decision-making than d id  schoql t r u s t e e s .  
-? -+ 

Role of stutlents.  Both superintendents and schobl t r u s t e e s  indicated 

t h a t  s tudents  should i d e a l l y  have l i t t l e  o r  no influence i n  decision-&king, 

except with regard t o  pupil  rules/organization (Table 2 0 ) .  In  general ,  

superintendents ascr ibed a higher l eve l  o f  involvement t o  s tudents  than did  

t ru s t ee s  but  t h e  d i f fe rence  is  only s ign i f i can t  i n  school operations and 

curriculum and ins t ruc t ion .  

Summary. From t h e  summary given i n  Table 21, it can be seen t h a t  

Hypothesis 2 i s :  

1. r e j ec t ed  f o r  the  minis t ry  of  education, except i n  t he  a rea  of  

2. cted fo r  the  secre ta ry- t reasurer  i n  pupil  personnel,  school- 

community, re1 a t ions  , personnel adminis t ra t ion  (teachers). and school operations.  

I t  is not re jec ted  i n  business management, curriculum and in s t ruc t i on ,  

personnel administrat ion (adminis t ra tors)  and pupil'rules/organization; 

3.  r e j ec t ed  f o r  o ther  board o f f i c e  adminis t ra tors  except f o r  curriculum 
- - -- - - - - - - - - 

and in s t ruc t i on ,  school-community r e l a t i ons  and personnel adminis t ra t ion 

( teachers)  ; 

4. r e j ec t ed  f o r  t h e  l oca l  teachers  associat ion except f o r  pupil  

personnel and pupi l  rules /organizat ion;  



Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees 
and Superintendents f o r  t h e  Preferred Role 

of  Teachers a t  Each School i n  Decisiog-making 

Trustees ~uperin'tenden ts 
- - b?? t - t e s t  

N X N X 
" - 

Decisional Area - - difference value 

Bus i n  es s 
7. . 

65 Management 4.09 46 3.75 .24 2.57 * 

Ins t ruc t ion  67 ' 2.73, 47 2.19 .54 3.21 ** 
.L 

Pupil 
Personnel 

School-Comm. 
Relations 64 4.14 47 3.99 .15 1 .oo 

Personnel Admin . 
(administrators)  

Personnel Abin . 
( teachers) 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 

School 
Operations 

a 1 = very high l e v e l  of influence; 2 = high leve l  of influence; 3 = moderate 
l eve l  o f  influence; 4 = l i t t l e  i n f luence ;  5 =-no-influence 

- - - - - 



Comparison of  ~ e a n k e s ~ o n s e s  of  School Trustees 
and Superintendents f o r  t he  Preferred Role 

of  Students a t  Each School i n  Decision-making 

~ e z q ~  Responses 
i 

Trustees Superintendents I!- 
- - Me an t- t e s t  

N X N X 
- 

Decisional Area - - difference va lue  

Business 
Management 66 

Curriculum 
Us t ruc t ion  68 

,Pupil 
Personnel 68 

School -Comm. w 

Re1 a t ions  6 3  

Personnel Admin. . 
(administrators) 67 

Personnel Admin. 
( teachers) 68 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 68 2 .87  4  9 

School 
Operations 68 . 4 . 6 5  48 

a 1 = very high l eve l  
l eve l  of influence; 

of  influence; 2 = high leve l  o f  influence; 3 = moderate 
4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no influence 

- - 
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. 6 .  rh jec ted  for. school council/parent groups i n  a l l  decis ional  areas;  c 

7 .  not  re jec ted  f o r  the  bui lding pr inc ipa l  except f o r  personnel F 

. . P ' 

administration (administrators) ; 

8. not  re jec ted  f o r  teachers. a t  each school except i n  pupi l  personnel, 

school-community r e l a t i ons  and personnel administration [ a a i n i s  t r a t o r s )  ; and 

9. re jec ted  far s tudents  a t  each school except i n  curr iculm-and -. 

ins t ruc t ion  and school operations.  

Preferred ~ o l &  and Superintendent Employer 
f 

- 

In t h i s  pa r t  of the  s t a t i s t i c a l  analysis ,  hypothesis 3 is  t e s t e d  using 

e i t h e r  - t- t e s t s  o r  Pearson Product Moment c o r ~ e l a t i o n s  t o  determine whether 

.perceptiord*of t he  respondent groups d i f f e r  according the  the  nature  of the 

employer of the  superintendent and whether any re la t ionsh ips  e x i s t  between . I 
.the perceptions of these  subgroups  f o r  t h e i ~  ro l e s  i n  decision-haking. 

' Hypothesis 3. That there  are no s ign i f i can t  re la t ionsh ips  
I between superintendent and school t r u s t e e  

perceptions o f  t h e  preferred r o l e s  f o r  them- 
se lves  and each o the r  and the na ture  of t he  
employer o f  the  superintendent. \ 

5 . Data used i n  t e s t i n g  t h i s  hypothesis a r e  i h  Tables 22-24. In Table , 
f-' ' 

the  mean responses of  superintendents employed by school boards a r e  compared 

with those of superintendents employed by t h e  ministry o f  education. fn 

general ,  t h e  dif ferences  between the mean responses of the d i f f e r e n t l y  

employed superintendents are  small but  a higher level  of  influence for t he  
-- - - 

superintendent i s  prefer red  by t h e  ministry employed superintendents.  The 
- - - --- - - - -- - - - --- - - -- - -- - - -- -- --- 

differences  are  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t  a t  the .05 level  i n  the decis ional  * 
B 

areas of  curriculum and in.struction and personnel administration ( teachers) .  
a 

The m a n  responses of school t r u s t e e s  f o r  the  prefer red  r o l e  of t h e  



Table 22 

C of Mean Responses of  School Board Employed and 
o f  Education Employed Superintendents f o r  the  

ed Role of Superintendents i n  Decision-making 

~ e a n ~  Responses of s u i t s .  

Board b ,  Decisional ~ i n i s t r ~ ~  Me& - t - t e s t  
Area employed - emp - 1 oye d dif ferences  ' value 

* 0 - - X X 

Business , 
-- + - - 

i .is Management 1.20 ' .01 .02 - 

Curriculum G 
Ins t ruc t ion  ' 1.80 1.34 .46 2.32* 

Pupi 1 
Personnel 2.54 2.49 .05 .15 - 
School-Corn. 
Relations 2.06 1.97 .09 .22 

Personnel Admin. 
(administrators) 1.92 

Personnel Admin . 
(teachers) 1.67 1 .16 .51 2.66* 

Pupil  ru l e s /  
Organization 

School 
Operations 

a I 1 = very high l eve l  of i n f  hence ;  2 = high Leve 1 of- inf luence ;-3 = moderate 
leve l  of  influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no influence - 

-- -- 

M varied b e p e e n  5 and 6 - 
C 

N var ied between 38 and 40 - 



3 5. - - - - -- - - -- - -- .. a 

school boalu;E-.axe + .shown - i n  Table 2 3  accbrding t o  t he  na te re  of ,$he 'employment 
i ._., 

c 
'I 

of the school superintendent.  The d i f f & e m s  between the means a re  small 
' * * . 

1 7 - -  
. I  - -._ 

but reach s t a t i s t i c a l  s ign i f icance  a t  the  .05 leve l  i n  the  deci3ional- are? --- . - i .  

of personnel admins t r a t i o n  (administrators] ,' - 
> - 

L The re la t ionsh ips  between the perceptions of superintendents employed 
h 

by the  minis t ry  and t ru s t ee s  of those boatds o f  sthe preferred r o l e  in decision- . 
- - -  - - 

making f o r  superintendents were examined and the cor re la t ions  obtained a r e  . 3 

l i s t e d  i n  coludn A of  Table 24 .  For ministry-employed superintendents,  s i g -  
I 

n i f  i fant  d+fferemes-bemeen +he preferences- o f  ;uperinteirden& and rrust+e+- - -- - - 

I 

of boards with ministry1 employed superintendents f o r  the  r o l e  of superinten- 
- \ 

L * 
dents were found i n  t he  decis ional  areas  o f .  curriculum and in s t ruc t ion  

( = .308 ) and personnel administiat ion (teachers) wheh  r = .SlO. Caution 
I . 

should be exercised i n  drawing. any conclusions from t h i s  r e s u l t  s ince  the  

' amount of variance explained by t h e  cor*lations is  small. Even i n  the  two 
C 

- . . 
cases where the d i f fe rence  is s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t ,  the  cor re la t ions  a r e s  

moderate. 

- The re la t ionsh ips  between the ,perceptions of superintendents employed L 
a 

by the  ministry and t ru s t ee s  of  those boards o f  t he  prefer red  r o l e  i n  decision- 

making f o r  scliool trustees were a l s o  examined. The cor re la t ion  coef f ic ien ts  
"4 

obtained a re  shown i n  column B of  Table 24. A l l  of the cor re la t ions  a r e  low 
* 

- < and none is s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f ican t ' a t  t h e  .05 level .  

- 
It was hoped tha t  it wouTd Have See? possibre  t o  - d e t e n u & ~  the n a t u r e r  

- - 

- -- af a r c r e m o m h i p  b e ~ ~ ~ r e f e r e ~ s ~ ~ e n ~ ~ c y ~ - -  

by a school board,and t ru s t ee s  of those boards f o r  the  superintendent and - 
P the sdtool 'bokd . 

f-- C 

The n*er of  matched respondents of  superintendents and school t r u s t e e s  

i n  which the  school board was t h e  employer of the superintendent was, however, 



Table 23 

- 
, Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees 

mployed Superintendent) and School Trustees 
yed Superintendeqt) f o r  the Preferred Role of t 

8- School Board i n  Decision-making 

" 

.!&ana Responses of Trustees - -  - 

b Decis iohal  Board MinistryC Mean t - t e s t  - 
Area employer employer . differences value 

Business 
Management 

Curri cudunV& 
Instruction ' 1.81 1.67 - .14 

Pupi 1 
3 

Personnel 3.04 3.07 - .03 

' School-Comm. 
Relations 

Personnel Admin. 
(administrators) 1.40 1.19 .21 

I 

Pessonnel Admin . 
(teachers) 2.36 2.10 .26 

Pupil  rules] 
Organization 2.00 1.69 

School 
Operat ions 3.97 3.82 

a 
1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate 
A e v e L d L i R f ~ ; + & = & & t & + & ~  -- , -ite+f- 

b~ varied between 12 and 13 - 
I var ied bemeen 48 and 49 - 

* 
E < .05 



Peareon Pmduct Moment Correlations Between Mean ~ e s ~ o n s e s  o f  
Superint endents and School Trustees (Ministry Employed Superintendents ) 

f o ~  the  Preferred Roles of the  Superintendent and School Board i n  
T Decision-making 

Corre 1 a t  ions Be tween Superintendent and ~ c h b d l  
Trystee Preferences f o r  t he  Role of  

Decisional A B 
Area Superintendent School Board 

Business 

lMan agement 

Pupil 
Personne 1 

School - Community 
Re1 at ions  

Personne 1 Admin . 
(administrators) 

Personnel Admin. 
( teachers) 

Pupil  ru les /  
Organization 

D 

S choo 1 
Operations 

Note: ? N  = 34 



too. small (N = 4) f o r  any v a l i d  conclusions t o  be drawn fEom ca lcu la ted  

co r r e l a t i on  coe f f i c i en t s .  

S u m & y .  In a l l  a r ea s  where it was poss ib le  t o  t e s t  t h e  n u l l  hypothesis  

it cannot be r e j ec t ed  except with regard t o  t h e  r o l e  of  t he  superintendent 

i n  curriculum and i n s t r u c t  ion and personnel adminis t ra t ion ( t eachers )  and 

with regard t o  t h e  r o l e  of the  school board i n  personnel adminis t ra t ion 

(adminis t ra tors)  . I 

Prefe r red  Roles and Demographic Variables 

Hypothesis 4 is  concerned with re la t ionsh ips  between demographic var iab les  

and t h e  p re fe r red  ro l e s  o f  superintendents and school t r u s t e e s  i n  decision- 

making. The s t a t i s t i c a l  measures used were Pearson co r r e l a t i ons  where t h e  

demographic var iab le  was i n t e r v a l  and t - t e s t s  where t he  v a r i a b l e  could be - 

dichotomized and mean dif ference$ obtained. 

Hypothesis , 4 .  That t he r e  a r e  no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i onsh ip s  
between superintendent and school t r u s t e e  
perceptions o f  t he  p re fe r red  ro l e s  f o r  them- - 
se lves  and each o the r  and s p e c i f i c  demographic 
and personal  var iab les  . 

The demographic and personnel va r i ab l e s  examined f o r  superintendents and 

school t r u s t e e s  were: age, sex, t o t a l  years  i n  t h e  pos i t i on ,  years  i n  o f f i c e  

i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t ,  l eve l  of  formal edLcation, school d i s t r i c t  enrollment, and 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of the  school d i s t r i c t  as  urban o r  r u r a l .  

. Correla t ion values f o r  superintendent perceptions of  the  r o l e  of  

t he  superintendent with age of  t he  superintendent are  shown i n  Table 25. The 

co r r e l a t i ons  ind ica te  a weak p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i onsh ip  i n  four  decis ional  areas  
- -- - pp-p-pp-- - - - - - -  

and a weak negat ive  r e l a t i onsh ip  i n  t h e  o the r  four, a reas .  None is s t a t i s -  

t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  - t 
Correla t ion values f o r  school t r u s t e e  perceptions o f  the pre fe r red  r o l e  

o f  t he  superintendent with age o f  the t r u s t e e  a re  shown i n  Table 26. Again, 
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the  co r r e l a t i ons  are weak and none is signi'firant. 

Table 2  7 shows t h e  co r r e l a t i on  coe f f i c i en t s  obtained when one v a r i a b l e  

is t h e  age of super intendents  and t h e  o the r  is superintendent percept ions  o f  

t h e  preferred r o l e  o f  t h e  school board. A weak, negat ive  r e l a t i onsh ip  i s  

ind ica ted  i n  a l l  areas ,  except pupi l  ru les /organizat ion i n  whit3 t h e  r e l a t i on -  

s h i p  is  weak and pos i t i ve .  The s t ronges t  r e l a t i onsh ip  is with curriculum and 

i n s t ruc t i on  where - r = -.255, showing a s l i g h t  t endmcy f o r  t he  degree of  
* 

inf luence perceived by super intendents  f o r  school t r u s t e e s  t o  decrease with 

increased age of  super intendents .  This cor re la t ion  c o e f f i c i e n t  is s - t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l eve l .  
-', 

The cor%lation values between school t r u s t e e  percept ions  f o r  t h e  

p re fe r red  r o l e  o f  t he  school board and age of t r u s t ee s  a r e  a l l  very weak 

and none is s i g n i f i c a n t  (Table 2 8 ) ,  

Total  Years i n  t h e  Pos i t ion  

Correla t ions  between superintendent mean responses f o r  t h e  superintendent 

r o l e  i n  decision-making with t o t a l  years  a s  a superintendent a r e  weak i n  most 

cases (Table 25) bu t  reach a moderately weak leve l  f o r  pup i l  personnel 

( r  - = - . 2 9 7 ) .  This is  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l eve l .  Except 

f o r  personne 1 administ r a t i o n  ( teachers)  , t h e  co r r e l a t i ons  a r e  negat ive ,  

i nd i ca t i ng  a s l i g h t  tendency f o r  more experienced super intendents  t o  p r e f e r  

l e s s  in f luence  i n  decision-making f o r  superintendents.  

Corre la t ion values f o r  school t r u s t e e  responses f o r  the  superintendent 

r o l e  and t o t a l  years  as  t r u s t e e  (Table 2 6 )  a re  weak and none is  s ign i f i c an t .  
- 

Most o f  the  co r r e l a t i ons  a re  weak and negative f o r  t he  va r i ab l e s  superinten- 
C 

dent responses  f o r  t h e  school board r o l e  and t o t a l  years  as superintendent 

(Tahle 27) . The only one reaching a s ign i f icance  l e v e l  of .O5 ( r  = -. 300) i s  - 
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again in t h e  d e c i s i o n a l  a r e a  o f  curriculum and i n s t r u c t i o n  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  

more experienced super in tendents  p r e f e r  l e s s  influence f o r  t h e  school board 

i n  t h i s  a r e a .  

A weak p o s i t i v e  c o r r e l a t i o n  value  of  .226 i n  t h e  dec i s iona l  a r e a  -of  

school-community r e l a t i o n s  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 l e v e l  f o r  school t r u s t e e  

mean responses f o r  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  school board and ' Y o t a l  yea r s  as  t r u s t e e "  
< 

as a vari'able (Table 28) . This i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  longer a t r u s t e e  se rves  on 

school boards,  t h e  g r e a t e r  the  l e v e l  o f  inf luence  p r e f e r r e d  f o r  t h e  school 

board i n  school-community r e l a t i o n s .  
C 

Years i n  o f f i ce  i n  t h e  school d i s t r i c t .  Cor re la t ion  c o e f f i c i e n t s  between 

"years i n  o f f i c e  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t t 1  and t h e  respec t ive  mean responses o f  super in-  

tendents  and school t r u s t e e s  f o r  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e  o f  super in tendents  and 

t h e  school board a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Tables 25-28. 

Table 25 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  super in tendent  preferences  f o r  t h e i r  own r o l e  

a r e  nega t ive ly  c o r r e l a t e d  with yea rs  spent  a s  a  super in tendent  i n  the  school 

d i s t r i c t .  S t a t i s t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  a t  t h e  .05 l e v e l  was achieved i n  t h e  a r e a  

of school-community r e l a t i o n s  ( r  = -. 256) . - 

For super in tendent  preferences  f o r  t h e  school board r o l e  (Table 2 7 ) ,  f i v e  

o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  weakly nega t ive  and t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  weakly p o s i t i v e .  

S ign i f i cance  a t  t h e  -05  l e v e l  i s  reached ( r  = - .294) i n  curriculum and i n s t r u c -  - 

t i o n  and i n  personnel  a d h i s t r a t i o n  [adminis t ra tors)  where - r = .288. This 

seems t o  suggest  t h a t  t h e  longer a super in tendent  spends i n  a school d i s t r i c t ,  
-- - - - 

€he l e s s  t h e  i n f i G n c e  p r e f e r r e d  f o r  t h e  school board i n  curriculum and 

i n s t r u c t i o n .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  g r e a t e r  the  d i s t r i c t  experience of  t h e  

super in tendent ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  t h e  l e v e l  of  inf luence  p re fe r red  f o r  t h e  school 

\ 
board i n  dec i s ions  r e l a t e d  t o  personnel  adminis t ra t ion  (admin i s t ra to r s )  . 



Correla t ion values obtained between school t r u s t e e  preferences f o r  

e i t h e r  t h e  superintendent r o l e  o r  t h e  school board r o l e  and years  a s  a t r u s t e e  

i n  t he  d i s t r i c t  as t h e  va r i ab l e  a r e  very weak -and none is s i g n i f i c a n t  (Tables 
b A 

26 and 28). 

School d i s t r i c t  enrollment. Corre la t ions  of superintendent and school 

t r u s t e e  r o l e  perceptions of the  superintendent and school d i s t r i c t  enro l l -  

ment a r e  weak and none is  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  (Tables 25 and 26). 

A majori ty of t h e  co r r e l a t i ons  o f  superintendent r o l e  preferences f o r  

t h e  .school board and school d i s t r i c t  enrollment i nd i ca t e  a weak pos i t i ve  

r e l a t i onsh ip  (Table 27) .  The s t ronges t  pos i t i ve  r e l a t i onsh ip s ,  both s i g -  

n i f i c a n t  a t  t he  .05 l eve l  a r e  i n  school-community r e l a t i o n s  ( r  = .290) and - 

personnel adminis t ra t ion (adminis t ra tors)  ( r  = .325). This suggests t h a t  i n  
- ?  

I 

l a rge r  school d i s t r i c t s ,  superintendents p r e f e r  a h igher  l eve l  of inf luence 

f o r  t he  school board i n  school-community r e l a t i ons  and i n  personnel adminis- 

t r a t i o n  (adminis t ra tors)  than i n  smal ler  school d i s t r i c t s .  

When school t r u s t e e  preferenc-es f o r  the  school board r o l e  a r e  cor re la ted  
- 

with school d i s t r i c t  enrollment as va r i ab l e  (Table 28). the  r e l a t i onsh ip s  a r e  

somewhat s t ronger  (but  s t i l l  moderately weak t o  moderate) i n  school-community 

r e l a t i o n s  ( r  - = -.208) and i n  both t h e  adminis t ra tor  category of  personnel 

adminis t ra t ion (r  - = .393) and t he  teacher  category ( r  = .300). Each o f  these  - 

i s  a l so  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 leve l .  These r e s u l t s  suggest 

thati  t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r  a g r e a t e r  l eve l  of inf luence f o r  t h e  school board i n  
- 

personnel adminis t ra t ion (adminis t ra tors)  and personnel adminis t ra t ion ( t eachers ) ,  

t he  l a r g e r  the  enrollment of  the  school d i s t r i c t ,  Conversely, a l e s s e r  amount 

of inf luence is pre fe r red  i n  school-community r e  l a t i m s  , t h e  l a rge r  t h e  school 

d i s t r i c t  enrollment . 



Level o f  formal education. 'weak hut' somewhat s t ronger  re la t ionsh ips  than 

with o ther  demographic var iables  were found between s u p e r i n t e n d e ~ t  preferences 

fo r  the  superintendent r o l e  and the 1 eve 1 of education o f  superintendents 

(Table 25) . Those which a re  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  ;igni4icant a re  a l l  pos i t i ve  and , 

occur in  curriculum and ins t ruc t ion ,  pupil  personnel and p e ~ s o n n e l  adminis- 

t r a t i o n  ( teachers ) .  

No s ign i f i can t  re la t ionsh ips  were found between school t r u s t e e  preferences 

f o r  the  superintendent r o l e  and level of  education o f  the  school t ru s t ee s  

(Table 26) . 
Most of the cor re la t ions  obtained between mean responses of superintendents 

I 

f o r  the  preferfed r o l e  of the  school board and l eve l ' o f  education of the 

superintendent are  a l so  weakly pos i t ive  (Table 2 7 ) .  Significance i s  reached 

at t h e  .05 l eve l  in- the  ,decisional area  of pupil personnel ( r  = .ZS6), indicat ing - 

t h a t  the  higher  t he  level  o f  education of superintendents, the  grea te r  t h e  

influence p re fe r r ed - fo r  t h e  school board i n  t h i s  area .  School t r u s t e e  
* 

preferences f o r  the  school board role,'however, showed a weak but  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

s ign i f i can t  negative cor re la t ion-  ( r  = - . M I )  with leve l  of education of school - 

t r u s t e e s  i n  t he  decisional area  of school-community r e l a t i ons  (Table 28) .  

Sex. This var iable  was no t  considered f o r  superintendents due t o  t h e  - 
imbalance in  t he  population. A s  noted previously, there  were only two female 

superintendents i n  t he  population. \The responses o f  school t r u s t e e s ,  however, 

were broken down by sex and Table 29 shows t h e  data f o r  t ru s t ee  preferences f o r  

,_the r o l e  af - ~ ~ f - ~ .  --Fs - a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t  d i f f e r e n c e  

a t  t h e  .05 leve l  i n  curriculum and ins t ruc t ion .  Data f o r  school t r u s t e e  

preferences f o r  the r o l e  o f  the  superintendent *and the sex of  school t r u s t e e s  

are given i n  Table 30, None of the  mean differences is  s ign i f i can t  a t  t he  

leve l  required.  



Table 29 

Comparison of Mean Responses o Trustees by Sex 
f o r  t h e  Preferred Role o f  t h e  i n  Decision-making 

a 
Mean Responses 

b c 
Decisional - Male - Female - Mean - t - t e s t  - 

Area . X X di f fe rence  v a l u e  . 

@ 
Business 
Management 4.29 1.30 - . O l  - .08 - - 

Curriculum 6 
Ins t ruc t ion  1.58 1.89 - .31 - 2.14" 

Pupi 1 
Personnel 3.03 3.20 

School-Comm. r 
Relations , 1.39 1.22 % .17 1.34 

Personne 1 Admin . 
(administrators)  1.19 

6 
~e ' r sonne  1 Admin . 

2.11 2 .24 - .54 
* .  

( teachers) - .13 * 

Pupil r u l e s /  
O r g q i  zat ibn 1.78 1.73 .05 .20 

D 

School 
Operat ions 3,78 4.02 - .24 - 1.02 

a 1 = very high l eve l  of inf luence;  2 = high level  o f  influence; 3 = moderate 
l eve l  of influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no inf luence 

' B 
b~ var ied from 31-40, - 

'N va r ied  from 27-28 ' - 



- 

Table 30 

Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees by Sex 
f o r  the Preferred Role of the Superintendent in  Decision-making 

a Mean Responses 

b c 
Decisional Male F ema l e  Mean t - t e s t  - - - 
Are a X X difference value 

Bus inqs  ' 

Management 1.5Q 

, Curriculum G 
Instruct ion 1 . 2 1  

Pupil 
Personnel 1.86 

(' 

School -Comm . 
Relations ' 2 . 2 2  

Personnel Admin. 
(administrators) 1 -90 
\. 

Personnel Admin. 
(teachers) I 1.13 

' 2 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 1.63 ' 

1 

School 
Operations , 2.51 

a 1 = very high level  of influen 2 = high leve l  of influence; 3 = moderate 
level  of influence; 4 = l i t t l e  fIuence; 5 = no influence - 

L - -- N v a r i e d T b e t w e j ~ ~ 4 0 P  - - ----- - 

- - - 

- 

'N - varied between 27-28 



Urban/Rural, C la s s i f i ca t ion  of School D i s t r i c t  
- 

No c r i t e r i a  werg g iven  i n  t h e  questionnaire -to a s s i s t  w i t h  t h i s  c l a s s i f i -  

cat ion.  A f i m b e ~  of respondents (N i- = 191 c l a s s i f i ed  the  municipali ty i n  which 

t h e  school d i s t r i c t  is  located as both urban .and r u r a l .  These responses were . 
I 

excluded from the ana lys i s ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  of which a re  t abu l l t ed  i n  Tables 31-34. 
* 1 

In general ,  t he  mean differences  a r e  small and a re  not  s i g n i f i c a n t  P in* 
c: 

any of t he  decis ional  a reas  f o r  e i t h e r  t he  superintendent responses f o r  t h e  

superintendent ro le  (Table 31) o r  t h e  school t r u s t e e  responses fd r  t he  school 

board r o l e  (Table 32) .  

A st a t i s t i c a l  l y  s ign i f i can t  differen- between urban and r u r a l  supefin'- 

tendents f o r  the r o l e  of the  school board i n  decision-making i n  curriculum and 

J ins t ruc t ion  was found (Table 33). The-inertn dif ferences  i n  responses of  

urban and r u r a l  school t r u s t e e s  f o r  t he  preferred r o l e . o f  

dent were a l s o  found t o  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t  (2 < 

school~community r e l a t i o n s  and pupi l  r u l e s / o r g ~ i z a t i o n .  

i I 

the  superinten- " 

" Summary. The number of cor re la t ion  values o r  - t - t e s t  values' found t o  be 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f i can t  a t  the  .05 level  was 21 out  of a t o t a l  o f  208 

calculated.  Ihe  nu1 1 hypothesis proposed cannot, therefore ,  be r e j ec t ed  i n  

approximately 90% of t h e  cases examined. - 

Final  Decision-Making Authority 

Respondents were asked t o  ind ica te  the group o r  individual  who i d e ~ l l y  
- - -  - 

should be responsible f o r  ac tua l ly  making the f i n a l  decision.  This was done. 
- - -- 

\ - - -- pp - 
- 

by placihg a c i r c l e  around the leve l  of influence ra t ing 'ass igned t o  t h e  

f i n a l  deiision-maker. In a very high proportion of responses, the  c i r c l i n g  

corresponded with the  highest  l eve l  of influence accorded t o  an o r  
, ~ 

n 

I 

individual .  The quest ion may have posed p r o h l e p  f o r  some respondents o r  it 



Table 31 

Comparison of Mean Responses of Superintendents, Urban and Rural, 
f o r  t h e  Preferred Role of the  Superintendent - in  Decision-making 4 

~ e a n ~  Responses 

~ e c i s i b n a l  u r k b  ~ u r a l '  Mean t -test - .  - - 
Area X X' difference value 

I 

Business . 
Management 

Curriculum E 
Instruction 

Pupil 
Personne 1 

School-Corn. 
Relations 

Personnel Adm-in. 
(administrators) 

Personnel Admin . 
(teachers) 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 

Schoo 1 
q e r a t i o n s  . - 3.35 3.49 - - .14 - .51 

a 1 = very high leve l  of influence; 2 = high level  of influence; 3 = moderate 
level  of influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no irrrflumce - - - - 

C~ - ,  varied between 18-21 



Table 32 

. Comparison of  Mean Responses o f  Superintendents, Urban and Rural, 
f o r  the  P r e f e r ~ e d  Role of  t he  School Board i n  Decision-making 

a 
Mean Responses 

b Decisional Urb an - l3uralC - Me an t - t e s t  
A r e  a 

- 

X X di f fe rences  value 19/ 

- 

Business 
Management 1 .61 1.67 - .06 - .36 

Curriculuni & 4Y 
Ins t ruc t ion  1.58 2.00 - .42 -2.38* 

Pupil  
Personnel 3.48 3.57 - .09 - .33 

School-Comm. 
Relations 1.28 1.35 - .07 - .44 

Personnel A h i n .  " 

(adminis t ra tors)  1.64 1.49- 

Personnel Admin . 
( teachers)  2.67 2.95 - .28 - . 8 1  

Pupi l  r u l e s /  
Organization 2.33 2.48 - .15 - .45 

School 
Operations 

a 
1 = very high l eve l  o f  inf luence;  2 = high l e v e l  of  influence;  3 = moderate 
l eve l  of influence;  4 = l i t t l e  influence;  5 = no inf luence,  

N va r ied  between 19-21 - 
- - -  - - 

N var ied  between 20-21 - 
* 
p < .05 



Table 33 
9 

Comparison of  Mean ~ e s ~ o n s e s  of School Trustees, Urban and Rural, 
f o r  t he  Preferred Role of t h e  Superintendent i n  Decision-making 

a Mean Responses 

Decisional Urb an b - ~ u r a l  - Me an t - t e s t  
Are a X X differences  value 

- 

Business 
Man agemen t 1.41 1.52 - . l l  - .63 

Curriculum 6 
Ins t ruc t ion  

Pupil 
Personnel 

School-Comm. 
Relations 2.00 2.53 - .53 - 2.25* 

I 

Personnel Admin. 
(administ r a t  ors)  1.89 . 1.89 . 00 .QO 

'Personnel Admin. 
[teachers) 1.17 1.08 

Pupil ru les /  
Organization 1.46 1.81 

s c h o o d  
Operations 2.70 

a . 1 = very high l eve l  of influence; 2 = high leve l  o f  influence; 3 = moderate 
leve l  of influence; 4 = l i t t l e  influence; 5 = no influence.  

N var ied  between 21-23 - 
C N var ied  between 30-32 - 



Table 34 
, 

Comparison o f  Mean Responses of  School Trustees,  Urban and Rural, 
f o r  t h e  Preferred Role of  t h e  School Board i n  Decision-making 

a 
Mean Responses 

b De,;cisional Urb an ~ u r  a1 Me an t-test 
&$e a X X .  

- 
differences  value . 

Business 
Management 1.36 1.23 .13 1.19 

Curriculum G 
In s t ruc t  ion 1.72 

Pupi l  
Personnel 3.24 

School-Comm. 
Relations 1.19 1.44 - .25 - 1.77 

Personnel Admin. 
(adminis t ra tors)  1.28 1.15 .13 1.62 

\ 
Personnel Admin. . 

( teachers)  2.22 2.10 . 1 2  

Pupil  r u l e s /  
Organization 

' ' ? 1.77 - .03 

School 
Operat ions 3 $4' 3.95 - . O 1  

a 
1 = very high l eve l  of influence;  2 = high leve l  of  inf luence;  3 = moderate 
l e v e l  o f  influence;  4 = l i t t l e  influence;  5 = no influence.  

- 

N va r i ed  between 21-23 - 
- ,  

C 
N va r i ed  between 30-32 - 



may simply have been overlooked, but a small number d id  not answer a t  a l l  
'& 
and some d id  not c i r c l e  a number f o r  a l l  items. The response r a t e ,  however, 

was a t  l e a s t  95% on a l l  items. 

Analysis of  Responses 

The responses of superintendents and school t ru s t ee s  a r e  shown i n  

Appendix G .  S ign i f ican t  dif ferences  were found i n  11 of  the  30 items a s  

follows (see Table 36 f o r  f u l l  d e t a i l s )  : 'i 
Business management 

Curriculbn and ins t ruc t ion  

Pupil personnel 

school-community r e l a t i ons  

Personnel a h i n i s  t r a t  ion 
(administrators) 

Personnel administration 
( teachers)  

Pupil rules/organiz a t ion  

School operations 

Item 3 - determining t h e  appropriateness 
of expenditure a f t e r  budget 
approval - 

Item 4 - se l ec t ion  of t e x t  books . 

Item 9 - formation of c lasses  
10 - promotion t o  secondary school 
11 - student suspension 

N i l  

Item 16 - se lec t ion  of p r inc ipa l s  
17 - trsnsfer of p r inc ipa l s  

Item 20 - h i r i n g  of  teachers 
2 3  - professions 

Item 26 .- pup21 conduct 

Item 28 - teacher assignmeht t o  c lasses .  

The r e s u l t s  were a l so  analysed by collapsing t h e  responses t o  individual 

i t e m s  i n t o  t o t a l  scores f o r  categories  and converting these t o  percentages t o  

,enable a comparison t o  be made between the  f i n a l  decision-making preferences 

of  superintendents and school t r u s t e e s .  These r e s u l t s  a r e  shown i n  Table 35, 

The t a b l e  shows t h a t  the  difference between the perceptions o f  superin- 

tendents and school t r u s t e e s  f o r  f i n a l  decision-making au thor i ty  i n  business 

management is due t o  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  ro l e s  ascribed t o  t h e  superintendent and 
. 

secre ta ry  t p a s u r e r .  
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In pupi l  personneJ, the  di f ferences  a r e  more pronounced a t  t h e  school 

l eve l  than a t  t h e  d i s t r i c t  l eve l .  More t r u s t e e  responsesindicated t h a t  

teachers  should' make t he  decis ions  than did  the  super intendents .  Differences 

between t h e  two groups a r e  small i n  curriculum and ins t ru&ion bu t  a t  school 

l eve l ,  more t r u s t e e  responses gave decision-making power t o  teachers  than did  

superintendents.  

In personnel adminis t ra t ion (adminis t ra tors)  near ly  t h r e e  times as  many 
/ 

school t r u s t e e  responses ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e  school board should make t h e  

decis ions  as those  which favoured t he  superintendent.  Superintendents were 

almost equal ly  divided on t h i s  question.  In personnel administration (teachers)  

superintendent and school t r u s t e e  gave t h e  superintendent an equal r a t i n g  aS 

t h e  major decis-ion-maker bu t  t h e r e  were more t r u s t e e  responses than superin- 

tendent responses favouring the  school board as  t h e  f i n a l  decision-maker. 

,// This d i f fe rence  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  addi t ional  r o l e  asc r ibed  by superintende@s 

t o  o the r  board o f i c e  adminis t ra tors ,  t he  bu i ld ing  p r inc ipa l  and teachers  a t  t 
t h e  school. ~\ 9 

- - -  Marked d i f fe rences  a re  apparent i n  pupi l  ru les lo rgan iza t ion  with more 

school t r u s t e e  responses p r e f e r r i ng  a d i s t r i c t  r o l e  (57%) cornpared with a 
% 

school-based r o l e  (40.6%) . For superintendents,  t h e  respec t ive  f i gu re s  a r e  

25.8% and 74.1%. In school operat ions ,  more school t r u s t e e  responses (19.1%) 

favoured superintendents t o  make t h e  decisions than d id  superintendent 

responses f2,2%]. A mu~h higher  propar t ion af super intendent  responses 

(91.2%) ind ica ted  t h a t  t he  bu i ld ing  pr inc ipa l  should make t he  decis ions  than 

d id  school t r u s t e e  responses (67.8%) . 



Chapter V 

d 

SUMMARY A N D  CONCLUSIONS 

The study examined t h e  percept ions  o f  super in tendents  and school trus- 

t e e s  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia f o r  ;he p r e f e r r e d  r o l e s  o f  themselves and o t h e r s  a/ . . 
t 

i n  s e l e c t e d  a reas  of educat ional  decision-making. A s e l f - r e p o r t  quest ion- * 
n a i r e  was used and t h e  responses were analysed us ing - t - t e s t s ,  Pearson cor- 

r e l a t i o n s  and chi-square t e s t s .  The study a l s o  at tempted t o  determine whether 

t h e  r o l e  percept ions  were r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  employer of  t h e  

supSerintendent and t o  s p e c i f i c  demographic v a r i a b l e s .  

I n  t h i s  chap te r ,  t h e  main conclusions a r e  l i s t e d  i n  two p a r t s .  I n  t h e  

f irst  p a r t ,  t h e  o rder ,  i n  genera l ,  fol lows t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of  t h e  r e s u l t s  

i n  Chapter I V  i n  examining t h e  f irst  t h r e e  major hypotheses.  I t  a l s o  

includes  conclusions from t h e  s e c t i o n  on f i n a l  decision-making a u t h o r i t y .  

Conclusions based on r e s u l t s  obta ined i n  t e g t i n g  Hypothesis 4 a r e  l i s t e d  i n  

t h e  second p a r t  of t h i s  chapter .  In  both p a r t s ,  impl ica t ions  o f  some of t h e  

conclusions a r e  suggested .  

Decisional  In f luence  and Decis ion-Making Author i ty  

An a n a l y s i s  of t h e  percept ions  o f  school t r u s t e e s  and super in tendents  

f o r  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e s  f o r  themselves and o t h e r s  i n  educat ional  decision-making 

leads t o  t h e  fol lowing conclusions : 

1. The school board and t h e  super in tendent  should  e x e r t  t h e  most 
* 

i n f  bence i n  d e c i s i ~ - m a k i n g  i n  a%l a r e a s ,  e-xeepe ppi:l p e ~ s o ~ ~ e l  anrl 

school opera t  i o n s .  

2. School t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r  more inf luence  f o r  the school  board than 

t h e  i d e a l  perceived by super in tendents  i n  a l l  d e c i s i o n a l  a r e a s  except 



school-community r e l a t i o n s .  

3 .  Superintendents p r e f e r  . t h e  school board t o have 1 ;s in f luence  than 

t h a t  perceived by school  t r u s t e e s  i n  a l l  a reas  except  school-community 

r e l a t i o n s .  I \ 
4 .  School t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r  super in tendents  t o  have more in f luence  than 

t h e  super in tendents  would wish i n  a l l  a reas  except bus iness  management and 
A _  

school-community r e l a t i o n s .  

5. Superintendents p r e f e r  more in f luence  f o r  themselves i n  bus iness  

management and school-community r e l a t i o n s  than t h a t  accorded them by school 

t r u s t e e s  but  l e s s  in f luence  than accorded t o  them i n  a l l  o t h e r  a r e a s .  

6 .  Superintendents p r e f e r  t o  have more in f luence  f o r  themselves 

than what they accord t o  t h e  school board except i n  school-community r e l a t i o n s  

and personnel  admin i s t ra t ion  (admin i s t ra to r s ) .  

7. School t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r  l e s s  in f luence  f& t h e  school  board than 

f o r  t h e  super in tendent  i n  a l l  a reas  except  bus iness  management, school 

community r e l a t i o n s  and p e r s o m e l  admin i s t ra t ion  (admin i s t ra to r s )  . 
8. Superintendents and school t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r  t h e  f i n a l  decision-making 

a u t h o r i t y  t o  r e s i d e  i n  ce,ntral o f f i c e  i n  a l l  a reas  except  p u p i l  personnel ,  

p u p i l  ru les /o rgan iza t ion  and school opera t ions .  In  t h e s e  a r e a s ,  super in-  

tendents  expressed a g r e a t e r  p re fe rence  f o r  more a u t h o r i t y  t o  be  decen t ra l i zed  

than d i d  school t r u s t e e s .  

9 .  Trustee  responses i n d i c a t e d  a preference  f o r  greater decis ion-  

2 
making a u t h o r i t y  f o r  t eachers  i n  some a r e a s  than d i d  ~ e r i n t e n d e n t  responses 

- 
- - 

but  l e s s  i h  o t h e r s .  
/ 

10. Although school t r u s t e e s  accord more d e c i s i o n a l  in f luence  t o  t h e  
I 

syper in tendent  than t o  t h e  s e c r e t a r y - t r e a s u r e r ,  t h e i r  responses indicated  a 



grea t e r  preference f o r  t h e  s ec r e t a ry - t r ea su re r  t o  make t h e  f i n a l  dec i s ions .  -3 
9 

I 

The opposite conclusion can be drawn from school superintendent responses . 
11. The bui lding p r inc ipa l  should exer t  a high t o  very high l eve l  o f  

inf luence i n  school r e l a t e d  dec i s iona l  a reas .  Superintendents cons i s t en t l y  

accorded a highek l eve l  of inf luence Yo t h e  bui lding p r inc ipa l  than d id  
' 

school t r u s t e e s  . 
12. The minis t ry  of education should play a minor r o l e  i n  a l l  a reas  

except curriculum and i n s t r u c t i o n .  In  most a reas ,  super intendents  p re fe r red  

a lower l eve l  of  inf luence than did  school t r u s t e e s .  - 
- 

13. The secre ta ry- t reasure r  should play a major r o l e  only i n  business 
C 

management. Superintendents p re fe r red  l e s s  inf luence f o r  t h e  secre ta ry-  

t r e a su re r  i n  a l l  ca tegor ies  than d id  t h e  school t r u s t e e s .  

.14.  Other board o f f i c e  adminis t ra tors  should exe r t  a moderate l eve l  

of inf luence i n  a wide ralige of  dec i s iona l  a reas .  Again, super intendents  

accorded a g r ea t e r  in f luence  than d id  school t r u s t e e s .  

15. Groups ex te rna l  t o  t h e  school should not be  acdorded much 

i n  any dec i s iona l  a r ea .  

16. School councils/parent  teacher  assoc ia t ions  should not be 

much inf luence i n  any dec i s iona l  a rea .  

inf luence 

accorded 

17. The g r ea t e s t  inf luence o f  teachers  should be i n  t h e  school o r ien ted  - 
1 '-Q 

areas  o f  pup i l  personnel,  pup i l  ru les /organizat ion and school operat ions .  

Superintendents Accorded a h igher  l e v e l  of  in f luence  i n  a l l  ca tegor ies  

than d id  school t r u s t e e s .  
- 

18. Students should have l i t t l e  inf luence except with regard t o  pupi l  

ru les lo rgan iza t ion .  Superintendents assigned a g r ea t e r  inf luence (but s t i l l  

very small)  t o  s tudents  than did  school t r u s t e e s .  



19. Minis t ry  employed super intendents  p r e f e r  a h igher  l eve l  o f  

.influence than board employed superintendents,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  curriculum 

and i n s t ruc t i on  and personnel adminis t ra t ion ( t eachers ) .  

These two a reas  a r e  i n  a midway pos i t ion  between those  
which have a school board o r i en t a t i on  and those  with a 

~e school bu i ld ing  o r i en t a t i on .  

2 0 .  School boards which employ a superintendent p r e f e r  more inf luence 

f o r  t h e  superintendent i n  business management ,8 pupi 1 personnel and school- 

community r e l a t i o n s  than boards which do not  employ a super intendent .  

Conversely, they p r e f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  inf luence f o r  t h e  superintendent 

i n  personne 1 adminis t ra t ion (adminis t ra tors)  . 
4 This suggests t h a t  such boards f e e l  more confident 

about according " t h e i r  man" more inyluence i n  a reas  
which tend t o  be  regarded a s  ones within t h e  domain 
o f  t he  school board. The l e s s e r  i n f l u e  e f o r  t he  a" superintendent i n  personnel administ t i o n  poss ib ly  

> r e f l e c t s  t h e  school board 's  own -involvement with 
school super in tendent  s e l e c t  ion and evaluat ion.  

2 1 .  Except f o r  thk  r o l e  of t h e  superintendent i n  curriculum and 

i n s t r u c t i o n  and i n  personnel adminis t ra t ion ( t eachers ) ,  co r r e l a t i ons  between 

superintendent and school t r u s t e e  preferences f o r  t h e  r o l e  of superintendent 

and school board i n  d i s t r i c t s  which do not employ a superintendent a r e  q u i t e  

l o w  and a r e  not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

This suggests t h a t  i n  most decis ional  a r ea s  i n  such 
school d i s t r i c t s ,  t h e r e  is a lack of congruence be t -  
ween t h e  perceptions of superintendents and school 
t r u s t e e s  . 

Decisional  Inf luence and Demographic Variables s -- - 

No s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  coe f f i c i en t s  were found f o r  

t h e  dec i s iona l  ca tegor ies  of pup i l  ru les /organizat ion 

and school operat ions  and any of  t h e  super i  tendent o r  school t r u s t e e  \ 



demographic v a r i a b l e s  o f  age, t o t a l  years  of  experience,  years  i n  o f f i c e  
'-. 

i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  o r  l e v e l  of  educat ion,  nor  with school d i s t r i c t  enrollment.  

The percept ions  o f  super in tendents  and school t r u s t e e s ,  male o r  female, a, 
- 

+ - urban o r  r u r a l ,  f o r  p r e f e r r e d  r o l e s  i n  these  same t h r e e  d e c i s i o n a l  areas-  

a l s o  d i d  n o t  d i f f e r  s ign i f i c -an t ly  with t h e  exception o f  school t r u s t e e s ,  

1 urban o r u r a l ,  f o r  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  super in tendent  i n  pup i l / ru les f  

o rgan iza t ion .  Urban school t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r  t h e  super in tendent  t o  e x e r t  

g r e a t e r  in f luence  i n  t h i s  a r e a  than do r u r a l  t r u s t e e s .  

In  t h e ' o t h e r  f i v e  d e c i s i o n a l  a r e a s ,  t h e  fol lowing conclusions can be 

made based on t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  (p < .05) c o r r e l a t i o n  values  

found, bu t  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  genera l  proviso t h a t  even i n  t h e s e  cases ,  t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  moderately weak. 

Curriculum and I n s t r u c t i o n  4 
-/- 

1. The higher  t h e  educat ional  l e v e l  of  super in tenden t s ,  t h e  g r e a t e r  

t h e  l e v e l  o f  inf luence  p r e f e r r e d  by super in tendents  f o r  t h e  super in tendent .  

2 .  The g r e a t e r  ( a )  the  age of  t h e  super in tendent ;  (b) t h e  t o t a l  

experi-enqe o f  t h e  super in tendent ;  and (c)  the  experience of t h e  super in-  

tendent  i n  t h e  school  d i s t r i c t ,  t h e  l e s s  t h e  in f luence  p r e f e r r e d  by 

super in tendents  f o r  t h e  schoo 1 board.  

3 .  Male school  t r u s t e e s  p r e f e r  more in f luence  f o r  t h e  school board 

than do female school t r u s t e e s .  

4 .  Urban super in tendents  p r e f e r  more inf luence  f o r  t h e  school board 
> 

than do r u r a l  super in tenden t s .  

These conclusions suggest  t h a t  curriculum and 
i n s t r u c t i o n  is  an a r e a  o f  c e n t r a l  concern t o  
super in tendents  and t h a t  i t  becomes inc reas ing ly  
important a s  experience and knowledge i n  t h e  a rea  
inc rease .  This view is no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  i n  c o n f l i c t  



with t h e  addi t ional  influence i n  curriculum and 
i n s t r u c t i m  prefer red  by urban superintendents 
f o r  the  school board but may r e f l e c t  not p l y  an 
increased emphasis i n  t h i s  a rea  but t h e  ava i l -  
a b i l i t y  of g rea t e r  exper t i se  and resources than 
in  r u r a l  areas .  

Pupil Personnel 

1. The g rea t e r  the  t o t a l  experience of  t he  superintendent,  t he  

t h e  influence preferred by superintendents f o r  the  superintendent.  
F 

This conclusion is consis tent  with an expectation 
t h a t  more experienced superintendents would place 
grea te r  r e l i ance  on t h e  bui lding p r inc ipa l  i n  t h i s  
decis ional  area .  

2. The higher t he  educational l eve l  of  ~ u ~ e r i n t e n d e n t s ,  t he  grea te r  

k the  influence preferred y superintendents f o r  t h e  superintendent and the  P 
\ school board. 

1. The grea te r  t h e  # s t r i c t  experience of the  superintendent,  the  
$4. 

l e s s  t h e  influence by supefiritendents f o r  the  luperintendent 
7 

grows i n  t h e - d i s t r i c t ,  
9 r e l a t i ons  is  seen t o  be 

it may be seen a s  an 
board o r  simply r e f l e c t  

the increased inf luence preferred by superintendents i n  
curriculum and in s t ruc t ion .  

C 
2 .  The g rea t e r  t h e  school d i s t r i c t  enrollment (a) the  g rea t e r  the  

, inf luence preferred by en ts  f o r  t he  school board, and (b) t he  
- - 

l e s s  t h e  influence prefer red  by school t ru s t ee s  f o r  the  school board. 
-- - - - -- p- - - - --- - - - - - - - - -- 

This suggests t he  po ten t i a l  f o r  some r o l e  c o n f l i c t  and 
r o l e  ambiguity i n  t h e  a rea  of school-community r e l a t i ons  
i n  la rge  school d i s t r i c t s .  

3.  The grea te r  t h e  school t r u s t e e  t o t a l  experience, t h e  greater the  . 

influence prefer red  by school t ru s t ee s  f o r  the  school board. 



123 
\ 

? 
- 

I - f- 

One could speculate from t h i s  tha t  more experienced 
t rus t ees  give grea ter  recognition t o  the  importance 
o f ' t h e  r o l e  of the school board i n  school-community 
r e l a t ions .  
s 

4 .  The higher the educational leve l  of school t rus tees ,  the less 
& 

- the  influence preferred by school t rus t ees  ' for  the  school board. 

This may be re la ted  t o  the r b l e  ascribed i n  t h i s  a rea  
t o  superintendents but the  re la t ionship  with educational 
level  of school t rus t ees  was not determined. I t  may - 

s$ly r e f l e c t  t h e  value ascribed t o  t h i s  decis ional  
area and be indica t ive  o f  a distance between such 

" t r u s t e e s  and t h e i r  constituency. 

5 .  Urban school t rus t ees  prefer  more influence f o r  the superintendent 

i n  t h i s  area than do r u r a l  t rus tees .  
P 

This may be r e l a t ed  fp t h e  previous conclugion. I t  could 
a l so  r e f l e c t  the f ac t  t ha t  ru ra l  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  smaller 
and school t rus t ees  a r e  more l i k e l y ' t o  see t h i s  as  an 
area where t h e i r  influence could be qu i t e  considerable, 
Relative mobility of superintendents could be another 
f ac to r .  

3 

'7 

. Personnel Administration (administrators) - 

1. The grea ter  the  d i s t r i c t  experience of the  superintendent, t h e  

grea ter  the  influence preferred by superintendents f o r  the school board. 

One 'assumes tha t  t h i s  i s  an expression of increased 
confidence of the  superintendent i n  the  school board. 
Zeigler , however, would probably claim t h a t  it means 
t h a t  the experienced superintendent has the  board well  
t ra ined  t o  legi t imate the superintendent's decisi'ons 

I 

and can-afford t o  cede influence. 

2.  The grea ter  the school d i s t r i c t  enrollment, the  greater  the  

influence preferred by superintendents and school t rus t ees  f o r  the  school 
, 

- - - - -  - 

board . 
This implies t h a t  there is a s h i f t  i n  decisional. influence 
i n  personnel administration (administrators) away from 
the  superintendent t o  the school board a s  school d i s t r i c t  
enro 1 lment increases . perceptions' of superintendents and 
school t rus t ees  a r e  congruent but conf l i c t  could a r i s e  i n  
individual s i tua t ions  i f  a superintendent's r o l e  perceptions 



- 

d id  no t  cliang63n-moving from a small t o  a la rge  
school d i s t r i c t .  

Personnel Administration (teachers) 

1. The higher the  educational l eve l  of t h e  superintendent,  t he  

grea te r  t h e  inf luence preferred by superintendents f o r  t he  superintendent.  

2 .  The grea te r  the  school d i s t r i c t  enrollment, t he  g rea t e r  t h e  

inf luence preferred by school t r u s t e e s  f o r  the  scliool board. 

1 

Comparison of Conclusions 

This study was la rgeIy  based on t h e  methodology of  the Diedrich 

Michigan study reported i n  Chapter I1 and t h e  instrument used was modified 

from the  Diedrich Decisiohal Inventory. There is  subs t an t i a l  agreement . 
between the  f indings of t h i s  study and the  f irst  seven o f  t h e  nine "most 

s ign i f i can t "  o f  t he  Diedrich f indings (see Chapter 11, p.  ) . Where 

comparisons can be made with demographic var iab les  used i n  t h e  two s tud ie s ,  

t he  main conclusion i n  both s tud ies  i s  t h a t  those demographic var iables  
, ?  

showed l i t t l e  r e l a t i onsh ip  with t h e  leve l  of  inf luence each_group 

-* prefer red  f o r  each o ther .  4 

= 

Suggestions f o r  Further Research 
I 

1 

I t  i s  suggested t h a t  some avenues f o r  f u r t h e r  research could be 4 

1. Replication o f  t h e  study i n ,  say,  t h r ee  years time when i 
approximately 50% of t he  school boards could_be expected t o _ b e  employing _ - 

- - - - - - - 

' t h e  superintendent.  

2 .  Detailed study ih a small sample of d i s t r i c t s  t o  explore t h e  

nature  o f  r o l e  c o n f l i c t  i n  t h e  a r ea  of  business management and r o l e  
- - 

- - 

conf l i c t  and r ~ l e ~ a m b i g u i t y  i n  school-community r e l a t i ons .  



I ---- -- - - 

3 .  Determining the  perceptions of o ther  than superintendents 

and school t rus t ees  f o r  preferred levels of influence i n  educational 
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Cru wford A usable School Dhtrict 
WILLIAM E. DIEDRICH, PH. D.. Superintendent GRAYLING, MICHIGAN 497M 
PAUL 8. LERQ. Assistant Superlntendenl 
HOWARD W. TAYLOR. Comrnunlty S c h d  Director 
KENT S. REYNOLDS, Secondary Prlnclpd 
MICHAEL J. BRANCH. Asslstant Princlp.1 
DALE A. NICHOLAS. Mlddk School Principal 
MELVIN Q. NUNN, Elementary Prlnclpd 
DAVID A. HAWKINS, Elementmy Pifnciprl 

May 24, 1979 

Mr. John C.. Cusack . 
Simon Fraser University 
Building #l,  Faculty of Education 
Burnaby , B . C . , Canada V5A IS6 

Dear Mr. Cusack: 
i 

Your request to Dr. Mills was inadvertantly sent to me. In the 
. interest* of facilitating matters I hive taken the liberty to enclose 

a copy of the Decisional Influence Inventory. The same questionnaire 
was used with both Board Members and Superintendents. The only 
exception to this was in the D e m o g r w D a t a  Sheet. Here, two 
different sheets were employed. Please.fee1 free to use the entire 
inventory or relevant portions in your study. 

+. 

It may also be of interest to you to know that Dr. Martin S. 
Serediak, currently a faculty member in the Department of Labor 
Studies on Economics at Mount Royal College in Alberta, Canada 
conducted a parallel study in Dertsional Influence. While his work 
focused on governance at the univerisity level, many of the deci- 
sional areas would be equally applicable for public schools. You 
may wish to review his questionnaire. /" 

i 
1 ,  

Best wishes in your research efforts. I would be most interested 
in your cbmclusians. If I can be of any service, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Sincer ly,' 
- 2- 

- - - 

, William E. Diedrich, Ph.D. 

i Superintendent . 

Enclosure: 





DECISIONAL INFLUENCE INVENTORY 

This qwstionnairs consists of two parts. In the f i r s t  part,  you w i l l  be-asked 
to indicate your preferences for the mount of influence , or say, various jndividunls and 
groups SHOULD o r  SHOULD NOT have i n  certain educational decisions. You gre NOT asked what 
cunwntly exis ts  in your school d i s t r i c t .  

In the secood part of the questionnrire,you are asked for  so- persoha1 and 
demographic infomation. Your responses w i l l  be kept s t r i c t l y  confidential and neither you nor 
your school d i s t r i c t  w i l l  be specifically identified or be identifiable in any repqrts of the  
study. 

A code n-er has been placed on the questionnaire t o  enable receipt md retum 
of tb forms to be dets~ned, The-List of names associatad w i t h  the code n d s r s  w i l l  be 
destroyed as soan as the data i s  collected. 

PleeJe do not discuss the items pmsmted in the questionnaire with others 
before coq le t ing  and returning it. 

Thmk you for  your t i n  and assistance. 



INSTRUCTIONS 
Please read the following di rect ions  and examine the e x a q l e  b e l w  befon, completing the questionnaire. 

1. Refer t o  the key below and place a 1-5 in the box under the naare o f  each of  t h e  persons o r  
groups according to the  degree of  influence you feel  they SWULD idea l ly  have i n  the decision. 

2. Circle the  box under the name of the  person or &up who you feel  SHOULD idea l ly  have respons- 
i b i l i t y  for  actually" d i n g  the f i n a l  decision. This should be in terpre ted in  an operational 
sense, not  a legal  sense. A decision i s  considered t o  be made i f  it does not require 
r a t i f i c a t i o n  by another person o r  group. 

KEY - 
1 - Should have a VXRY HIG level  of i n f lwnce  
2 - Should have a HIGH level o f  influence 
3 - Should have a MODERATE level  of influence 
4 - Should have a LITTLE in f lwnce  
5 - Should have NO influence ............................................. 0 Should be responsible fo r  ac tual ly  MAKING THE FINAL DECISlON 

EXPLANATION 

DECISION I'IEMS 

According to  t h i s  respondent, the  schrxl  board and the superintendent should both have a high level  of 
influence i n  contributing t o  t h i s  pa r t i cu la r  decision, with the school board ( c i r c l ed  ) designated as 
the preferred body t o  ac tual ly  make the f i n a l  decision. The Ministry, b o w  o f f i c e  personnel and the 
building pr incipal  should, in the opinion of  the respondent, have a high level  o f  influence whereas 
the influence of parent bodies and teachers should be =&rate. Other groups, ra ted  as 5, should have 
no influence i n  the  matter. 

Ideally,  who SHOULD decide on the educational 
speci f ica t ions  f o r  a new school building? 

. , 

Note t h a t  (a) the same nmbor may be used more than once i n  an item 
(b) not a l l  numbers between 1-5 need be used i n  an item 
(c) a number i s  placed in  every box 
(d) cqe number i s  c i r c l ed  

2 a I $ 2 5 5 3 - 2 3 5 



- Should have a level  of  influence - Should have a eve1 of influence - Should have a TE leve l  o f  influence - Should have a - Should have NO 

I 1. Ideally,  who should determine school d i s t r i c t  
budget p r i o r i t i e s ?  

F 

I 2. Idea l ly ,  who should e s t a b l i s h  t h e  d i s t r i c t  
budget? 

3. Ideally,  who should deternine the  appropriatene$s 
of d i s t r i c t  level  expenditmu within categories 
a f t e r  the budget has been approved? 

I 
I CURRICULUM AND INSTRLICI?ON 

I I I I I  I 1  I 1 1 1  

4. Idea l ly ,  who should s e l e c t  textbooks f o r  the  
d i s t r i c t ?  I I I I I  I I I I I I  

5. Ideally,  who should decide hocr t h e  curriculum of 
the d i s t r i c t  w i l l  ba changed, i.e., revisions,  
delet ions,  additions? -- 

6. Idea l ly ,  who should detomine t h e  method by which 
the effect iveness o f  the  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  program 
w i l l  be evaluated? 

7. Idea l ly ,  who should de temine  the  p a l s  of t h e  
d i s t r i c t  - what s k i l l s ,  knowledge and a t t i t u d e s  
the graduating student should possess? 

8. Idea l ly ,  who should doternine the  method by 
which student progress i s  reported t o  parents? 

9.  Idea l ly ,  who should es tab l i sh  the  c r i t e r i a  by 
which students  a m  grouped f o r  ins t ruc t ion ,  i.e., 
how c l u s e s  a m  foxued? 

10. Idea l ly ,  who should decide i f  a pupil i n  grade 7 
i s  not t o  be p-ted t o  s a c o n d ~ r y  school? 

11. Ideally,  who should decide on individual  student 
suspensions of  l ess  than f i v e  days' d u n t i o n ?  

I 

12. Ideally,  who should decide which s&ol i n  the  
d i s t r i c t  a student s h a l l  at tend? 

SCHOOL - W I T (  I 

1 

15. Idea l ly ,  who should s e l e c t  individuals  t o  serve 
as mmbem of d i s t r i c t  wide c-ity c o a i t t e e s ?  

16. Ideal ly,  who should s e l e c t  now building pr inc ipa ls?  

17. Ideal ly,  who should d e t e d n e  which building 
pr inc ipa ls  w i l l  be t ransfer red  o r  r e u s i p e d  within 
the d i s t r i c t ?  

18. Ideal ly,  who s b u l d  &tomine  evaluation procedures 
for  building principals? 

19. Idea l ly ,  who should s e l e c t  a new school super- 
i ntendent? 

PLEASE CONTINp TO NEXT PAGE 



- Should h v e  a YeRY HICH l a w 1  o f  influence - Should h w  a H I M  level  o f  influence - Should have a =RATE 10-1 o f  influence 
4 - Should have a LI'ITLB influsnce 
5 - Should h a w  NO i n f l w n w  ............................................. 

Should be r o + a n i b l r  f o r  ac tua l ly  WING 
" I lW FFIAL D6C1S1(. 

22. Ideally,  who should dad& teacher evaluation 
p r o c a h s ?  

23. Ideally,  rho should d e t e h  prof i ss iona l  
devslopmnt program f o r  t e a c h m ?  

24. Ideally,  who should decide what i s  t o  bs placed 
i n  a t racher 's  p e n a m e l  f i l e ?  

2s. Idurl ly.  h a  s M W  drhrdnr wMch mchors w 
t o  bo m l e u o d  b e u u r o  o f  mduced e n r o l l m t s ?  

20. Ideally,  who should docids which teachers t o  him? 

21. Ideal ly,  who should decide which t o a c h e n  w i l l  be 
t r r n s f e m d  within tho d i s t r i c t ?  

Ideally,  who should &tomine  ru les  gumming 
pupil  conduct? 

\ 

Ideally,  who should & c i b  which student clubs o r  
othor s tud.nt  proups w i l l  be p q d t t r d  i n  schools 
of the  d i s t r i c t ?  

28. I d s r l l y ,  who should &ci& the u s i ~ m n t  o f  
t e a c h o n  t o  c l u s e s t  

29. Ideally,  who should d a c i b  on am& i t e -  f o r  
i n d i r i d r u l  school s t a f f  r e t i h g s ?  

30. Ideally,  who should & t o r d m  tho awmt of money 
available for  s p e c i f i c  d o p a f r m t a l  o r  g r u b  
l a w 1  e a p e n d i t w  a f t d r  a school h u  r o c r i d  its 
budwt  rllocat.tionat 

P 1 r . u  review your msponsos t o  ensur,  that :  l 
a. Elch space ham an mtry of 1-5 

b. The perton o r  group who ?hould k m6ponsible f o r  ACNALLY W I N G  l?H WCISIW 
h u  been c i rc led .  

- - - - 



DECISIONAL INFLUENCE INVENTORY 

Please enter in  the boxes below a check a u k  or  a nmber, whichever is sppmpriate. 

1. In what school enro lben t  categoq i s  your school d i s t r i c t?  

2.  I s  your school d i s t r i c t  in  a mmicipality classif ied as.... 

3. What is your age? 

4. What i s  the high.st level of fo-1 education you have 
reached? 

What i s  your sex? 

How m y  mllbsrs of each sex am on your school b o d ?  

Answer (1) OR (2) 

For h w  m y  years in my scho~ l  dl- h.ve you been a... 

For how m y  y e u s  in  your haw 
you k e n  a.. . . . 

-- - - - 

Who pays tb s a l m  of the school slg.rinten&nt in  
your school d i s t r i c t?  

I f  you haw Eh.Cked~"ministry" in item 9, does ths  
slparintmdont .also work with another school board? 

loss than 5000 

5000 - 10000 

10000 - 15000 

15000 - 20000 

=re than 20000 

urban 

ml 

less than 30 

30 - 39 

40 - 49 

50 - 59 

60 or  over 

sow secondary school 

senior secondary 
school gradusto 

s o n  post-saconday 

post-secondary 
graduate '(university, 
college, ins t i tu te )  

nastsrs degree 

doctoral degree 

(1) school superintendent? 

(2) school trustee? 

(1) school s u p e r i n t h h t ?  

ftf rchooftnIstuwe -i 

school board 

minis ty  



A P P E N D I X  C 

L e t t e r  from Researcher t o  Superintendents  and School Trus tees  



Dear 

During my experience a s  an educational adminis t ra tor  
in the  S t a t e  of South Aus t ra l ia ,  I have developed an i n t e r e s t  
i n  decision making as it a f f e c t s  schools. t- 

A t  present I am undertaking graduate study at  Simon 
Fraser University and as my master's t h e s i s  I am making a 
study of t h e  decis ion making r o l e  preferences fo r  school boards 
and superintendents of schools. My Senior Supervisor f o r  
t h e  study i s  D r .  M. Kanley-Casimik, Director of Graduate Programs 
in the Faculty of Education. 

Your ass i s tance  with  t h i s  study is requested by completing 
the  enclosed quest ionnaire  and returning it t o  m e  i n  t h e  stamped 
addressed envelope provided. This questionnaire is being sent  
t o  a l l  school superintendents in Br i t f sh  Columbia and t o  a 
sample of school board members in each school d i s t r i c t .  A l l  
responses w i l l  be  t r ea t ed  in confidence and w i l l  be aggregated 
f o r  s t a t i s t i c a l  ana lys i s .  No information reported w i l l  enable 
s p e c i f i c  responses from individuals  o r  school d i s t r i c t s  t o  be 
i den t i f i ed .  Completed quest ionnaires  w i l l  no t  be seen by any 
other  individual  or  organization.  

' I n  order t o  complete t he  research i n  t h e  time ava i l ab l e  
t o  m e  and a l s o  t o  increase t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t he  data ,  
I would be most apprec ia t ive  i f  you m u l d  complete and r e tu rn  
t h e  quest ionnaire  a s  soon a s  possible  a f t e r  you rece ive  it 
and, u n t i l  you do so,  not  t o  discuss  it with any other  r ec ip i en t s .  

I f  you have any questions,  please c a l l  me a t  291-4259 o r ,  
in  t h e  evenings, a t  h a e  on 294-5897. I hope t h a t  t h e  study 
will not  only be of i n t e r e s t  t g  you but t h a t  it may have 
sme useful outcomes f a r  you. - I  look forward t o  s6laring t h e  
f indings with you. 

Yours s h c e r e l y ,  

a, 
John Cusack 

i 



APPENDIX D 

Let ter  from Director of Graduate Programs t o  School Trustees 



Dear 

1 Encloaed with t h i s  l e t t e r  is a questionnaire which 
has been prepared as par t  of a study being undertaken by 
M r .  John Cusack, a graduate student, towards h i s  t h e s i s  
f o r  the  degree of Master of Arts (Education) a t  Simon 
Fraser University. 

I know tha t  many demands a r e  made on your time but 
hope tha t  you w i l l  be su f f i c i en t ly  interested in the  
r e s u l t s  of t h i s  study t o  spend approximately 15 - 20 minutes 
i n  completing the questionnaire. 

This research proposal has been examined by m e  and 
has my support. Your cooperation would be grea t ly  
appreciated and a high l e v e l  of part icipat ion w i l l  enhance 
t h e  value of the study. Further d e t a i l s  are given in the  
enclosed material .  

Sincerely, 

MikeMnnleyFhs*mir- 
Director Graduate Programs 
Faculty of Educatian' 

Enc losur e 



APPENDIX E 

Letter from Director of Graduate Programs to Superintendents 
4 



Enclosed w t t h  this letter i s  a quest ionnaire  which 
has been prepared as p a r t  of a study being undertaken b y '  
M r .  John Cusack, a graduate s tudent ,  towards h i s  t h e s i s  f o r  
t h e  degree of Master of Arts (Education) a t  Simon Fraser 
University. 

I am aware t h a t  you,are of ten asked f o r  information of 
var ious  kinds and apprec ia te  t h a t  you a r e  busy at  t h e  
end of a school year but hope t h a t  you w i l l  be wi l l ing  t o  

$ p a d  approximately 15 - 20 minutes i n  completing the  
questionnaire.  

This research proposal has been examined by m e  and has 
my support. I am sure  t h a t  t he  is a l s o  one i n  
Qhich you w i l l  have some interest. 

I 

Your coopera t fm wi th  t h e  research pro jec t  would be A 

g r e a t l y  appreciated and a high l e v e l  of partCcipation w i l l  
- enhance its value. Further d e t a i l  of the  study is given 

i n  t he  enclosed material. f 
7 I 

v 

Y o y s  s incere ly  - 
_er"l ' 

--- 
- - - 

- - Mike Eianley-Casiprir 
Director Graduate Programs 
Faculty of Education 

Enclosure 



A P P E N D I X  F 

~ollow-up ~ette* to Non-Respondents 



a 

12th Ju ly ,  1979 

Dear 
d e c e n t l , y ,  you and o the r  se lec ted  school t r u s t e e s  and 

schbol superintendents from school d i s t r i c t s  i n  B r i t i s h  Columbia 
received a request  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a s tudy of decis ion making pre- 
f erences . 

. 'The response t o  t h i s  study has been most g t a t i f y i n g  
and many responses have been returned,  including a number which indicated 
considerable i n t e r e e t  i n  the  r e s u l t s  of the  study. %' 

I would l i k e  t o  thank you very much is you have a l ready 
t h e n  time t o  be a p a r t  of t h i s  s tudy and have returned the  questionnaire.  
Some responses a r e  undoubtedly st i l l  i n  the  mail. I f  you have no t  yet  
responded, may I again seek your cooperation i n  completing the 
questionnaire and re turn ing  i t  t o  me by Ju ly  31st. 

The na ture  of the  s tudy is  such t h a t  your response w i l l  
con t r ibu te  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t o  the  v a l i d i t y  of the r e su l t s .  I t  is hoped 

' that the  f indings  of t h i s  research w i l l  be valuable both t o  you and to  
o the r  educat ional  leaders .  

- I iu enclosing a f u r t h e r  copy of mater ia l  sen t  t o  you 
- in case the  o r i g i n a l  material i s  no t  read i ly  ava i lab le  and would be 

most g r a t e f u l  f o r  your ass is tance.  

""n I 
Yours s incerely ,  

\ 

John Cusack 

Graduate Student , 



APPENDIX G 

Final Decision-making : Chi'-Squqre . Tests 
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