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 ABSTRACT

Y

The purpose of this study was to bxamine the perceptions of superinten- -

»

dents and school trustees for the preferred role of themselves and others in

v

educational detision-making. The study was particularly appropriate because
the roles of superintendent and school trustee ianritish Columbia are in a

i

’ ' . |
transitional phase as an increased number of school boards become eligible to é
i

’ - A . :
employ their own superintendent” Other objectives of the study were to deter- -~ .
mine whether superintendent and trustee perceptions were related to the nature “

of the employment of the Superintendent (board employed or ministry of education

»
\

employed) and to a number of specific demographic variables.

il i gt e e

ﬁ.self—rating questiennaire modified from the biédricn Decisional
Inflnence Inventory was nsed.* The questionnaire re&uired respondents to in-
dicate their ideal preferred levei of influence for potential participants in
making 30 educational decision; grouped into the following decisional areesf
businees menagement, curriculum and instruetion, pnpil persennel, school-
community relations, personnel administration (adﬁinistrators), personnel
administration (teachers), pupil rules/organization, and school operations.

The sample'consisteq of 67 school Superintendents in British Columbia
and 132 school trustees, selected systematically by random sampling two from

each school board in the province. Responses were obtained from 78% of the

superintendents and 54% of school trustees. Data were analysed using t-tests,

P,

Pearson correlations and chi square tests of independence. The level of

e

statistical significance used to test the hypotheses proposed was .05.

wikithodidses &

Significant differences were found between the perceptions of -school
trustees and superintendents for the decision-making role of the school y

- board in all decisional areas except community relations and curriculum and N

iii




.

instruction. Perceptions of trustees and superintendents of the decision-
maklng role of .the superlntendent were also found to be statlstlcally d1f-
ferent in most areas, the exceptions being cﬂrriculum and ingtructien and
personnel edministration. Superinteﬁdenrs indicated a preference for a higher
level of influence for themselves than fer school trusfees iﬁfall areas except
school-community relations and persomnel administration (adﬁinistrafors).
School trustees 1nd1cated a preference for .a higher level of influence for
themselves thaﬁ for superintendents in business management , school céﬁmunlty
relations and personnel admlnlstratlon.(admlnlstrarqrs).

Although a number of statistically_significant differences were found
between‘superintendent‘and échobl rrustee perceptiens.of ;he'preferred role
for?other groups and individuals, the general finding was that all other groups
except the building principal were aceorded a low level of infiuence in most
areas of educational decision-making. A reasonably highrlevel of influence
was, however, ascribed to some‘groups in one or two decisional areas;

The relationship beiween superintendent and school trustee perceptions
and a range of specific demographic variables was determineé. The number ofh
statisticarlr significant results obtained was small leading to the general
conclusion that demographicivariables have little influence on the perceived
ideal levels of influence for sdperintendeﬁts and school trustees iﬁ
educationdl deci ion—hekipg. Although some instances of statisti&ally sig-
nificant relatiogships were found, ne strong relationshibé were established

between perceptions of either superintendents or school trustees and the

nature of the employer of the superintendent. . i

iv
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Chapter T

INTRODUCTION -

“—

The governance of education in North America is of considerable
interest to writers and researchers. One characteristicvof educational
govermgnce common to the United States and Canada is the nature and extent
of local control. Although there are many similarities in the public school
systems, there are also many differences attributable to thé distinctive
historical and cultural traditions of the two countries. In addition,

1

although one can generalize to some extent in each country across state or

provincial boundaries, there is considerable diversity within each country.

Background

School systems in North Aggrica in the 1960s were characterized by
rapid growth inzehrollments, student unrest, increased militancy amongst
teachersi’developing teacher préfessionalism, and increasing communi:y
appréhension about whether schools were achieving the intended goals

(Cunningham, 1977; Marland, 1970; Mosher, 1977). Some of these movements

appeared earlier and in greater iggg;;;¥y in the United States than in

: C§nada. }/’

3 ' ) ¥

. Movement into the seventies brought with it a trend towards declining
‘enrollments, increased expression of disenchantment, calls for a return to
basics in education, cut-backs in funding and thé expréssion of a desire for
greater community or neighbourhood control of schools, ﬁarticularly in large
cities (Cistoné, 1977a; Mosher, 1977). The process of colleétiVe bargaining

between school boards and teacher unions has introduced a new and significant _ ¢ .

¥
component into the decision-making process (Cheng, 1977).



The influence of state or provincial authorities is often quite sig;
nificant and in recent years there has been an increased involvement in
education by federal authoritiee, albeit through indirect methods of funding
(Berke & Kirst, 1975; Hodgson, 1976; Wilson, Stamp G_Audet, 1970). }n U.S.A.
in particular, deciéions of the Supreme Court have had far-reaching im-
plications on educational decisien—making at the localAlevel, particulerly
in cases involving civil rights, desegregation and affirmative action.

The Problem
- T ,

Throughout all of theseichanges, the key actors have been ehe school
board and the school superintendent. From one per5pective, they share the
reSpoﬁsibility for the provision of educational services in a school district
and work in a partnership. From another perspective, they represent poten-
tially conflicting interests -- lay versus proﬁessional -- for the control of
the schools. : -

Educationel governance end school boardf;uperintendent re&étionships
erert0pics which have generated eoneide}able*interest (Campbell § Mazzoni,
1976; Campbell, Cunningham & McPhee, 1965). Zeigle}, Tucker and Wilson.
(19775) maintain that the professionals have teken over control of

educational governance from the public. Boyd (1975, 1976) contends

this way. A number of other writers (Cheng, 1977; Cistone, ©1972, 1

Divoky, 1979) have suggested that the concept of jbipartisan control

¢

being challenged by teachers making a claim of expertise>on one hand

by exercising strong interest group influence on the other. Althoughl/ such

-

questions have received most attention in the United States; thtéy are of-

increasing interest in Canada (Coleman, 1974).
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In British Columbia, the nature of the role of schqolnsup@;ﬁntendent

has been undergoing change. Most school supefintendents hayre been employed

by the ministry-of education and althbugh some shift of perceived account-

ability of superintendents to school boards seems to have occurred, the

dual nature of the role suggests that there could be a lack of congruence

between the perceptions of differently appointed school superintendents of

‘their role and that of the school béard in decision—making. The opportunity

existed for some dataroh these perceptions to be collected before a ch?nge

was made to regulations, enabling a much larger pfoportion of superintendents :
. . i

to be employed by school boards instead of the ministry. The nature of the %

decision-making process in school districts i5 also subject to pressures for

change as emergent interest groups are forcing the decision process to take

on ore_gf the characteristics of a political bargaining model. Differences

infﬁeméeﬁtiOHlbetween superintendents and school board members of the roi;;

. P
various individuals and groups should ideally play in educational decision-
making could Becomé quite critical, given a change in the nature of the

1

employment of the superintendent.

Oéjectives o f
» @
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate whether or not
there are significant differences in British Columbia between the preferred'
roles of school superintendents and members of boards of school trustees in
decision-making. The study also attempted to determine whether these dif- ' s T

ferences, if any, are related to whether the superintendent is an employee H

of the board or of the ministry of education.

Eorbabr it

A secondary purpose was to determine whether there are significant

differences between the percepfions of school superintendents and school

et ke i B e e
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trustees of the degree of influence other groups and individuals should
have in decision-making.
Data were also collected to see if any significant relationships existed

between the preferred roles in decision-making of both school superintendents

and school trustees and specific demographic variables.

Significahee of the Study

The significance of the study is that'it will provide a better under-
standing of the potential for role conflict and role ambiguity in key positions
in education. The study may also be of assistance to school boards in B
making a decision about‘the nature of employment appropriate for ajEChool
superintendent in particulaf districts. ’Finally, althqough there have been
some studies in this area coﬁducted in other provinces and in the United
States, no recent study of perceptions of some aspects of the role of the

school superintendent in British Columbia has been made . This study provides

a basis from which a comparison with related studies may be made.
.
Limitations )
The stddy is limited to British Columbia and there is no basis for
extrapolating any results or conclusions beyond the province. The sample
was not stratified on any demographic basis and becaese most school districts
are small, the perceptions of superintendents and school trustees from>emall
schoel districts may be err—represented;
vAﬂpajor assumption is that the decisional areas included in the study
following a>review of relevant 1itefature really do constieute the ﬁajor
areas of concern in educational decision-making. Even if this assumption
is correct, the results obtained cannot be extended to other areas of

educational decision-making not investigated. j



The gtudy focusses on perceptioﬁs of ideal involvement in decision-

’ making and therefafe avdids pggsib}e/ﬁiscrepancies betweeﬁ what adftially

is and what jis reported. The instrument uged is a self-report questionhaire
and this in itself imposes some limitations.

The perceptions of superintendents and school trustees were sought for
the degree of influencé of a number of individuals and groups in educational
decision-making. The perceptions of these groups and individuals of the level
of influence they would prefer to have were not sought and may well‘differ‘

from those of the superintendents and school trustees.

L]

Organization of the Thesis

In the first chapter, the background of the.study is described and the
objectives stated. Chapter II includes an outline of the development of
local governancé in North America followeé by a review of literature per-
taining to role conflict and ambiguity, witﬁ ﬁarticular'reference to relation-
ships betwéen superintendent and school board. The chapter concludes with
a discussion o% the polificization of the decision—making process. In
Chapter III, the method and‘procédures used are described and tbe charac-
teristics of the respondents feported. The results of the stﬁdy are presenfed
ané analysed in Chapter IV and Chapter V is devoted to a summafy and dis-

9

cussion of the results.

W
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Chapter II

H

BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The development of local governance in North America is discussed as a
background_to an understanding of the recent changes to the superintendency
in BriEishJColumbia. Thgs is followed by a review of literature pertaining
to‘superintendent?schoollepard conflict and the additional potential ror
conflict generated more recently by trends towards greater politicization of
education and expressed desires for wider participation in educational ’
decision-making. Then follows a rationale for the stqd& based largely on the

literature review and the chapter concludes with a statement of the major

hypotheses in the study.

Local Governance of Education

A review of literature on the role of the school superintendent and
that of school boards tends to be heavily weighted by studies carried out in
U.S.A. Although there are many similarifies between the roles in U.S.A. and
Canada and in the governance of education generally, there are sufficient
differences to warrant caution in extrapolating conclusions from such studies
into Canadian situations without due consideration of the different historical
and cultural factors which have influenced the development of education.

Lipset (1968) has analysed the factors which have resulted in similarities
and differences between the national character of the United States and
Canada. He categorizes the United States as more achievement oriented,
universalistic, egaliterian and self-oriented than Canada (p. 32), and asc-
ribes the differences to three facters: the varying origins of their

political systems and national identities, varying religious -experiences and
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different frontier experiences (p. 33). Thus, says Lipset, - RN
the value orientations in English-speaking Canada-stem from
a counterrevolutionary past, a continuing need to differen-
tiate itself from the United States, the influence of
monarchical institutions, a dominant Anglican religious tra-
dition, and a less individualistic and more governmentally -
controlled frontier éxpansion than was present on the
American frontier (p. 33).

Lipset argues that Canadians show a greater respect than Americans for
public euthority and attributes this mainly to the influence.of monarthical
government. The lesser respect for public authorities in the United States
is indicated by the extent to which public officials are eleceed to office
rather than appointed. This hes a considerable bearing on administrativex
" practices and has undoubtedly contributed to the clearer identification of
politics.ﬁith administration than has occufred in Canada.r Furthermore, the
greater respect fer govefnment has resulted in a readier acceptaﬁEe by
Canadians of provincial control in areas considered as local mafters in the v
United States. The maintenance of local control has been regarded as a
treasured democratic right and can be traced back to the revoletionéry history
of the United States which achieved separation from Britain by fighting a
war of independence. | |

Canada deve{oped from colonial to dominion status by 18677and although
it became a fully self-governing qetion in 1931, it still has constitutional
links with Britain (Phillips, 1957, P. 174) . The consfitutional legality of
federal and prov1nc1a1 government is determined by the Br1t15h North America
Act, an Act of the British parliament. Both U.S.A. and Canada developed a
federation. In tHe United States, the powers of the federal government were

embodied in the constitution and residual E?wers.lie with the states.

Education is not specifically included in the constitution and is, therefore,

C
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a state responsibility (Campbell et al., 1965). In Canada, the powers of the
federallgovernment and the prpvinces are specified in the British North

America Act and residuél powers lie with the federal government (Katz, J., 1974,
p. 25; Jacobsra Zink, 1966). Education is specificallybdesignafed as a
provincial responsibility. It is noteworthy, however, that in both couﬁtries
there has been a marked increase in the involvemquﬁgiﬁihe federal government

in education and this has had an effect on local decision-making in éducation

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

re
School Boards and Supefisdtendents: U.S.A.

Public school education in U.S.A. has always been a state responsibility.

o

According to Vlaanderen (1971}, '"the prinéiple is well established that a '

local board of education is an agency of the state. Its officers~are state,

not counfy or municipal officers" (p. 7). Ho;ever, the first appointments of

superintendents were not established by constitution or statute, but relied

on theiimplied authority of the board. Now, all but one state authorizes

the position and stipulates various powers and duties (Vlaanderen, 1971, p. 21).
=" School districts are, in effect, extensions = of state governments and,

therefore, board members "owe allegiance to tﬁe state'" (Campbell et al.,

1965, p. 160). In practice, school board members are locally elected and

musé, theréfore, be responsive to their constituencies. Under normal cir-

cumstances, the local role rather than state role tends to be dominant.

Early gbvernance of schools was the responsibility of boards of educatioﬂ
whose members performed all administrative tasks. Difficulties were ex-
perienced as population grew.and»urbanization increased. A partial solution

was found by boards estéblishing standing committees specializing in some
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éspecf of administratgon but eventually it became cléar that the appointment
of a séhool superintendent was necessary to assist the lay bbards. However,
clear resolution of the respective functions %id not occur and has been a |
continuing source of conflict (Griffiths, 1966, p. 8). . _ .

The first local superintendents.were appointed in the latter part of

the 1830s. It was not until some 30 years 1at¢<1/56¢;ver, that the office . ‘ajﬁ&%“*jw

became generally established in school district systems (Burbank, 1968).
Griffiths (1966, p. 8) has identified three stages in the historical develop-

ment of the superintendency up to 1965:

1. 1837 - 1910 ; institution oriented

[T T T IR

2. 1910 - 1945 ; business oriented

3. 1945 - 1965 ; professional school administrator

{The more recent period'is probably best characterized by con%lict resolution
and coping with crises. , . ‘ - o s

During the first phase, boards continued to be régagged as adminisggative
bodies, assisted by the superintendent. As time passed,fmore and more boards
designated the superintendent as executive officer; boards became smaller.and
standing committees less frgquently used. A further development, arising
from the so-called reform movement in municipal affairs, resulted in the
election or appoiﬁtment 6% board members at laf;e rather than by wards. This -.
led to a separation ‘of the administration bf schools from other municipai
functions.

These changes reduced the abuse of political patronage, increased the.
visibility and authority of superintendents and increased the social disténce
between board members and the community. 1In effect, it caused a change in
their role from that of’a delegate to that of a trustee. M;nn%(1975b) describes

a trustee as 'someone whose decisions are based on personal values even though

R RN TR A O Y STOWERSTIDN
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tﬁosé being represented may disagree. On the other hand, a delegate ig guided
by expressed préferencesAof a constituency, ‘even if thisfié contrafy to the
delegate's best jﬁdgment (p. 88). This,pefibd also saw a change in th;
~orientation of the work of superintendents away'from instructggn and towards -
businegs management, finance apd facilities and towards a concern with
efficiency. Mosher (1977) notes that du£ing this period

the part-time, non partisan school boards who embodied the »

reformist view of lay representation in educational management ‘

were, in the main, quite willing to assume a passive role

and delegate policy planning and execution to their superinten-

dents (p. 655). . i

In the third period identified by Griffiths, there was some movement away

from the business executive approach as increased attention was given to the
preparation and professional dévelopment of school administrators and as new
socilal and economic circumstances impinged on the school systems. It was an
era thch included major curriculum projects, civil rights ﬁqvéments, teacher
militancy, student unrest, a swing away from progressivism;_an intense and
ritical interest of.the.public in eduéation, increased federal involvement
through funding and an explosive growth in student enrollmeﬁts (Cistone, 1977a:
Corwin, 1975; Mosher, 1977; Usdan, 1975). This era also includes the period °
of major school district consoiidations, the number'being reduced from 130,000 -
in 1930 to 100,000 in 1945, 37,000 in 1961, with the downward krend continuing
and reaching 16,000 by 1977.(Griffiths, 1966, p. 35; Zeigler et al., 1977b, :
p. 534). This decline in numbers, the consequent increase in size of school
districts and in complexity of administration, both during and after this third

period, resulted in an increased demand for better trained administrators

leading to a greater emphasis on credentialism and to enhanced status and

authority for the superintendent. Zeigler et al. (1977b), keen protagonistsT‘

of both local and lay control of schools, regard the development of the superin-
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tendency as a ﬁajor factor in the loss of lay control through the reduction .

in the number of the community actively iﬁvolved, the reduced responsiveness

of board members to their:larger and more heterogeneous communities and to a

progressive movement away from direct involvement in the administration of

the schools (p. 534).

In 'spite of Zeigler's view'of'i'e dominance of the superintendent, there

are other indications that the position}is beset by tensions and is-very

vulnerable. The superintendency in Ameriéa has been described_by Mosher (1977) ‘

as a "profession in turbulence" and this View is-supported by the recent high

- . "

turnover rate. Statistics provided by Geisert (Note 1)‘show thaf for the six-

year périod, 1969-1975, the average tenure of the superintendent in twenty of

the majqr U.S. city school systems was two yea;si?yFactors which may contribute

to this situation are examined in more detail later in this chapter.

School Boards and Superintendents: - Canada

Some notable differences between Canada ég; U.S.A. havevemerged'in the

development' of education and its governance. The existence of Quebec as a

" French colony prior to the defeat of the €rénch by the British in 1763 and the

cont inued existence of French culture in the confederation of Canada dis-
tinguishes Canada bothgcultunéqiy and in education. Firstly, it resulted in

- -
- .

the principle of unity in diversity and the development of tRe Canadian mosaic

rather than the essentially American melting pot approach to\the assimilation
- : i

of immigrants (Johnson, 1968). The.same principle applied as other ethnic .

groups became estaﬁlished during various immigration pﬁ;ses, particﬁlarly in
fhe prairie provinces. Seco;dly, partly arising out of the récognitign of the
religious rights of the French Catholics, the prihciple of separate schools’
and separate school districtsisupported by public funds was later established

and applied in most of the eastern provinces and then in the prairies. This,

s -
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was not achleved without much b1tterness and undoubtedlx;gg;Iﬁénced the
dec151on ggvestabllsh a spec1f1ca11y secular pub11c school system in British
Columbia by the time it was 1ncorporated into the.confederatlon in 187l.
lXithoughcearlyslegisiation (Common School Act, 1841).estaﬁlished a
principle of ldegl cdntroi by giving-municipal councils the right to build
schools and 1évyftakes (Johnséi, 1968, p. 32), {hebdevelopment of ﬁgovineiaf
systems of education resulted in a‘hféhly'centralized eoﬂtrbi of jnetruction
(Wilson, Stamp '§ Au‘det, 1970). The credit for establishing this as a pattern

in Canada ig/given to Egerton Ryerson, the.architect of the Upper Canada school

=

systemﬁ/xfhus,,although Canadian_proVinces in, general have local school boards,

there is not the same deg‘ee of decentraéi;@;}on of controf’ of instruction to

-

&

be found in U.S.A. or Gfeat Britain' As noted by Katz, 'MIB. (1972) 7 p .
Less hampered by an 1deolog1ca1 defence of locallsm, o o
' qhe bureaucratic model could emerge in purer form in :

: Ontario, {and later in other provinces,.particularly
; - British Columbial than in most places in America -

(p. 18). | .

By the time of confederation in‘1867, both Lower Canada‘and Upper Canada -
had eseablished dual systems of public andAseparate schooi;“end the Ailaﬁtic |
\colonies, except Ne&foundland; had ”well—estabiished public school systems, -
two of which provided free . common schooling for all" (Johnson, 1968, p. 57);

The relatlvely early establlshment of the p051t10n of superintendent of
schools in other than the very small school districts in U.S.A. 1nttodueed a

profe551ona1 educational component to local ‘governance and limited, in many
e

ways, the 1nf1uence of state boards of educatlon and that of the1r ch1ef state

school officer. 1In Canada, except fdr| some school boards 1n larger cities,
the general pattern was for local S! 01 boards to operate without this direct
professionalfinput. Supervision was achieved by a provincial education

autheéity, initially thfough voluntary school visits -and later through visits



of provincially appointed inspectors of schools (Phillips,_lQSZ,Ap. 246),

< Gradually, the éﬁﬁhasié on inspection became less, more administrative‘dﬁfies
“ were/added, and closer relationshipé developqd with school boards as con-
solidation of school districts progr? sed.k |
Using the terﬁ géuperintendent” generically to includé'"inspectors” and
"supervisors' (Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island), there were 750 "superin-
‘tendents ofjs;h§6f5¥ in Canada by'1956 with eighty-six pérdent,employed by a

5

provincial department of education (Flowerza Stewart, 1958). The position of
inspector of schools was renafmed éuperintendent in Saskatchewan in 1939, New

Brunswick in 1943 (Phillips, 1957, p. 250) and British Columbia- in 1958. The

general pattern throughout Canada by 1974 was for school districts other than
small rurpl districts to employ a superintendent. (More recently, "Director
of Education" in some provinces). Some provincial influence is exerted by

provincial inspectors and ministry—empldyed regional superintendents (Monroe,

Superintendency: British'Coluﬁbia

British Columbia developed much laté;‘than eastern Canada. iThe colonies
of Véﬁbouver TIsland and British Columbia were amalgamated ihtq the New British
.Columbia in 1866, one yéar before confederation. The Common School Ordinénce
of 1869 providedra grant towards .a teacher's salary, and provided for the
election of local boards but retained most control through the Governor-in- h
Council, getting a pattern which has prevailed until now. There has never been
any doubt about proviﬁcial resbonsibility for eduéation and the role of local
schéfl boards as instrumentalitiés of the province.‘ The Public Schools Act
isQEﬂite explicit in this regard: 'The Minister, subjecf to the provisions

of this Act . . . has charge of the maintenance and management of all

Provincial schools established under this Act" (Section 6(b)). » ) vw”?"\
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As the province became settled, the number of school boards grew and
was about 600 in the 1920s (Alexander, 1961). Effective control resided
centrally and contact with individual schooks and school boaras was made
époradicglly b? an itinerant,force of provincial Inspectoré of Schools. The
Putnam-Weir Report (1925) drew attention to the inadequacy of so many small
districts and an outcome was the establishment of a large administréfion unit
onfan experimental basis by abolishing 63 loéal boards. This paved the way
for later consolidations.

Foll hg the Cameron Report (1945), the number of school districts was
reduced from 650 to 74 (Cameron Report, 1945, p. 88), and this later grew to
82 by 1960 (Chant, 1960, p- 56). A further recommendation from the Cameron
Report was that the "Inspecfor of Schools should become an advisor to the
Board in each district and Boards should have the right to appoint the

’
inspector as an executive official of the Board' (Alexander, 1961, p. 4).

The net effect of consolidation® and the changed duties of the Inspector
of Schools‘fesﬁlted in the need for almost daily contact with the school board
and an increase in administration duties (McLellan, 19613. This change in
role was eventually recognized by a change in title in 1958 from Inspector
of Schools to District Superinteﬂdent of Schools; as poted previously. Ahother
change had also become evidgyt. The closer working relationships between the
inspector and the school board resulted in an orientation in attitude from
largely ministry to local. This increased after 1955 when.provision was made
for a district superintendent to become executive officer of the board (Graham,
1961). Boards also became involved in the process of selec£ion of new appoin-
tees by making a recommendation from a list of applicants forwarded‘by the .
ministry. This procéss also tended%to eﬁphasize the district rather than the

provincial nature of the appointment. Except for the Vancouver School District,
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however, all appointments were made by Fhe ministry‘of education and the
rsupérintendents were civil servants employed by the>ministry{ Following a .= o
change in government in 1973, the Public Schools Act (1958, Section 12) aﬁd
Regulations (Regulation 11A) were amendeé resultlng in prov151on belng made
for boards of school dlstrlcts with an enrolment exceedlng 20,000 to appoint
a superlntendent of schools in lieu of a ministry appointed district supenln—v
tendent. Six districts became eligible and the boards opted to make such '
appointments.
A further d;;;;gpment occurred in July, 1979, when Regulation 11A was
amended to make the miqimum enrolmen} 4;000.‘ A stated aim of this change
was to give school boards greater scope in selecting a superintendent than
.existed previously (Hansard, 1979; p. 641). The change was supported by the
B.C. School Trustees Association, the B.C. Teachers Federation and the
Association of B.C. School Superintendents (Ministry of Education, Note 2).-
Almost simultaneously, amendments made to the Public Schools Act pres-
‘cribed that neﬁ appointments of Superintendents of Schools by boards be made
under term contracts (three - five years) and made‘provisiqn for a'supefin—
tendent whose E;nlxact is ot renewed to be offered a teaching or supervisory
position in the district (Education Statutes Amendment Act,. 1979, Pt. 15).
The position of school superintendent in British Columb;%ghas a much JE§§
shorter histoiy and a different genealogy from its counterpart in U.S.A. The
decision to allow more school boards to select and employ their own superin-
tendents may mean that the position of school superintendent will acquire more
of the characteristics of the American model. One additienal d;fference
‘should be noted;: In the evolution of the U.S. school $uperintendency, the

period when there was an emphasis on business management and efficiency resulted

in unitary control being established and thg: superintendent in most districts

o
4
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fbecéme the chief executivé officera(Campbell et al!, 1965, p. 191}. 1n Canada
in general, however,‘and in British Columbia in particular, the normal practice
has been for a school board to appoint a secretary-treasurer, one of whose
roles has been business management. The position is established with statutory
authority and the secretary-treasurer has always been employed by the school
board.- In most school districts, a system of dual control has operated since
the district superintendent has not been én employeé of the board. School ’
districts which exceeded the previous minimum enrolment of 20,000 have had

the option of unitary or dual control. Only four of the seven districts in this
category (June, 1979) had established the superintendent as chief executive
officer. Tﬁe secreéary—treasurer, therefore, emerges as a potentially sig—.

nificant factor in influencing the process of decision-making and in becoming

involved in conflict situations.

B

SuEprintendent - School Board Relationships

>
Z

The Nature of Conflict

"Conflict is a term which occurs frequently in literature on management
@ and, with regard t?‘this study, in relation to the role of the school superin-
tendent. Overt conflict can be said to,occur Qhen two or more groups move
beyond certain‘so;ially accepted norms of resolving disagreements (Weeres,
1§71, p. 2). Ig‘a broader sense, it occﬁrs in society‘at large and, according
to Weeres, "conflictvis endemic to tﬁe political’processeslof democracy"
(p. 1). It is reéarded as necessary at times to ensure that an organization
‘fulfills its goals or that a government becomes more responsive to the elec-
torate.l
AL ,
A greaéideal of conflict is, however, not expressed openly but may be

detected thyéugh a high turnover rate, absenteeism, hostile attitudes, lack

N
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of cooperation or other low-key signs of discontent.

If one regards a school district as a social sfstem, the model of
educational administration as a social process developed by Getzels and
Guba (1957) can be used to conceptualize conflict in terms of interactions
between institutions and individuals.

Associated with the institutions are roles and erpectations which are .

‘

determined by the goals of the system. Individuals have their own personalities
and need-dispositions and interactions between these constitute social ’
behaviour. The model, therefore, has two dimensions; a'nOmothetic or normative
dimension, defined by the institutions of the sociel system, and an ideographic
or individ#ual dimension, defined by the individuals. Since the institutions
are normative and define the roles, theﬂrolgs determine, at least to a large
degree, the role expectations upon the actor in the role. Roles are, therefore,
"identified more with positions than with persons and are regarded as "institut-
ional givens' (Getzels and Guba, 1957, p. 426). Furthermore, roles are
regarded as complementary and interdependent. It would, for example, clearly
be impossible to define the role of a school superintendent without defining

the role of school board members.

Using this model, it is ‘possible to identify both institutional and

Pes

individual conflict. Both of these impinge on the roles of sohOOllsuperin-
tendent and school board member. Conflict can theoretically occur within the
nomothetic dimension and such an incongruity is represented.oy role conflict
which occurs "whenever a role incumbent 1is required to conform simultaneously
to a number of expectations which are mutually exclusive, contradictory or
inconsistent'" (Getzels, 1958, p. 161). Personality conflict can also occur

within the ideographic dimension as a result of opposing needs and dis-

positions within the individual. Finally, it is possible for role - personality

B N e
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~conflict to occur and this is represented by incoqgruenée between the nomo-
thetic and ideographi¢ dimensions. -

Thisiapproach by Getzels and Guba is consonant with that used by
Gross, Mason & McEachern (1958) in thgir study of the role éf the school
superintendent. Gross et al (1958) define a role as '"a set of'expectatiéns 7
=™ . a set of evaluative standards applied to an incumbent of a particular
‘position” (p. 60). The authors further point out that this definiiion
enables the concept to be used "in analysis in which the incumbents of the
position . . . are definers of the role!' (p. 61). Such is the case in this
study.
In a later study, Rizzo, House and Lirtzman (1970) anaiysed role conflict
— ,
and role ambiguity in complex organizations. In a situation where an employee
receives orders from more than one superior, violating the principle of single
accountability and role theory, one can expect role co%flict and its associated
reduction in organizational‘effectiveness and personal satisfaction. A numbé#
‘ by

of studies are cited which indicate that ''professionals in such situations.

experience stress as a result of being caught in .the middle" (Rizzo,ét a1.,
1970, p. 151). Rizzo et al. found that accountability to 6ne superior redﬁCed
inconsistent expectations and resultea in less role conflict.

: %

Role ambiguity is another aspect of role theory which the:literature
suggests can have an effect on performance and satisfaction (Lydns, 1971;
Rizzo et al;, 1970; Rogers § Molﬁar, 1976) . Some uncertainty exists, however,
‘about the direction of the effect. Role ampiguity can occur if the incumbent
lacks or feels a lack of adequate rolék}elévanf information, paiticularly aé
a result of alrestriction of informatio; or uncertainty about the quality

of the information (Lyons, 1971). .

Further refinement of the concept of role conflict was provided by Kahn,



Wolfe, Quinn, Spock § Rosenthal (1964, pp. 19-20) in identifying four infef—

related aspects:
(1) person-role conflict when role requirements are inconsistent with

“

personal values of the incumbent;

(2) inter-role conflict, in which a person has two or more roleg
simultaneously;

(3) inter-sender conflict when inconsistent pressures are applied by
two or more role senders; and

(4) intra-sender conflict when inconsistent demands are made on the
incumbent by a single member of the role set.

Person-role conflict could occur either for superintendents or for

school board‘member; but is not of significance in this study. The other three

types of conflict, howevér, are all potentially applicable to superintendents

in particular, but may also affect school board members.

Superintendent/- School Board Conflict'

Gross (1958) drew attention to some of the problems experienced by
superintendents in workiﬁg withTSchool boards and in providing effective
educational leadérship. Th¢ study indicated that both role conflict and role
ambiguity existed and clearer statements of the rights and obligations 6f
both superintendents and school board members were needed. Gross noted

that
-
) these data strongly suggest that in many school systems
superintendents and school boards do not agree on the
crucial problem of who is supposed to do what, on what

is policy making and what is administration (p. 125).

This, however,tends to be an over-simplified view of a complex situation.

&
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A lack of consensus or even overt conflict often leads to a desire
to replace the superintendent. Carlson (1972) carried out a series of
secondary analyses of data collected in a number of studies of superinten-
dents. He concluded from demographic charecterietics of superintendents in
the Unitea States ''that the supé%intendency constitutes a relatively open
elite" (p. 35). Eew Barriers for entry into the position were found. ' As
Carlson points out, however, the superintendency 'also appears'te be one
elite from which many exit'" (p. 37), a statement based on reports of losses

~

from the position into other fields. The position is also characterized by
a considerable degreeNOf mobility, often reflecting the result of inteneel
conflict situations.

Carlson's major thesis is in distinguishing between career-bound and
place-bound superintendents and in establishing the relationship between
these types and executive succession. According to Carlson, the career-
bound superintendent aims high.early in his career in education, is active
professionally and pursues prestigious graduate training early. Typically,
the place-bound superintendent develops his ambitions later and these eften
develop only as opportunity arises. He is less active in pursuing‘his
studies and professional interests and less concerned about where hei%oes
his graduate study. The career-bound superintendent is more progressive
in his educational views and less satisfied in his job than the place-bound
superintendent (p..65).

This categorization of superintendents becomeg important when the
question of succession arises. , The 5uperintendency in the United States
appears to havg a typical life history. Often the appointment has been

made because of a lack of satisfaction with a predecessor or his achievements
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and is associated with the election of a new school board. At first there

is a honeymoon period but eventually some dissatisfaction arises and

conflicts emerge. Satisfaction progressively decreases, opposition

increases and the search for a successor begins anew. Carlson's study \'
indicates that in these circumstances, the appointment will be giveﬂ to

a career-bound superintendent. On the other hand, when it becomes neces- | /
sary for a superintendent to be replaced and no major dissatisfaction has ("
arisen, an appointment of either type will be made. Carlson postulates

that the outcomes for a school district can be predicted on a knowledge :

of the origins of the successor. ’ . ' !

~ If the school board chooses a successor from within
the containing organization, the central tendency
of his performance will be to stabilize what exists;
if the school board reaches outside the containing
school system for a successor, the central tendency
of his performance will be to alter what exists
(p. 157). R o

Thus, a rather extreme mechanism for the resolution of conflict
between a superintendent and fa school board, but one which appears to ' g

occur on an episodic basis, lies in the succession process, a process

which Lutz and Iannaccone (1978) consider to be unnecegﬁarily traumatic.

Harris (1970) compared school board member and superintendent per-
ceptions in Colorado for selected tasks and decisions, using a self-report
questionnaire. Role conflict was indicated in areas which included,

inter alia, developing budget priorities, provision of special services,

b+ o vt s o

teacher evaluation and professional staff appointments and dismissals.

PR

The study showed a propensity for older board members to expect superin—r

tendent dominance in decision-making. Superintendents in larger districts




expected less direction 'in discretionary matters than superintendents in
smal ler districts. Youﬁger superintendents perceived more superintendent
dominance in relation to physical facilities, indicating conflict with
board member expectations in this area.i Length of service as a superinten-
dent had no effect on any variable.

A study of school committee member and superinfendent perceptions
of roles, responsibilitieé and relationship§ (Lynch, 1976) in Massachugetté
indicated a lack of congruence of perceptions regarding hiring of personnel
below the rank of assist;nt superintendent, involvement of middle managément

in the administrative team, long-range planning, personngl evaluation and
. .
parent and community relations.

Overfield (1970) conducted a survey of Missouri's 924 superintendents
and board of education perceptions of actual and ideal involvement in

policy execution tasks. The conclusions of ‘the study were as follows:

1. Board of education members are move involved in
policy execution functions than is generally
recommended by writers in the field of educational
administration. '

2. Generally, there is an inverse relationship between
the degree of school board members' participation
in policy-execution functions and the size of the
school district. :

3. Generally, board of education presidents perceive that
‘school board members are functioning and should be
functioning in policy-execution functions to a greater
degree than superintendents perceive the involvement.

4, Generally, superintendents and board of education
-presidents perceive that school board members should
become involved in policy-execution functions more than
they are at present.

L ] . .

5. Generally, superintendents and board of education presidents
view school board members' role to be greatést in the task
area of school buildings and construction (p. 3834). )



Pabian (1971).based a study of the perceptions of superintendent
and presidents of boards of education for the role of the New Jersey

superintendent on the quéstionnaire developed by Gross (1958). The

conclusions of the study as reported by Pabian (1971) were:

1. There wasia lack of consensus between superinten-
dents and board presidents in New Jersey regarding
the perception of the role gf the New Jersey super-
intendent of schools with superintendents pérceiving
the role as endowed with more authority than did .
board -presidents. :

2. Superintendents and board presidents in New Jersey
approached consensus concerning the division of
responsibility in the areas of textbook selection,
instructional policy, plant maintenance and atten- .
dance regulations.

3. Superintendents and board presidents in New Jersey
lacked consensus concerning tie division of respon-
sibility in public relations, budget preparation,
policy initiation and teacher salary. negotiations.
1

4. Neither age, experience nor educational level of
the respondent had an influence on the perception
of either role by either respondent group.

5. There was a greater tendency toward consensus as
to role between board presidents and superinten-

dents revealed in this study than was reported
by Gross et al. in Massachusetts (p. 2969)

There have been suggestions (Scott, 1976) that the position in U.S.A.
has declined in status, is fraught with insufmountable problems and even
requires legislative action for the assignment of superintendent and board
responsibilities. Cunningham (1977) claims that ''the demands and
challenges (of urban suggrintendency) seem almost unmanageable" (p) 112).
This view is Supported by Nolfe (cited in McGhehey, 1971), who states

that
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the present confusion as to the precise legal nature
of the position tends to produce misunderstandings
within the school staff, lack of public understanding,
hinders educational innovation and creates confusion
and divisiveness in professional negotiations (p. 67).

\,
.

Downey (f§76):drew attention to some ambiguities. in the legal statusvof
school superintendents in Alberta and a number of these have since been
resolved. Recent changes to the superintendency in British Columbia may
well result in the development of similar ambiguitiesf .

Knezevich (1969) refers to a review by James of doctoral dissertations
which, inter alia, examined school board - superintendent conflict and in

which James concluded that ”Conflicts are inevitable and therefore one mark

of a vigorous and healthy school board is successful management of conflict"

(p. 231). ‘Knezevich;however; acknowledges that the consolidation of yery small
Pw .

. (’
districts into larger units, the emergence of the superintendent as the chi%fj

- executive officer and '"the increasing complexity of public education .

makes it more important than ever to provide‘an adequate legal basis for the

intendency in public edﬁcgtioﬁ." He goes on to callnfor “recodification
of statutes dealing with public education and the determination therein of
the status, authority and«re§ponsibility of sufefintendents'of schools-in
public education'" (p. 238). |

McGhehey (1971) refers to the vagueness of the legal status of the
superintendency in U.S.A. and suggests this is a contributing factor to in--
stability in the position. Vlaanderen (1971) is much more specific: "Before
a lay board makes an educationai decision it should hear a recommendation from
the educator it has chosen for its executive officer: state laws should so
require" and, further, "decisions which are purely professional in nature

should be reserved for professionals" (pp. 49-50). In view of the difficulties

\
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which have been experienced in distinguishing between administration and

_policy, one wonders about the practicality of such a suggestion. As Campbell

et al. (1965) have stated,

, .
the interaction between executive and policy maker is

so intricate in the policy forming stage as Well as
in the policy implementing gtage that it is hopeless
to separate these functions infpractice (p. 182).

As Zeigler (1976) points out; part“&i the difficulty with the superin-
tendent - school board relationship stems from an adherence to a traditional
democratic theory in which the school board, as an elected group, 15 a policy

making/body and the superintendent is employed to administer policy. Mann

(1975a) also refers to the sepaiation of the roles of the boerd of education
and that of the sunerintende t. For the former, the role is to formulate
policies for the school system; for the latter, it is to put the policies
into practice,ra‘distinction made by Davies (l951) and one which is being
increasingly questioned.

Zeigler (1976) sugée%%s that there are§$ome indications that in reality{
the situation is more akin to the technological model of decision-making in

which the key roles are filled by the" expext,profe551onals rather than the

elected lay persons. Tﬁls view was r%}nforced by a 1974-1975 study of

-
=y e’

school districts. On the basis of anofher study by Zeigler and Jennlngs,
Zeigler, Tucker and Wilson (19773 concluded that *

superlntendents are the dominant actors in educational
decision-making and that_their decisions are only
occasionally made within a)context of co 1ty par-
ticipation through interes# groups (p. 223)

A later detailed observational study eleven public school districts in
U.S.A. and Canada showed variation in the participation of superintendents in
decision-making but still indicated that the superintendent, at least during

board meetings, played the key role in decision making. Although not subscribing

O\
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to the view, Boyd (1976}'report§ that a éonclusion from the'Zeigier;Jenniﬁgs,
study was "for the most part, school boards do not govern but merely legi-
RN - L
timate the policy recommendations of the superiaz%ndents"l(p. 542). This

function of legitimating policies rather than representing the éommunity,

"had previously been identified by Kerr‘(196A).

Cooper (1973), in describing the development of the supérintendency
and in arguing for independent board staff as a means of combating the
dominance of the superintendent, notes that the superintendency "has been

characterized by sustained increases in prestige and influence'" (p. 2).- He

{ compares this with the essentially unchanged status of the school board with

—

the inevitable consequence that

.the board is almost totally dependent on the data
gathered, interpreted and presented by central office

personnel, on alternatives and priorities established @
by them, and on their specific policy recommendations -
(p. 2). : ’

The suﬁerintendent is pictured by some, according to Boyd (1976), aé a-

'"beleagured public official, typically beset from all sides, constantly facing

conflictual situations" (p. 541). Adding to these pressures has been the

trend in U.S.A. to increasing centralization of authority over educational

policy and the increasing influence of the natural teachers' union. Somewhat

cynically, Boyd (1979), comments that "one thing, at least, that will be left
to maqage‘is conflict" (p. 282).

Some years earlier, Hencley (1960) had drawn attention to the emphasis

in research on the relationships between the superintendent and the board

and with the administrative staff to the neglect of tﬁgigtperiﬁtendeht's
perception of other referent groups in the broader Mocial context. He
identified three types of reference groups; intraorganizational, extra-

orgénizational and interstitial. His study showed -that a number of different

]
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types of cbnflict occurred between superintendéﬁts and o%hers.‘ Most conflict
Qas attributed to three main types: . /“::7
(1) expected and actual conflict, when there was ? significant
difference between the superintendents' views and their
perceptions of the views of, others;
(2) unexpected conflict; when superintendents thought thét there
were no significant differences between'thé}r views and those of
others when such differences did exist; and
(3) expected but imagined cbnflict in which the supefintendents'
expectations and their pgrceptions 6f the expeétatiohs of others
were significantly different. |
» These three types of conflicts accounted for 82 percent of the identified
conflict, and of this; 62‘percent was attributed to mispérception,df other';
opinions and valug.positions. While recognizing that "it ié probably both
normal and desirable that some conflict should exist" (Hencley, 1960, p. 4)?
a view expressed by'a.number of wripers,Hencley considers that the effec-
‘tiveness and efficiency of superintendents aould be increased if more were’
¢ apparent high incidence of éonéﬁict and ways’found to

- = > -
alter the conflict patterns. .

+

kﬁown abou
Lipham, Gregg‘and Rossmiller (1969)'6arried out a sfudy of a school
board as an agency for resolving conflict. The study;used as a base the
Getéel's model,of administration as a sopial process and the school board
was regarded as having an interstitial pogition between the school system
" and ;eeiety, with particular reference to fhe ailocationiof resouries. " The
study suggested that avoidance of conflict was not necessarily in the best

interests of schools and that '"some conflict may be essential if progress is

to be made" (p. 4). Collective negotiations were seen to have some positive

B
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value by in effect forcing school boards to be more effective in their
mediator function.

Wright (1977) replicated in New Jersey the Lynch study (1976) in
Massachusetts, examining perceived roles, responsibilities andrfelationships
of school board member; and superinteﬁﬂehts'with fegar& to clusters of fﬁle
ac;iyity which included.community relations and i?f%raction between sup!Lin—.
tendents and the school board. Again there were indications of conflicfing

role expectations between the groups responsible for school governance.
/

Wright concluded that ' I C//F

(lj there was enroachment by school board members on the administrative
functions of the superintendent and in the day-to-day operations
of schools;

(2) there was concern by school board members with fhe involvement of
citizens and community groups in the formation of policy; and

(3) contrary to the findings of many other studies,

financial matters was not considered by otheT ups/of gespondents
to be a major problem.

Diedrich (1978) conducted a studynin Michigan of the perceptions of
supexintendéntsgand school board members of their preferred roles. The
instrument developed by Die&rich‘for his study is used in this study,
enébling the Diedfich study to be largely replicated as well as aliowing
for the_colléction of additional data to test somé-hypotheses peculiar
to educational governance in British Columbia. Th; conclusions from the
Diedrich study therefore are particularly felevant to this study.

Diedrich reported fwenty—six major findings of which '"those having the

most significant implications for educational decision-making role relation-

ships' were
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1. Board members and superintendents agreed that the board of
education should be more influential than any other individuals
or groups in making decisions related to School - Community
Rélations.

2. Board members and superintendeﬁts agreed that the local teachers'
association . . . should play only minor roles in making .

decisions. ——

3. Board members and superintendents agreed that while building
principals should have substantial involvement in a majority of
decisions, [they] should play minor roles in deciding on matters
associated with Personnel Administration - Administrators.

4. Board members consistently preferred greater decisional influence
for the superintendent in making educational decisions than the
superintendents desired.

5. Superintendents consistently preferred less decisional influence
for the board of education than did board members.

6. Board members tended to prefer a centralized school district
decision-making structure with greater involvement of the
administrative and teaching staffs than the superintendents desired.

7. Superintendents preferred a more decentralized school district
decision-making structure with greater involvement of
the administrative and teaching staffs than the board members
desired.

8. The greatest number of substantive differences between the
decision-making role preferences of -board members and superin-
tendents occurred in the areas of Business Management and
Curriculum and Ins}?uciion.

9. Only the demographic variable of district size was found to
have a substantial relationship with the amount of decision-
making influence respondents preferred for each other. Board
nembers from larger school districts preferred less involve-
ment of the superintendent in decisions associated with teacher
personnel issues and School Operations than did board members
from small school systems. Superintendents from larger school
districts preferred less involvement of the board of education
in administrative personnel decisions than did superintendents
from smaller school districts (p. 3258).

The Situation in Canada

Theyiiterature reviewed to this point has been concerned, in the main,

with superintendent - school board relationships in U.S. school districts.



As noted earlier, superintendent and school board roles in Canada
differ somewhat from those in the United States. Firstly, the degree

of centralization of control as expressed through the provincial ministries

of'edabqsifszagltraditionally Béen much greater than in most of the states.
In general, the movement towards local employment of superintendents has
been.relatifely recent and in British Columbia it willvbe~some‘time before
this effect can be assessed. Secondlyga general pattern has been: to

maintain a dual system of administrati h%;ja\schodl district by requiring

=

the secretary-treasurer to report directly to fhe board and not to the superin-
tendent. |

The superintendent-school board relationship has received some attention
in Canada. Charlton (1972), in emphasizing the‘eésentially political nature
of the position of a scbool trustee, indicated a willingness to mové’away from -
the harmony'model and to recognize that there would also be some degree of
conflict but cIa%ped that this in itself should not prevent cooperation between

a school board and its officials.

. @

Gannon (1973) investigated the role of the superintendent in Alberta

following the change in 1970 from provincially appointed to locally appointed

superintendents. The instrument used was -a questionnaire which sought

responses from superintendents and school board chairmen of their perceptions

of the role of the superintendent with regard to specified administrative

duties. Conclusions reached were: . .

1. A significant lack of agreement existed among.superiﬂtendents,
board chairmen and specialists as to what the desired role of
(,iheVSChool superintendent should be, especially in the areas
' of pupil personnel, physical facilities, finance and business
* management . '

2. A sighificant lack of ‘agreement existed between superintendents
with less than two years experience as superIntendent and superin-
tendents with two or more years of experience as superintendent,
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.as to what the desired role of the‘superintendent should be,

especially in the areas of pupil personnel and physical facilfties.

3. 1In general, specialists, and to a lesser extent superinte
desired greater responsibility for the superlntendent tha
did the board chairmen.

nts,

4. Superintendents should act in at least an advisory capacity
for all administrative duties.

5. Superintendents should be assigned greater responsibility in the

areas of curriculum and instruction and school-community relations.

6. Superintendents should be assigned the least responsibility in
matters pertaining to non-professional staff and salary negotia-
tions (p. 3750).
A study by Lall (1968) in Saskatchewan indicated differences in the
perceptions of different referent groups for the role of the school superin-

tendent. The referent groups were superintendents, principals, teachers and

board members. Of particular interest was the extent of the difference in’

expectations by respondents from urban and rural districts. These respondents

and those with an educational level at or beyond master's level wére more
supbortive of the superintendent role than other referent groups.

A study of trustees views on the role of the superintendent in British
Columbia (Armstrong and Kratzmann, 1974)‘indicated a very high correlation
between the way the role of the superintendent in seven designated areas .was
perceived in the now and in the should be. It also suggésted a small trend
toward limiting the authority of fhe superintendent. However, the study did
~not attempt to determine the supefinteﬁdents' perception of their own role.

Hickcox (1974) has drawn attention to the increased power of adminis-
trators in school systems in Ontario as a result of 1ncreased size and
complexi f the systems. Increased militancy of teacher unions and a trend
towards ce tralizing of decision-making for major funding is seen fo have

reduced the importance of the role of the trustee. Hickcox argues for "a
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sharper delineatioﬁ of the function of trustees in larger units of adminis-
tration and a ciear statement of the powers of the local boards" (p. 35).

He refers to théipfoblem of a superintendent who‘is an employee of the board
and an appoi;tee of the department (of education) as '"a classic case of

role conflict" and suggests some ways in which the import%ppe 6f'the role

of the trustée could be restored and a better balance of power obtained,
This dual role for district superintendents was a characteristic of most
positions of school superintendent in British Columbia at the time the data
for this study were collected.

A research project of particular relevancé to this study was an inquiry
into the schooi/sgperintendency in Alberta (Downey, 1976). .Until 1971, éuperin-
tendents in Alberta were officers 6f the department of education.  During the
1960's, permissive legislation allowed local appointments to be made but’this
meant an increased financial burden on schooi‘districts. In 1970, a new ~
Séhool Act mandated allvschool districts to employ their own superintendeq}.
Some problems were experienced during the transition to a more decéntralized
control of schools through lacally employed superiptendénfé. A request’was
made by the Superintendent's Association for the Depagtment of Educatidn to
undertake a study and this resulted in the Downey Report. The task of the
inquiry wasito.examine the superintendent role from 1971—1975 and its
objectives:were: |

. (1) to describe real role(s) and position(s) of the Alberta

superintendéfit -- in terms of the perceptions of various-
reference groups (including the superintendents themselves);

(ii) to identify the ideal role(s) and position(s) -- again in
terms of various reference groups' perceptions;

(iii) to assess the discrepancies between the real and the ideal --
as so identified;’ and

-

(iv) to draw implications from these discrepancies for future policy
and action. : (p.3)

S
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Part of the study sinvolved seeking responses to a questionnaire which,
rmation from a wide range of respondents (superin-
rustees, . school administrators, secretary-treasurers,

oyld be responsible and who should exert most influence

in decision-making in the following areas:

(1) staff

(2) school equipment and supplies
(3) budget

(4) school operation

(5) policy

The findings were that the school board has and should have major decision-

making responsibility with regard to budget, staff and policy. The superinten-

dent was seen to have and should have ''the most influence in practically

all categories of the decision-making process" (p. 17). In general, it was

thought that principals should have more influence in all categories than

they were perceived to have.

Some of the czzclusions which emerged from the inquiry as a whole were:

(1) The iguities in the legislation and regulations related
to the change-over, along with certain lingering traditions
and perceptions of the past, have created uncertalnty as to
the legal status of the superintendent.

‘(2) Some lingering role conflicts have flared up under the new
arrangements.

(3) The new arrangements have created a new burden of conflicting
expectations for the superintendent.

(4) Conflicting images of the educational leader (educational
statesman vs. business executive) have emerged -- with various
reference groups adopting one or other image and holding
corresponding expectations.

(p. 20)
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Downey contends that the change in the position of the Alberta superinteéndent
resulted in a movement 'from role clarity to role misperception and role
conflict" (p. 23). He points to an increase in role conflict in the relation-
ship between superintendent and séEretary-treasurer and the emergence of
conflicting expectations regarding the superintendent's relationship with
the Départment of Education;'compounded by some legal constraints on the
superintendent to perform some functions on behélf of the provincial authority
and to pr?Vide a link between if and thg school district.

It is not surprising, therefore, that Schott (1977) uses the Alberta
experience to argue for the return in thaf province to the situation in which, -
in generai, the school superintendent iéxprovincially appointed and is then
able to provide educational leadership ''unhampered by conflicting local
presgures and the whims of capricious boards of trustees" (p. 23).

Thus, there are indications in the literature of a lack of clarity in

school superintendent and school board member roles and suggestions of some

Politics and Participation in Decision-Making

\

The previous discussion has tended to assume that superintendent -
school board interactions and the processes of decision-making occur in
isolation from social and political forces in the community. Duriﬁg the last
thirty years there has been anlinc?eased interest shown in the process of
de¢ision-making in education and the "apolitical myth has come under challenge
(Eliot, 1959; Campbell, Cunningham §McPhee, 1965; Gross, 1958; Sayre, 1963;
Wirt § Kirst, 1975; Zeigler, Tucker § Wilson, 1977a) . Politics came to be

viewed less in partisan terms and more as 'the set of interactions that

influence and shape the authoritative allocation of values" (Scribner §




g

Engleft, 1977, p. 22). The political and social climate of the sixties
resulted in moves for increased participation in school governance (Mann,
1977; Zeigler, Tucker § Wilson, 1977a). Mann identifies a movement over time
- from direct democracy, based on widespread individual participation in lay
school boards elected in small cohesive communities to polyarchal democracy
in which issues are decided by elites and constituencies have periodic
opportunities to replace elites. Under these circumstances.the nature of
representation becomes important. Ideally, the representative's actions
should be in the interests of the community and the representative should be
responsive to the community. Mann claims that
studies of school boards indicate ‘that boards are in .
fact rather insulated from the communication of interests from
much of their diverse constituency and boards themselves are not
much inclined to translate the representational responsibilities
into attempts to control schools. Large parts of the task of
representing the wishes and welfare of the public thus fell to
professional educators, especially school administrators (p. 91).
In similar vein, Zeigler (1972) had earlier considered it probable ''that

school boards are somewhat more acquieéc t /than are other public bodies in

their relations with administrative officems" (p. 172). This view is re-
inforced by the conclusion of Zeiggzr, Tuc & Wilson (1977a). Their later

observational study of communicatign and decis on-making at school board

meetings showed a very high level of concurrence between the voting behaViour

A -

of the school board and the stated position of the superintendent 6n policy‘
issues.

This suggests that superintendents are very much aware that "influencing
processes are essential for the improvement of education and also for over-
coming efforts to thwart changes" (Friesen, 1975, p. 4), and that a superin-

tendent's activities are inextricably involved with political behaviour,
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defined as "any activity concerned with the competition between and among
individuals over the control of policy and decision-meking" (Kirby, 1971,
p. 2).

Nunnery and Kimbrough (1951) leave one in no doubt where they stand.
They consider ‘that school men have '"a moral obligation to thrust themselves
into political action" (p. iii), ené provide.a guide for both understanding
and becoming involved in the politics of education at a local level. Pitman
(1972), in discussing political aspects of school governance makes it clear

that school board members' concerns about education are essentially political.

Boyd (1976), in a comprehensiverreview of studies on school governance,
analysed arguments for competing views of the real wielders of power. An
earlier view that control was vested in the dominant social class was
replaced wieh the view %hat prefessional educators were in control and
community eiected school boards merely rubber stamped. This view is supported
by Zeigler et al. (1977a) end Kerr (1964). However, according to Boyd (1975), a
number of other studies {(Iannaccone § Lutz, 1970; McCarty § Ramsey, 1971)

4

have shown that the situation is far more complex and in&olves many more
variabies, including the type of school district -- size, degree of urbanism,
heterogeneity and socio-economic status -- and thertype of issue. This
suggests that although ”eeucators tend to dominate local educational policy-
making, they usually operate within significant,”g;d generally neglected or
underestimated, constraints imposed by the local ebmmunity and school board
-- not to mention those imposed by state and national forces'" (Boyd, 1976,
p. 572). Furthermore |

the local citizenry and bgard will tend to have more influenee

in external, redistributi%e and strategic policy decisions and

in smaller and méTe homogeneous communities where the professionals
tend to anticipate oijreflect (especially in middle and upper

i



class commnities) community demands. The professionals, on
the other hand, will tend to have more influence in internal
and routine policy decisions, and in }arger and more hetero- .
geneous communities (pp. 572-573). Ei7

3

Coleman (1977) suggests that educational orgahizations have lost some
of their hierarchical structure and that rather than influence being the pre-
rogative of an elite, usually considered to be a professional 6ne, thefe has
been increased emphasis on representation in recent years. This, says
Coleman, has resulted in a trend towards the diffusion of influence with the
following consequences:

1. Conflict, and consultative modes of operation, become
increasingly important features of educational decision-
making.

2. Senior administrators increasingly feel powerless.

3. Frustration increases amongst laymen since everyone
feels powerless (p. 81).

/

Coleman sees this increased influenée,diffusion creating a d?fferent kind
of decision-making which in many ways}parallels the Peterson and williams (1972)
model of a school board as an arena for polipical bargaining. this model
three types of bargaining are identified. kﬁ"/w
(1) democratic bargaining in which the decision makers aim for coalitions
or compromises which will satisfy thermajority;
(2) pluralist bargaining which attempts to satisfy competing interesps,
even against majority opinion;
(3) ideological bargaining in which decisions are reached in accord
_ with an ikdividuals own set of values and beliefs |
It is likely that school boards operate in all three of these modés'froﬁ time
to time, dependiﬁg on the nature of the community and the issue.

A model of decision-making which assumes power diffusion is based on

participation, conflict and compromise and has implications for both trustees

/'l\_‘
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g V
and administrators. As Coleman has pointed out, it lends support to the

Lutz model of the school board as a meta-mediator defined as follows:

A meta-mediator is a decision-making system that'pfbcesses

all competing demands, organizes, reorganizes, modifies,
generalizes, illuminates and emphasizes and in general re-
shapes these demands into an operational decision involving,
usually, the distribution of limited resources (cited in
Coleman, 1977, p. 84). )

Talcott Parsons (1958) has also written of the function of ‘a board (not
only a school board) as 'a mediating structure between the affairs of an .

-

organization at the managerial level and its 'public' " (p. 48).
o
This view of decision-making implies that trustees need to determine the

values and preferences of their constituehts (Coleman, 1977, p. 85) and

indicateé a movement of the role of a school board member away from the

trustee or independent view towardsgfhat of a delegate view of representation.
Some years ago, Gross (1958) suggested that there was a need for school

systems to create avenues through which citizens could more effectively ex-

p;Fss their concerns, otherrthan through the ballot box or by being perceived

as attempting to put pressure on either the superintendent or the board (p. 146).
Zeigler and Jennings (1974) noted a difference between the perceptions

of the public and -school board members concerning the nature of the rep;esen—

tation by school board members. The school boarq members were far more

disposed towards the trustee style than the public, possibly indicating a

chénge in attitude of board members towards those of their more experienced

colleagues as a result of the socialization process (Cistone, 1977§QPUtZ &

Iannaccone, 1978). h s
A study in California by Talmage and Ornstéin‘(1976) attempted to assess

attitudes of superintendents towards broadly based community participation in

decision-making. The study indicated that superintendents '"are not opposed
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to some form of community participation but are more favorable to community
advisegizﬁrthan to community control" (p. 44), and that this is regarded more |
_ favorably on curriculum and school finance issues. Community control over g
~

personnel issues received least support from supérintendents. b

Within a school system itself, conflict arises from time to time between

the school and community, thé‘SChool system and community, school and studentsi
school board and teachers, school and ethnic groups. Lawrence (19Y8) has

shown that size of the system is a contribgting fagﬁg; in generating organlza-“

tional conflict and some very iarge city school systems (New York, Chicago)
have experimented with ways to reduce éffective size and to create conflict
‘regulatory mechanisms (Weeres, 1971). Such changes have implications for
school superintendents and school board members. Movement towards increased
participation by community groups results in demands for changes in the power
sfructure and for involvemeht in the decision-making process. Weeres suggests é

that these moves are likely to be opposed in general by teachers atjfthe

i sk bl

individual school level but more particularly at the school distri!, level by
teacher o?ganizations which héﬁe médé increasing gains inuthis area themselves.
They can be eXpected to be reluctant to lose their hard—ﬁonjinfluence or to
willingly share the Stage with others. Weeres also suggests that an effect
of increased part1c1pat10n By community groups would be more - demands’for
greater autonomy at the bu11d1ng principal level.

Larsen (1973) in discussing accountability through lay and professional
groupé, implies that a clarification of board and superintendent roles can

occur by broadening the base for decision-making, not only at the system level, E

but at the school level as well. . //;/"

Zeigler (1972) suggests that although the public may gupport greater

involvement of teachers in decision-making, this view is not supported by
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school board members and ;uperintendente. Even less support from all three
greups is predicated for studentg;hvolvement. - §& o
Participation of course cannot be. considered in isolation from autonomy.
- Williams (1973) has devefoped a conceptual model fer analysing the basis of
- - .
eutonomy in urbéégeducation; The legitimacy of the professional educatorsf
f,basie for autonomy is questiomed as a result of inereasing divergence betyeen
" the ideology of the educators and that of society. Thug4 says Williams, ""as
the values of fhe‘education profession are in themselves seen as sacred by
many in the profession, the potential for confliet characterizing this
relationship is obviously high'" (p. 79). He goes on to suggesf_that, ifvfhis
value discrepancy does not decrease, "continuing conflict between the profes-
sionais who staff large-city systems and community groups ie almost eertain £o
éscalate‘and the long-term survival of ihe syseems es*public institutions is
problematic" (p. 83). ~Williams considers that the most effective straﬁegy eo'
cope with this problem is te;égxglgp\ggg,pxecesses of decision-making. Such
an argument, if valid, s implications for the selection of superjnténdents'
and training of superihtendents as well as for operatiﬁg procedures for

a -

boards. l’

? Coleman (1974) reported the situation in Manitoba with regard to the
relative degree of involvement of trustees and superintendents in decisien—
A ! L
) making ‘in 25 major decision areas. Both trustees and administrators con-
sidered that the administrators had a higher involvement in decision-making,
except for the budgetary and community relatlonshlp areas. In Celemen's view;
"trustees do not seem to represent the communlty very adequately" (p 55)

He suggests that one explanation could be the absence of mechanisms which

allow for community involvement in decision-making onm a continuing basis.
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The 0.E.C.D. (Note 3) report on educational policy in Canada pointed out
that decentralization can be an illusion unless provision is made for increased‘

participation,'the goals of which are described as:

" To rediscover a certain form of direct democracy, i.e., the ,
exercise by the largest number of citizens possible, powers - , .
of administration over public matters;

To bring citizens into a more direct relationship with decision-
making than is possible under a system of electing representatives;

To improve administrative procedures, by transferring to inter- \L .

mediate and local levels those decisions which must be taken \
rapidly and flexibly, to take account of spec1f1c local i
c1rcumstances (para. 214).

These views are consistent with those put forward by Zeigler, Tucker :
, T | ;

and Wilson. Lutz and Iannaccoﬁe (1978), hOWEVer, in devetoping their
- 1 3

"dissatisfaction theory of governance' maintain that edu?gtional gOvernance i
of school districts in Amerlca is fundamentally a succg:gEul government (p 132).
Rather than attempting to 1ncrease part1c1pat10n,/t£ey consider that attention
.should be focussed on ways of making the episodic changes of board and super- :
intendent turnover less traumatic. One oi the more effective ways of doin% %
'this woulo be to increase the amount of participation while stili-maintaining
an essentially deﬁocratic representative structure. ’
| Downey (1977) categézi;es educational policy-making in four ®forms:.
(1)vincrementaliem, (2) special interest pleading, (3) rationalism,-and
(4) negotiation. He sees a shift away froﬁ the“incrementalisoﬁana rationalism
modes towa{€§\special interest pleading aod negotiation, both of which provide
more opportunitles for. the use of what Downey describes as ''the free play _ 3

ofﬁpqlltlcs" (p- 135). This trend in educational policy making is coupled

with a shift in power from elected representatives and app01nted admiggstrators :

.o

»to teachers and community groups (p. 135). Downey has developed a model

which recognizes and combines the political view and rational view of policy-
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making. He argues that oppdrtunities should be provided for participation

during appr&briate phases of policy development of those groups which are.
involved or affected. For this to be effective, according to Downey,
,admiﬁistiators would have to ensure, not O§T? that
all value and belief systems find access to the policy
process, but also that appropriate information finds
its way to those who choose and those who influence
(p. 142).

Relatively little attention has been paid to the participation in
educational decision-making by students -~ those who are most intimately
involved and most directly'affected. Earlier student unrest in the
tertiary institutions percolated to some extent into secondary schools but
has largely left the decision-making process unchanged. Levin (1977) adopts
a supportive but rather despondent attitude to the possibility of increased
student involvement in school governance. He argues that, apart from the
potential value of student participation per se in individual schools, a -
major value should be in enhancing the attainment of the often-stated school

goal of the development of good citizenship.

[N

1 ' " Rationale for the Study

The review of the iiterature establishes that there has been ongoing
concern by writers and researchers with superintendent-school board inter-
actions. It has been shown that there is often a lack of éongruence in the
perception of roles and the potential for considerable role confiict exists.
In its simplest_fbrm, this has been seen mainly as a two-way competition fdrr
power between professional administrators and lay school board members. This

e

view no longer obtains. Educational governance is no longer considered to )

be the exclusivg preserve of superintendents and school boards with the

community exercising spasmodic control over both; directly overJBhe board,
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through the ballot box and indirectly over the superintendent by the choice
of school board members. In recent years, other actors have become much
more involved and highly complex interadtive‘networks have developed.

Teachers have challenged the professional dominance of the administrators
"as the experts in educatidn while, at the same time, fﬁrough collective
bargaining, challenging the bélitical influgafé of the school boarq; vDoubts
have been expressed about the effectiveness Bf the representation of the
community byréchool boards and pressure exerted for developing more effective
pa 'cipafofy mechanisms. It is likely that part of this trend could be

attribyted to a reaction by the community against the increasing influence

of teacher orgarizations.

Th¢ development of flatter édmiﬁi trative structures has/resulted in
greater participation by other board office adﬁinistrators. arents and
community iﬁteresf groups‘have‘recognizedifhat there are many/ways in which
they-®an exert greater influence. In all, the tfend has been to drag
educétioﬁal governance ét the local level out of\a mythical, apolitical
vacuum into the political bargaining arena.

Adding to the complexity has been the expressed intention in Canada to
furth?f/ﬂeééntralize administration from provincial to local level while at
the shme time tﬂere are indications of increased provincial financial control
and re@uction of autonomy. Federal influence also has progressively become
more pervasive and this has made additional demands on superintendents and
school board members. Given this environment, the process of decision—making
in school districts is indeed a complex one. |

The literatufe further suggests that roke conflict and role ambiguity

are accentuated if the responsibility of an employee is divided between two

supervisors, the ministry of education and the school board. The opportunity

A\
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existed for this effect to be inve;ﬁigated. The potential fbr_rolevconflict
also exists within the dual admigistfative arrangement common in British
Columbia in which executive responsibilities are shared between the s&befin-
tendent_and the secﬁefary-treasurér. Finally, a number of studies have
suggested that role perceptions are inf?uenced to some extent by‘demographic
factors.

Against this background, a major aim of this study has been to identify
the pexéggtions of school superihtendents and schoolyboard members of the

relative deérees of influence they would zéfh themselves and other potential

participant individuals and groups to have in educational decision-making.

Definition of Terms

Griffiths (1958) uses a definition of perception attributed to Ittelson
and Cantril in which perceiving-is described as

that part of the process of living by which each one of us,

from his own particular point of view, creates for himself

‘the world within which he has his life's experiences and ' 27,
through which he strives to gain his satisfactions (p. 125).

-

Pé}ception, then, is taken to mean an understanding of what is believed tQ
be or what could be. It is something which is intrinsic to‘that individual
and can only be sglf—reported.

Some\clarification of the terms 'decision' and 'decision-making' is alsé

=S

necessary. As Eilon (1969) points out, many books on management and decision o
>theory do not define the term,decisi%n. Tt is hard to isolate a décision from
the decisionlmaking process but it is most often associated with making a .
choice between alternative courses of action. Eilon quotes Ofstad's definition

of the operafion "to make a decision'" as "to make a judgment regarding what

one ought to do in a certain situation after having deliberated on some

~

i
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alternative courses of action' (p. B172). 1In similar Vein; Griffiths
(1958) applies the térm decision to>ﬁéll judgments.which affect a course
of action" (p. 123). 1In this study, it has not been assumed that the
process is entirelyirational.

This study is concerned with perceptibﬁé”of who;ideally should be thg
decision—makeré in specified educational decision areas rather than with the
process of decision‘maﬁing per se. It is, however, also concerned with the
perception of the respondents of tHe aﬁount of influence individuals or

groups other than the decision-maker should have on the process of decision-

making. It therefore assumes the existence of an implicit decision

process which makes provision for input from other than the decision-makers.
The term "school board" Es used in this study to refer to essentially

similar lay governance bodies in school districts in North America. The

more specific terms "board of education'" and '"board of schooi trustees' are

also used, particular}y when referring to other studies. Members og such

boards are, in general, described as school board members. " In sta%é;g the

hypotheses and in describing the method and results for this British Columbia

study, the term "school board" refers specifically to a board of school

5
\

trustees and the term "school trustee" is used instead of school board

member.

Operational Definitions

(1) School superintendent is operationally defined as a district
superintendent or a superintendent of schools as provided for in
Section 1? of the Public Schools Act.

(2) School trustee is operatiofially defined as an elected member of a

Board of School Trustees. (Section 23 of the Public Schools Act).

5 .
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(3) A school superintendent employed by a school board is a
| superintendent of schools as defined above.
(4) Preferred role‘in decision-making is operationally defined
b as the ranking of alternmative actions in hypothetical decision-
making activities and is measured by responses to the Decisional
Influence Inventory. "

(5) Role is defined as a set of activities or potential behaviour -

performed by an actor in a set of social'relationships.

Major«lypotheses : ';7'

Arising out of the ‘literature review-and the stated objectives of the
study, four major hypotheses wereEngeloped:
1. Superifitendent and school trustee role percéptions for themselves:

that there are significant differences between superintendent
and school trustee perceptions of the preferred role for

each other in educational decision-making, with each
preferring a greater influence for themselves.

2. Superintendent and school trustee role perceptio6ns for others:

that there are significant differences between superintendent
nd school trustee perceptions of the preferred role for
ther groups and individuals in educational decision-making.

/ .
3. Superintendent and school trustee role perceptions according to the-

nature of the employer of the superintendent

that there are no significant relationships between superin-
tendent and school trustee perceptions of the preferred roles
for themselves and each other and the nature of the employer
of the superintendent.

4. Superintendent and school trustee role perceptions and demographic
variables:
"~~_- that there are no/significant relationships between superin-
tendent and school "trustee perceptions of the preferred roles

for themselves and each other and specific demographic and
personal variables.
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These hypotheses are examined in detail in Chapter IV with data
collected from a sample of supefintendénts and school trustees in British

Columbia, using the method and procedures described in

apter III.
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Chaptergg;;

METHOD AND PROCEDURE

This chapter includes a discussion of the sample, the procedures and v
the instrument used for data collection. It concludes with an analysis of

the characteristics of the respondents. _,,/)

Population and Sample

The population for the study consisted of school superintendents and <;:;
school trustees in the province of British Cblumbia. With two exceptions,
each of the school districts has a school board which varies in size from
five to nine members. In one school district, an Official Trustee has been

appointed in lieu of a school board. In the other instance, there are three N
3
members on the board. !

When the data for the study were coliected; there were seven districts \}
in which the school superintendent was employed by the school board and
this group was?fncluded in the samplé as a criterion éroup. A further group
of ninénschoo} superintendents exists in which the superintendent.provides
professional leadership to two school boards. | B |
Thé popﬁlétion of school superintendents Qas 67. 1In view ofJthe total
population size and the desirability of including all superintendents employed
by school boards (seven) and those with a dual superinten&encylrole (niﬁe),
it was decided to conﬁider the total population of superintendents as the
sample.‘ Each of the superintendents was matched with a single school
district using a random.sémpling of the dual superintendents to detemmine the

school district to be included. The sample of school_trustees was then

determined by randomly selecting two trustees from each of the schooi
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districts chosen for the study. Random numbers with an upper limit of the
number on the board were assigned to thé names of trustees listed alphabeti-
cally by individual school district. Two.sqhool trustees wereﬁinéludéd

from each board because a relatively low response rate from school board
members had been reported in a number of similar studies. Selectlng trus- (/
tees from each school district covered by the study increased the chances of
getting responses from the criterion group of superintendents. The éamplé

of school trustees was 132, selected from 66 school districts.
Design

The study uses a correlational design to explore relationships which may
exist between the perceptions of superlntenqé:::>§nd school trustees for the

preferred roles|of ves and others in decision-making. It also ex-

plores whether(these perceptions are related to specific demographic

variables and tof'the nature of the employment of the superintendent. It is
a data analysis é ign based on the results of a single survey using a self- -
ire as the instrument. :

ations of such a design are recognized, particularly the "
fact that "correlation does not imply causation but causation necessarily
implies corpelation" (Tﬁckman,r1978, p.}ng). Campbell and Stanley (1966)
point out hét correlational studies, in spite of their'acknowledged .
limitations, can. be useful Jinasmuch as they expose causal hypdtheses to
disconfirmation" (p. 64). Théy further state that "the relatively inexpen-
sive correlational approach can provide a preliminary survey of hypmtheses

and those which survive can be checked through the more gxpensive expérimental

manipulation' (p. 64). It is in this context that this study has beg .

approached. It was considered that if significant ' relationships could be
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established, some further study would be warranted.
Variables. The variables used in this study are defined as follows:
1. the dependent variable is "preferred role in decision-making."

2. the independent variable is ''the perceiver'‘and this includes the

two levels, superintendents and trustees.

?

3. the moderator variable is ''mature of employment of the superintendent"
and again there are two levels, board of school trustees and ministry of

education.

Instrumentation

‘Data were sought from each superintendent and selected school trustees

by using a modification of a questionnaire which was '"designed to determine
the perceptioﬁs of the respondents for the amount of influence they prefer

kY

specified groups or individual& to havé in educational decision-making"
(Diedrich, 1978, p. 3258). The Diedrich ”Decisional-Ihleence Inventpry"
was’déveloped for a study in Michigan; the resul ts of theiétudy were dis-
cussed in éhapter II. Approval ng obtained to use the questionnajgre in
this study (See Appendix A).

Modifications. A .number of modifications were made tb“reflecf the

oo N

differences in decision-making structures between school districts in the

United States and Canada. The number of potential influence groups was
extended from nine to eleven by including miniétry of education and .
secretary-treasurer as additional groups. A single caEZ;Z:> of citizens,
parents or civic groups was divided into communitf groups an:{school—based
parent/citizen groups. A category of local teachei association was included
as a broadly based influence group rather than restricting its role to

collective bargaining. A further modification resulted in the order of
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the various influence groups being determined by the generality of that

group's role. The influence groups included in the instrument and the

three sub-groups created were as follows: .

B

1. provincial level. ministry of education
+ V /
2. school district level school board
. : Superintendent )

secretary-treasurer »

other board office administrators
local teachers association .
community groups

3. school level school council/parent teachers association

building principal
teachers at each school
students at each school
. 7 .

The order of the eleven groups and 1nQ£3¥duals reflects a decreasing

level of generality of their involvement in educational decision-making.
Fa .

'The Diedrich Inventory sought® responses to 25 selected educational
decisions grouped into categories of business management, curriculum and
instruction, pupil personnel, school-community relations, personnel adminis-
tration and school operations. Analysis of Diedrich's data usiﬁg inter-item
correlations indicated that the decision-making process for these items was

best categorizied by sub-div%ding personnel administration into administrators

and teachers and by grouping some items under the category of pupil rules/

organization. A review of the literature also indicated that these -eigh

S LT T

categories are considered to be among the majér areas of educational dec;;ion—
making which havé%been investigated iﬂ other studies. : ' {

In this st;dy, some items WithinAcategQries were modified, some were §
grouped differently, two were deletedfgﬁﬂ seven addi;ionalritems were added,

giving a total inventory of 30 items in the same eight categories used by ;

Diedrich in the analysis of his data.
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The Questionnaire. The categories included in the Decisional Influence

Inventory used were: ° -
\ business management
curriculum andlinstruction
pupil personnel
school-community relatiohs -,
personnel administration (administrators)
pergg;kgl administration (teachers)
school operations
Each category included a number of conceptually related itemé, as
/”T&fhstrated in the category of business management :
1. Ideally, who shouid determine school district budget priorities?
2. 1Ideally, who should establish the district budget? |
3. Ideally, who shouldvdetermine the ;ppropriateness éf &lstrict
level expenditure within categories after the budget has been approved?
The items used in the decisional areas are shown in full in the
Decisional’ Influence Inventory in Appendix B. Respondents were asked to

indicate on a five point scale the degree of influence they consider each of

the listed groups should ideally have in each item of the decisional categories.

They were also asked to indicate which group or individual should be respon-
sible‘for making the final decision.

A second part of the questionnaire sought a range of personal and
demographic dafa~from a1i¥;g§pondenfs. Information was sbught on age, Sex,
educational qualiffcations, year;h;;T;;;S%%ence in previous and current
positions, nature of the.superintendent's employer, eqrollment category .

and classification of~municipality as rural or g{San. The same questionnaire

#

was used for superintendents and school trustees.

RPN



Validity and Reliability

Validity refers to the extent to which the instrument measures what it

;supposed to measure. vIn diséuSsing the survey in refearch; bégn,
Eickhorn and Dean (1967) refér tdﬁihe problems of_communication in° using

a questionnaire. QuegtiOns may be interprefed differently,_thé context may
not be understoodvaha the scale may be inaépfopriate. In:Zi;i}“yipﬁ,’"much‘ S |
of the effort of _a successful'suryey ieseaicher goes into maximizingwthes ‘ ;
validity and reliability of thelcommunicatipn between questionnaire and
respondent by carefulrconéfruction of the instrument" (p. 271).

) The Diedrich Decisional Influence Inventory was subject to bréﬁtesting
on schooi‘superintendents and boards of education members not included in
‘the‘stuéy; S squent modifications were made. A further check”én vélidity
was made using an inter-item amnalysis and this resulted in changes béiﬁg‘ . -
méde to tﬁe grouping of itgms within deci§iona1 cafegories. Comments on
the modifiéd inventqry used in thi; study were sought frqﬁ rgspbndents

not included in the sample: Respondents were asked to comment on the

et

relevance of the items, the appropriateness of the groupings, the adequacy

of the range- of influence groups includéd, the presence of ambigpity in

S ok e Y

expression and the claritf of the layout. Modificatibns made to the
~ Diedrich inventory maintained thg same conceptual grouping of items within - §

the categdries estabiished'by Diedrich as valid for the purposes of this |
‘study. o , 7 I

An instrument used in research must also be examined'for its reliability. -

Diedrich undertook an examination of the reliability of the inventorg;hy -
determining correlation cdefficients for the responses of pairs of board

—

members from the same school district and reports that 81% of the correlations

Vs . 1\ /
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were .70 orT greéter,«concluding "that the instrument. evidenced asubstantial“\\_\_/J/}

degree of reliability" (p. 22).

Internal valid?iy. Only one questionnaire was used in the study and
this wés mailed simultaﬁeously‘té)all superintendénts»and to §elected school.
trustees. A.decision. to extend the‘numbei of school boardé which may employ
a school Supgrintenden(kyas annogncéd5by the Minister of Education during the
period qugstionnaires Qere being returnedi ‘Since the decision w?s-widély
known befﬁfe its announcement, it is not likely‘to have affected responses
during the study. )

Inclusion of the total population of superintendents removed the

é@

possibi#lity of bias due to selection procedures. Selection bias for school
) E { B

-trustees was {educed by (1) randomly seiéctiﬁg:thé bqard to be_samplea ‘
when a superintendent served more than one board; (2) .randomly selectiﬁg
two school trustees fiﬁﬁ a;f other school boards. ‘The selection proceﬁﬁres
d not take into account age,’sex or years of experience in the positions,’ B
but 6n‘the basis of thé sambling pfocedures used for.échool trustees, it'
is assumed that the~$amb1e selected is representétive of the population. o

—

External vaiidity.‘ Based on the selection procedures used and the

) ‘ : s .
methodology of the study, the results are generalizable for British Columbia.
Some ocomparisons may be made between the results and those obtained in
similar studies elsewhere but no basis exists for any conclusions to be

considered applicable in other prqvinces or beyond.

Procedure __ _ DU : ST

A copy of the modified Decisional Influence Inventory, a letter from

e

the researcher explaining'the study, a supporting letter from the Director .

o
of Graduate Programs in the Faculty of Education and a stamped self-addressed
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‘\\ /7 - » o _
en%e%epe’we e mailed in late June, 1979 to all school superintendents in
British Col ia and to the random sample of school board members from
selected school districts. (See Appendices C, D § E.) Slightly different

versions of the supporting letter were sent to school trustees and superin-
,?

k]

tendents.
Each inventory was assigned a code number which enabled returns to be

-

checked. Respondents were assured of complete confidentiality. A follow-up
: o~

letter to non-respondents was sent early in July.and the package included
another copyvof all the material previously sent. ' (See Appendix F).

A further attembt to impfbve the‘réspoﬁse, particularly from school trustees,
was made by telepﬁoning superintendents and the selecfed tiustees in school
disfricts from which there had been no_response. Some difficulties were
:exPerienced‘becauge data collection was undertaken in the last weeks of the
school year: Follow-up was also hampefed because many'school superintendents
and school trusteesuwere on summer vacation. Both of these.factors hqﬁ an

adverse effect on the response rate.

-

1

Data Analysis

The quéstionnaire was designed to allow data from £he items on
deciéionél influence to be-card punched directly from the proto;ols The
responses to the demographic information section required pre:coaing. The
idgntity nuﬁber assigned‘to eaéh re5pondeﬁt istinguished betwgén supefin—
t?ndenfs,andrschogl trustees and enabled reﬁponses fromrthersame—sehool—_ 

e B

district to be identified for more detailed analysis.  Data analysis was

carried out using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Version 7.

Characteristics of Respondents

Details of the response to the Decisional Influence Inventory are given

v

“
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L\}rnin Table 1. The response rate of 78% for superintendents was considerably
higher than the 54% response rate from schodl trustees. The sample had in-
cluded two trustees from each school distritt and the response rate of trus-

7

tees on a school district basis was 79%. The response rates were considerably
] - .

less than obtained by Diedrich (88% for superintendents; 80% for school

board members) ,but are comparable with figures reported in other studies

reviewed in Chapter II. .

Age of respondents. Tabde 2 gives the distribution of age ranges for

superintendents and school trustees. More of the trustee respondents (27.9%)
were between 30 ad@;SQ years old than'superintendents (16.3%). On the other
hand, more of the trustees (17.6%) wére in the range 60 years or over than
suﬁerintendents (2.0%). The ége range 40 years to 60 years accounted;for :

80.2% of the superintendents but only 54.4% of the school trustees.

Respondents by-school district enrollment. There are no significant

differences between the two types of responses listed iQ/Table 3. A high

proportion (76%) of both types of response came from school districts with
: &

an enrollment of less than 10,000 students. The population for the study

contained 70% in this category. ,

Sex of respondents. There was one response from the two female superin-

tendents in the sample (and population) of superintendents. Sex of superin-
tendents was not included in any analysis. The percentage of female trustees

responding (41.2) was higher than the percentage of females in the sample

(36:0)..

Levei of formal education. Table 4 lists numbers and percentages of
trustees and superintendents according to the highest level of formal education

reached. Néarly 94% of the superintendents reported having a masters degree
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Table 1

Responses t6 Decisional Influence Inventory {
’ ]
= . ;
Number of Number of f
Trustees . s Superintendents b
Individual District | ’
Distributed 1322 67 67 i
~ Returned 71 53 52 g
Useable 68 51 49 ]
% Response 54 - 79 78
2 One school distr;\ch_lges not have a school board -
Table 2

Age of Respondents

Trustees Superintendents ]
Age in Years N % N %
Less than 30 . - - - -
30 - 39 * 19 27.9 -8 16.3 5
40 - 49 | 2ex\\ 29.4 20 ©40.8 .
50 - 59 ‘ 17 y < 25.0 20 40. 8
60 or over | ] 12 o i7.e - 1 2.0 B 1

Total 68 49
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- Table 3
Responses by School District Enrollment
School District Trustees | . Supgrlntendents
Enrollment N % N %"
Less than 5,000 30 44.1 25 51.0
5,000 - 10,000 22 32.4 12 24.5
10,000 - 15,000 3 4.4 2 40
15,000 - 20,000 7 10.3 6 \ 12.2
More than 20,000 6 ' 8.8 4 8.2
Total . 68 " : 49
Table 4
Level of Formal Education of Respondents
Trustees Superintendents
e N 5 N s
Some secondary school 8 11.8
Senior secondary school graduate 9 13.2
Some post—sécondary 14 20.6
Post-secondary graduate | 31 ‘ 45.6 3 6.1
Masters degree ’ 2 2.9 -39 | 79.6

Doctoral degree 4 5.9 7 14.3

/ Total 68 49
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or higher and 56% of the school. trustees indicated that they held qualifi-

cations at or above post secondary graduate level.

Length of experience. Respondents were asked to indicate the number

of years they had spent in their pb ition in any school district and in

their present school district. The results in Table 5 indicate that 62%

of the school trustees had less than five years of experience in the position.
One third of the éuperintendents also reported having less than five yearslof
experience. ' Only four sgperinténdents had had a experience greater
than ten years,

Other factors. Responses from superintendents indicated that 40 were

employed by the ministry of education, 6 by a school board and 3 were jointly
employed. There were 43 superintendents who-wdrk in enly:one school district

and 5 who work in two school .districts; one did not respond to that item.

3

Summary

T\\\J{i}this chapter, the method and»procedufes have been detailed and the
characteristics of the respondents described as a precursor to the analysis
of data in testing the major hypotheses’on which this study is based.

It should be noted that the small number of female superintendents in
British Columbia is consistent w%ﬁi the North American pattern. In the
United States, the few female superintendents are mostly in small, non-
metropolitan districts; Downey (1976) noted that;in Alberta, there was not
one woman;amongrthe 93 superintendents; Carlson (1972, p. 8) pointed out
that thé chances of mdvement to administfative pégitiéﬁs igiéév;; téwf;n
times greater for men than for women.

The level of formal education for superintendents is comparable with

the 96% with masters degrees or higher reported by Carlson (1972, p. 26)
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Table 5-
Length of Experience of Respondents
-® . :
Trustees Sﬁperintendents
Years of Any school ‘Present school Any schoal Present school
Experience district district . district district
\ ,
Number and Berc?EPLge of Respondents
N % N % .~ N % N %

1 -2 24 35.3 - 24 35.3 11 22.4 25 51.0

[
3-4 18 26.5 18  26.5 6 12.2 12° 24.5
5-6 8§ 11.8 9 13.2 ) 160 32.7 8 16.3
7-8 4 5.9 4 5.9 7 14.3 3. 6.1
9 - 10 T4 5.9 4 5.9 5 10.2 -1

> 10 10 14.7 9 13.2 4 8.2 -

Total 68 68 49 49

Vs

w7 7
. i\
S -
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for a national sample of 1100 superintendents in the United States.
The mobility of British Columbia superintendents seems to be similar
to that in Alberta in 1976. Downey (1976) reported that 48% of the superin-

iﬂ} tendents had held their present position for léss than three years, compared

with 51% in the present British Columbja sample.

e e R b i 1 B e e

e AT A

e e e ek e,
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Chapter IV

RESULTS

This chapter is concerned with comparing the mean Lesponses of superin- .
tendents and school trustees to the Decisional Influence Inventory, applying
statistical tests to determine the s1gn1f1cance of the results in testing each

of the hypotheses and in analys1ng the Tesponsesson flnal decision-making

authority.
<

Analysis of the results employs descriptive statistics using mean scores

of respondents for each of the decisional categories and the statistical

v

measures of chi square -tests of jndependence, t-tests and Pearson product

moment correlations. The level of significance used to reject the hypotheses

is p < .05 but significance at the .01 level is indicated where this occurs.
. &y )

Comparison of Mean Responses of querlntendents

The means for the respongés/of superintendent perceptions of the preferred
roles of the eleven designated potential participants in decision-meging in
each of the eight decisional categories included in the inventory were deter-

“mined and are shown in Table 6. The responses were scaled from 1 representing
a very high level of influence to 5 representlng no 1nf§yence A high item
response was obtalneQ«W1th N varying from 46 to 49.

~

~ Influence of Participant Groyps in Decision-Making

<>

Ministry of education. Superintendents indicated they prefer little

influence for the ministry of education except for curriculum and instruction

where the influence preferred (X = 2.57) was at a moderately high level,

School board. A high to very high level of influence was indicated for

- the school board in business management, curriculum and instruction, school-

'

community relations and personnel administration (administrators). This
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decreased to a high to moderate level for personnel administration -(teachers)

and pupil rules/organization and towards little influence for pupil personnel -

3

\ (X = 3.52). The lowest level of influence for the school board was preferred

“high level of i

-

in school operations (X = 4.33). : ’ @

Superintendent. Superintendents indicated a preference for a high to very

uence for thems lves in most categories, particularly in busi-

ness mahagement! (X = 1.20) and pfrsomnel adﬁinistr;;?on (teachers) where X = ﬂi%l.
Even in the area of least influewce -- school oper ions’(f = 3.36) -- the level
of influence preferred was only slightly less than moderate.

Secretary treasurer.  The only area accorded a high to very high ievel of

influence for the secretary-treasurer was business management (X = 1.98). The
schaol-dommunity relations category. was placé& at slightly less than a moderate

level of influence but all other categgries were in the range little to no
) , g

influence. ‘ ¢

Other board office administrators. The degree of influence préferred by

superintendents for other board office administrators clustered around the

A

moderate level of influence. The mean was not less than 2.0 nor more than

4.0 in any category, suggesting a wide ranging, middle level management role.

Local teachers association. The influence of this group was perceived
ideally fo be very éﬁall in most areas with means greater than&libbéing recorded
in six categories. The éssociations were seen to warrant the\greaFest influence
in matters of curriculum and instruction (X = 3.43) and persoﬁnel administration
(teachefs)'whgre Y'='3.64. The degree of influence desiied even in these in-
stances was, however, relatively small.

Community groups. A low level of influence was also accorded to community

groups with the most influence desired at a moderate level (X = 3.06) for
¥ ) ) Qx

school-community relations. \\&ﬁwﬁffﬁ .
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School council/parent groups. The patfern of influence levels attributed

by superintendents to school council/parent groups is very similar to that

for community groups;‘

Building principals. This groﬁp was perceived to warrant a high to very

high level of influence in curriculum and instruction, pupil personnel, perSonngl
administration'(teachers),”pupil rules/organization and school operations.' The
level of influence&preferred for building principals in personnel administration
(X = 3.82) was the smallest for this group in any of the decisipnal areas.

Teachers at each school. Superintendents considered that teachers should

-exert their greatest influence in decision-making in the'éateg?ries of pupil
rules/organization and school operations, but with -a 1eve1vof influence ve;ging
on high for both pupil personnel (X = 2.22) and curriculum and instruction
(X = 2.19).

Students at each school. Responses indicate that it was féhsidered that stu-

dents should have little or no influence in any decisional area except pupil

rules/organizationuhere a moderatefzélhigh amount of influence (X = 2.52) was

A

preferred.

Preferred Influence of Superintendents Within Decisional Areas

D S T OR A A PONIPL T ST PSRRIt

Business Management. Superintendents clearly prefer themselves, the

secretary-treasurer and the school board to have the most influence in i -
. ' ‘ . - ) 1
business management with the next mos}finfluential groups being other board

office administrators and building principals. - . . :

Curriculum and Instruction. According to superintendents, the most

b oo U e
i

influential should be the superintendent, followed by the school béard and.
the‘building principal. Next in order are teechers, other board office ;
administrators and the ministry of education. The role perc€ived for the [

secretary-treasurer in curriculum and instruction was considered to be the

k4
b

12 B
* . 3
Ear <
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least influential.. : (i\ S~

Pupil personnel. The only group to be given a“score indicating a high
to very high level of influence in the pupil personnel category was the
' bﬁilding principal (X = 1.39), followed by teachers (X = 2;22) and superin-
tendents (X = 2'44)'. All other groups and individuals were considered to
warrant less than a moderate level of influence.

School community relations. The most influential group was ideally

perceived to be the school board (X = 1.30), followed by the éuperintendent
(X = 1.96) ‘with the building principal.exefting marginally above a moderate
level of influence (X = 2.91). Groups desired to have little to no influénce
in this area are the ministry of education, local teachers association and
students.

Personnel administration (administrators). 1In this categofy, a clear

- division of préferred influence emergeé. Only the school board (X = 1.55)
and tﬂe superinteﬁdent (X = 1.90), were perceived i&eally té have a level of
influence beyond that of moderate. Superintendents considered that most of -
the other groups should have little to no influence on decisions in this area.

Personnel administration (téachers). Groups assigned the highest level’

of influence in the decisional category o personnél administration (teachers)
were the superintendent (X = 1.21) and the building principal (X = 1.90).
- Other board office administrators and the school board were assigned levels

~ of influence ranging between moderate and high; all other groups were in. the

range moderate to no influence.

Pupilirule§7orgdﬂization. This was considered’ to be mainly the prerogative

. ’ — ~ | \
of the building principal (X = 1.16) and teachers with the superintendent, the

school board and students, in that order, ideally having a moderate to high

¥



| U

level of influence. " = .

Laan

School operatidﬂé. A high to very high level of iffluence was accorded

to the building principal and the teachers at each school.;AThe mean for the
building principal (Y'é 1.07) indicates the highest level of influence accdided

by-superintendents to any group- or individuals. Other groups and individuéls,

A

including the superintendent, were seen as ideally having minimal -influence.

in Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees
The means for the responses of school frustce perceptions of the preferred
~‘roles of the eleven designated potential partiéipants in decision-making in
each of the eight decisional categories are shown in Tﬁble 7. The responses
were again scaled from 1 representing a very high levei;of influencé to 5
representing no influence. The item resfénse rate ranged from N = 63 to
‘g_; 68.

Influence of Participant Groups in Decision-making &

o

Ministry of education. School trustees indicated that they prefer little

influence for the ministry of education except for curriculum and instruction
where the preferred lev@ll of influence was sINghtly above modedate (§'=%2.75).

School board. School trustees indicated a preference for a high to

very high level of influence for the school gfard in the decisional categories -
of business management, curriculum and instruction, schooi—community rélations; ' g
personnel administration (administrators) and pupil roleé/ofgaﬁizétiﬁn: Aparfr
from personnel administration (teacﬁers) where §;='2.16, tﬁe”i;Véiwofriﬂfiﬁéncer

1

preferred in the other categories of pupil personnel and school operations

" showed these to be .areas where school trustees would wish to have the least

R Yy
amount of influence... _ /
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Superintendent. * A high to Very high level of influence was- accorded to

N

superlntendents in all categorles except school -community relations and school

L]

operations. Even in these two areas, however, the level desired was expressed

as moderate to high.

Secretary-treasurer. A high to very high level of influence,(_'= 1.65)°

in business management was seen as the ideal for the secretary-treasurer. A
moderate level in school-community relations was preferred but little to no

1nf1uence in the other dec151onal areas 1nvest1gated

Other board offlce ‘administrators. School trustees cons1dered that

these édministrators should exert moderate to little influence. in all
3 . ’ i

3 decisipnal areas.

Lbocal teachers association. The perceptions of school trustees for the

Tole of the local teachers association in decision-making showed little or

¢. no influence preferred in five areas (business management, plpil personnel,

schooj—community relations, personhelvadministration (administrators) and’

N

’ schoof operatlons), but moderate to 11tt1e influence preferred for cur-

'r1cu1um and’ 1nstruct10n personnel . admlnlstratlon (teachers) and pupil rules/

'aprganlzatlon. T i . R . ,,n'

b

. Commugity groups. Little or no influence was accorded to community;v

= 3.29

S 001 council[parent gr0gp§, ‘A similar pattern obtains for 'school |

Fa

counc11/parent groups as was shown for other community groups. - In school-

community relations, however, the degree of influence perceived as ideal was

P

marginally greater than for community groups.

" Building principals. . The building principal was assigned a sigﬁificant
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role in deeisioh—making in the school related areas of pupil personnel, pupil
rules/organization and school operations. A ﬁoderate to high level of influence
for the building principal was indicated by school trustee response means of
2.49 and 2.63 for personnel administration (teachers) aﬁd curriculum and
instruction respectively. H |

~ Teachers at each school. School trustees expressed a preference for

teachers to exert a moderate to high level of iﬁfluence in pupil rules/
organization, pupil personnel, school operations and cﬁrriculum andiéﬁérruc—
tion. The roTe\gfvfeacherswae seen ideally to lead “to least influence in
decisien-making in business management, school-community relations and
personnel administration (administrators).

Students at each school. Students were seen to have little role to

play in any of the decisional aregs, except for pupilrrules/organization

where the desired level (X = 2.87§iwqg;slightly above a moderate level of
iy o ' . N
influence. S

Preferred Influence of School Trustees Within Decisional Areas

2

Business management. .School trustees'indicatedﬁa pre-eminent role
preference for themselves and superintendents in decision-making in business
management . The role preferred for the secretary-treasurer (X = 1.65) is 1eee
influential than that for the superintendent (i'=‘l.4§) but is still at a high
to ver& high level. Other board office administrators were accorded a-moderate
level of influence but the contributign'geéired from other/groﬁperisiehali.

3

Curriculum and instruction. The results indicate a preference for the

school superintendent to be at the forefront in this area (X = 1.23) but with
a high to very high level of influence aSsigned to the school board (§'= 1.70).

A much lower level of influence was accorded to the building principal, but
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ahead of both the ministry offeducation and other board office administrators.

Teachers were accorded a level of influence equal to that of the ministry of

education. S~ p
: . / 'u /

Pupil personnel. The data indicate that school trustees showed a

preference for the building principal to be the most influential in decisions
affécting pupil personnel (X = 1.86). Ideally, according to trustees, the
next most influential should be the superintendent (X = 1.97) followed by

teachers at the school (X = 2.24). Trustees aégbrded themselves a moderate leyel

of influence (X = 3.10) and other groups were mostly in the little to no

influence range.

'Schdolacommunity relations. The high level of influence accorded to the

school board by trustees (X = 1.32) in the decisional area of school-comminity

‘relations relative to otheriggoups is quite marked. The nearest mean response

(X = 2.27) was accorded to superintendents; the score for the secretary-
treasurer (X = 2.94) is close to a moderate level but other groups were accorded
less than a moderate level of influence.

Personnel administration (administrators). School trustees indicated

that they wish the school board to have the greatest influence (X = 1.23) in
decisions concerning administrators with only the superintendent (X = 1.87)
having an influence level above moderate. This area is clearly seen as one

almost exclusively within the domain of trustees and sﬁperintendents.

. Personnel administration (teachers). It was considered that superinten-- -

-

(X = 1.11) with the other groups accorded a level of influencg beyond

moderate being, in order, school board, building principal and other board

office administrators.
; ‘ .

.

S P

dents should be the most influential in decisions affecting teachers ———
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Pupil rules/organization. The superintendent (X = 1.65) was preferred

by trustees be the most influential, closely followed by both the‘building
principal/ (X = 1.75) and the school board (X = 1.76). Teachers and students -
were both Accorded a moderate to high level of influence.

School operations. Thiisgrea was regarded quite clearly as the domain

of the building principal (X = 1.44) with only teachers (Yi= 2.42) and the
superinténdent (X = 2.56) e)lrting a level of influence beyond modefate. " The
school board was assigned its lowest level of influence in any category

(X = 3.88) and all other groups were in the little to no influence range. The
score for the ministry of education (X = 4.89) indicated a preference for the
lowest leve}apf influence in this‘area for any group in any of the decisional
categoriesi

Summ’éﬁ/“)‘

The role'pf€53§ences of school trustees an

4
4

school superintendents for
various potential participants in educational decision-making were determined-
by respondentsvaSSigning ideal levels of inflyence to the groups or iﬁdividuals
in specific decisional areas. ~An'analysis the responses indicates that -
school trustées and scheool superintendents consider that the school board and
the superin?éndenf should-exert the most influence in decision-making in most
of the decisionél areas'investigated. %his is particularly pronounced in the
degisional areas of business management, curriculum and instruction, school-

community relations, personnel administration (administrators), personnel

administratién (téachers) and pupil rules/orgénization. Least influence -

desired is in school 6berations.
The only other group or individual accorded a high to very high level

of influence in a nugher of areas, mostly on an individual school basis, is
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the building principal. The main areas are pupil personnel, pupil rules/

org'éﬁ’i’zat“iﬁﬁﬁéand school operations.

A minimal role in all areas except curriculum and instruction is per-

s,
~

eeived for the ministry of education. The secretary-treasurer iaxseen

7 ’

ideally to play a major role only in business management. Otheﬁﬁboard office

. i
administrators in general are seen ideally togﬁave a moderate level of in-
fiuence acfoes.a wide range of decis%pnal ate;e. In general, the local
teachers associations, community group$ and school council/parent groups are
not accorded much influence in any area. Teachers are perceived ideally to
have a moderate to high level of influence in three school-oriented areas and
in curriculum and instruction. Only with regard to pupil rules/organization
are students accorded any real measure of influence. |

Some differences in the relative degrees of'influeﬁce assigned by school,

trustees and school superintendents are aﬁparent, both for themselves and for

~other groups and individuals. In the next section, the significance of these

differences is analyse§ in testing the specific hypotheses proposed in this

study. /_\J //

Role Perceptions and Decisional Influence

4

This section is divided into four parts which correspond with the four

major hypotheses stated in Chapter II. 1In the first part, data concerned

-~

with role perceptlons of school trustees and superlntendents are analyzed

Then follows an analysis of the responses of school trustees ~and superinten-. .

dents for the preferred role of indiyidualsAand_grgupsuethex_thanmthemgglEeém,,,ﬁﬁ,

in decision-making. The third major hypothesis is then tested to determine
the extent of relationships between the nature of the employer of the superin-
tendent on perceptlons of t?e preferred roles of superlntendents and school

trustees. In the fourth part, relationships between the responses and a
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number of demographic variables are examined.

Preferred Roles for School Trustees and Superinfendents
Hypothesis 1 is concerned with differences between school trustee and
superintendent perceptions of the preferred role of these groups in decision-
making.. The statistical measure used is the t-test and the level of sig-
nificance used for rejécting the hypothesis is .05.
Hypothesis 1. That there are significant differencesébetween
superintendent and school trustee perceptions
of the preferred role for each other in

educational decision-making, with each preferring
a greate? influence for themselves.

Role ofischool Board: superintendent and s;hobl trustee pércepﬁions. Mean
differences between the responses of school tiustees and superintendents for
the preferred role of the school board in decision-making-are given in Table 8.
Significant differences at the .01 level were’fouﬁd inhbusiness managemént,
personnel administration (administfators), personnel administration (teachers),
pupil rules/organization, and school operations. The difference in pupil
personnel responses is significant at the .05 level but no significant dif-
ferences were found for curriculum and instruction and schbol-community
relations.

~~-Role of Superintendent: superintendent and school trustee perceptions. Mean

differences between the responses of school trusfees and supérintendents fof
the preferred role of school superintendents are given in Table 9. The
differences are significant at the .01 level in business management, pupil
personnel, pubil rules/organization and in school operationsir For schobl-

community relations, the difference is significant at the‘,OS level. No sig-

nificant differences were found for persqiﬁel administration (administrators)
or curriculum and instruction.

Role of superintendent and school board: superintendent perceptions. -The

™



Table 8 ’

Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees
“and Superintendents for the Preferred Role
of the School Board in Decision-making -

v a
Mean™ Responses

o Trustees Superintendents :
Decisional Area - _ _ el _ Mean t-test
‘ N X N X difference value
Business _ - : : \\\\>~un%

Management 66 1.29 47 1.6l - - .32 . -3.83 **

Curriculum § .
Instruction - 68 1.70 47 1.80 - .10 - --.81

Pupil . . :
Personnel 68 3.10 - 49 3.52 - .42 -2.,52 *
School -Comm. : -
Relations 64 1.32 47 1.30 ~ - .02 .14
Personnel Admin. © , .
(administrators) 67 1.23 49 1.55 - .32 -3.81 **
Personnel Admin. , -
(teachers) 68 2.16 49 2.86 - .70 -3.60 **
Pupil rules/
Organization 68 1.76 © 49 2.37 S~ .61 +3,52 **
School | ,

- Operations - 68 3.88 49 4.33 - .45 -2.73 **

a'l = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate
level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence

*

P < .05
* %

p <.01
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Table 9 : .

_Comparison of Mean Responses$ of School Trustees

and Superintendents for the Preferred Role .~
of -the Superintendent in Decision-making

Decisional Area N - X N X difference © value

a
Mean Responses

S Superinte '
Trustees : uperintendents _ Mean t-test

~

Business

Management

Curriculum §

66 1.49 47 1.20 .29 ’372) -

68 1.23 47 1.37 - .14 21,90

Instruction

Pupil -

Personnel 68 . 1.97 49 2.44 - .47 ~-3,22 **

School-Comm. o .

Relations 64 2.27 47 1.96 .3% ©1.98 *°.
: P , _ g s '

Personnel Admin. : ;

(administrators) > 66 1.87 . * 46 1.90 - .b3 - .36

PersonnelnAdmin. .

(teachers) 68 1.11 49 1.21 - .10 -1.63

Pupil rules/ : : :

Organization 68 1.65 49 2.2%&_. - .63 -4,58 **

School : o N , C ,

Operations 68 2.56 49 3.36 - .80 - -4.48 ¥*

*

2 1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 =

level of 1
*

P < .05
*

P <,01

' moderate
nfluence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence : {\\
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- : o~
mean responses of superintendents for their perceptions of the ideal role of

the school board and superintendents in decision-making in each of the
decisional areas, the mean differences and the t-test values are given in

Table 10. 1In all categoxies, except pupil rules/organization, the differences

are significant at the .01 leyel.

Role of school board and uperintendent: school trustee perceptions. Data

enabling these responses to be \compared are shown in Table 11. There is no
- S : ’

significant difference between the means in pupil rules/organization; the ‘ L
. H , : {
difference is significant at the .05 level in business management and at the

e

in each of the other six decisional areas.

Summafy - From Tables 8 and 9, it is clear that significant differences o >
were found between superintendent and school trustee perceptions of the roles ”§\£='
of the superintendent and the school board and the hypothesis proposed cannot ’
be iejected. The results in Table 10 indicate that Superintendents prefer e
more influential role for themselves than school trustees in afl areas except
school—conmunity.relations,and personnel administration (administrators). On
the other-hand, the resu1£s in Table 11 show that school trusteg¢s prefer avn ' | k
more influential role for the school board in bu51ness management school |
community relatlons and/;ersonnel administration (admlnlstrators) tial &
for role confllct’seems to ex1st in business managemene'51nce‘eech,greup prefer?x\\\\\

i
b

itself to have the greatest‘inflnence in this area.

Preferred Roles for Other Groups and Individuals

" Hypothesis 2 is tested using t-tests to compare the Tesponses
-7

trustees and superintendents -for the preferred role of groups—an ’ndividualsfeuw—;f~;

other than themselves in decision-making. The level of significance used to
reject the hypethesis is .05.

B = - ’
The hypothesis is tested by comparing the mean responses of superintendents
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'\\qex'f .
Table 10
Comparison of Mean Responses of Superintendents
for the Preferred Roles of the School Board
and Superintendent in Decision-making
x
(ﬁ» Mean® Responses
kx‘Board' Superintendent
’ ‘ Rf}e Rf}e Mean . t-test
Decisional Area- X ' X - difference value
Business
Management 1.61 1.20 .41 5.73 **
Curricuium and } - _
Instruction '1.80 1.37 .43 4,33 **
+Pupil . ‘
Personnel 7 3.52 2.44° 1.08 9.32 **
School-Community 7
Relations _ . 1.30 1.96 - .66 -5.90 **
Personnei Admin.
// (administrators) 1.90 - .35 -3.40 **
Personnel Admin. : .
{teachers) 1.21 1.65 10.45 **
Pupil rules/
Organization 2,28 .09 74
School o
Organization 3.36 .97 8.05- **

-Note: N varied from 23\;0 49

2 1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate .

level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence
* . [ R S - _ S
p <.05 ®
*
p <.01

*
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. Table 11 - v
Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees .
for the Preferred Roles of the School Board
and Superintendent in Decision-making -
\ .
%
Mean? Responses
Board Superintendent '
Rf_le Ro__le  Mean E_—test
Decisional Area X X ~ difference value .
Business . // .
Management 1.29 1.49 - .20 - 2,37 *
. i
Curritulum and ‘ R |
Instruction 1.70 1.23 .47 6.18 **
Pupil K ,
Personnel 3.10 1.97 1.13 10.39 ** . !
School-Community
Relations ] 132 2.27 -..95 -10.09 ** ;
Personnel Admin. ’ '
{administrators) 1.23 1.87 - .64 - 8.44 **
Personnel Admin. - . "
{teachers) v , 2.16 1.11 1.05 9.49 ** 1
. Pupil rules/ - - \ i
‘Organization ' E 76 1.65 .10 .96 ;
j
School v » }
Operations + 3.88 2.56 - 1.32 12.89 ** :
' ' t

Note: _Iivaried from 64 to 68

21 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = modgrate
level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5

* .
E<~05
* %

P_<.01

-

= no influence
- 1§
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and school trustees for the preferred role of the following groups or
individuals:
Ministry of education

Secretary-treasurer
Board office admlnlstrators (other than the superlntendent)

©

- Local teachers association

Commmity groups {/ﬂ
School ¢ouncil/parent teacher assoclation
Building principal - \
Teachers .

Students

Hypothesis 2. That théxe are significant differences between superin-

: o tendent“and school trustee perceptions of the preferred
role for other groups and 1nd1v1duals in educat10na1
decision-making.

Role of ministry of education. The relevant statistics are listed in

Table 12, A statistically significant difference at the .05 level was found

in ‘the category pupil rules/organizﬁtion. No significant differences were
found in any of the other categories.: The data indicate that superintendents

prefer a smaller degree of influence for the ministry of education than do

school trustees in all areas except school operations and curriculum and

instruction.

Role of secretary-treasurer. The data given in Table 13 show that

superintendents prefer less influence than school trustees.for the secretary-

treasurer in all categories. These differences are statistically significpnt

at the .01 level for pupil rules/organization and at the .05 level for

bu51ness management, currlculum and 1nstruct10n and personnel admlnlstratlon

(admlnlstrators) " No significant differences were found for the other

categories of pupil personnel, school-community relations, personnel

administration (teachers) and school operations.
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ot
Table 12 B
‘& N .
.+ Comparison’Qf Mean Responses of School Trustees
and Superintendents for the Preferred Role ,
of the Ministry of Education in Decisjon-making -
. . A QB ) ‘tv j’
a s
Mean™ Responses
. Trustees—. _Superlntendi?ts Mean t-test »
Decisional Area N X N X differences value ™
usiness ‘
Management 66, 3.55 47 3.84 - .29 -1.69
Coyriculum § ‘ : A !
- Instruction 68 2.75 47  2.57 .18 © 1.03
Pupil 7 ‘ B S I
Personnel T 68 4,47 49 4.61 - .14 -1.09 co
School -Comm, ‘ : : o .
Relations 64 4.18 47 . 4.34 - .16  -1.19
Personnel Admin. : :
(administrators) = 67 - 4.18 49 4.32 - .14
Personnel "Admin. :
(teachers) 68 4.06 49 4.27 . - .21
Pupil rules/ ' ' :
Organization 68 4.,06 49 4,41 = .35 -2.,23 *
School v : o ; S ' s
Operations 68 4.89 49  4.86 © .03 .54 7
2 1= very high Ievel df influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3
level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence
. R I . N
p <.05 &

o




) Table =13 . |

Comparison of Mean Responses of School TfusteeS',
and Superintendents for the Preferred Role

of the Sécretary-Treasurer in Decision-making

A

; ' “r;> , Meana'ReSPOnses" . .
Vvﬁi? o Trustees Superintendents

Mean © t-test

Decisional Are% N X N, X ‘differences . value _
P Business Lo - \\[\u, .
' Management . 1.65 47 1.98 ‘ - .33 - ~2.01.*
hgurfieulum & . ‘ . _
- Instruction "4.53 46 4.76 - .23 o -2.12 *
Pupil o . | |
4.64 )}- 49 - 4.81 - .17 . --1.92

Personnel

i . A

Pérsonnel Admin.

lafions ' ’\ 6 7.9 47 ;’%6;/// - .07 - - .31

(administrators) 67 4,01 49 4.37 - .36 -2.21 *
Personnel Admin. ‘ , - ' _ :
(teachers) 68  4.45 49 4.55 [ - ,40i> - .79
Pupil mules S \ ' ,
Organiz 68 4.19 "49 4.68 S .49 =311
School ‘ : , (\;i} . S
Operations | 68 4.38 49 4.56 - .ép ©-1.51

@ o ! -

a

1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level ofrinfluence; 3 = moderate:
- level Qf influence; 4 = little influgnce;—s ='no influence - -

* g . J L
- T p <05

= o T e — e ,‘ - = —

N Sp<.01 : L f
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v~R01e of othér board officéfadministrators. Table 14 indicates that

| - . é;
superintendents prefer more 1nf1uence for these officers in all categories - i
‘

than do school trustees. The mean differences are statistically sig-
nificant at the .05 level in schoolvcommUnity relations, personnel adminisd

' tration (teachers) and curriculum and instruction.

Role of the local teachers associatién. Table 15 shows that the digferen—

ces in perceptions are small and are statistically 51gn1f1cant at the .05 level
il personnel and pupil rules/organization. Superintendents indicated
that they would prefer to see an even smaller amount of 1nf1uence for the

local teachers association than the low level a551gned by school trustees.

Role of community groups. A statistically significant difference hetween
- superintendent and trusteevperceptions of the preferred role of community |
groups in decision-making wes fqnnd at the :01 level in curriculum and in-
struction (Table 16). No significant iifferences between perceptions were
found in the other seven decisional areas.'~In the area where a stetisticaily
'significantﬁdifference was noted, the superintendents indicated a preference

~ for a higher level Bf influence for community groups in curriculum and
instruction than did school trustees. - | '

| Role of school council/parent teacher associations. The responses listed

@

in Table 17 show very little difference between ‘the percept1 of the two

groups of respondents and in no decisional area is the difference statistically

significant at the .05 level.

s -

Role of building,principals,ﬁ,The,dataigiyeniinWTable”lBWShowithathuperinfi,m”,.,,,

_tendents prefer building principals to be accorded a higher level of influence

in all decisional areas than do school trustees. Furthermore, these differences

are significant in all areas except for personnel administration (administrators)-'

and in five categories the level of significance is .01,



Tgble 14

Comparison of Mean Responses of School Truétees
and Superintendents for the Preferred Role
of Other Board Office Administrators in Decision-making

E

a . .
Mean ™ Responses ', -

h )

/ Trusteeé— ' Superlgtendeffs Mean - t-test

Decisional Area &,,ELW, X N X difference  value

Business . - .

Management 66 2.94 - 46 2,72 .22 . 1,44
 Curriculum § | ,

Instruction 68 - 2.94 47 2.51 .43 1,99 *

Pupil , .

Personnel . 68  3.73 49 - 3.42 .31 1,54 .

School-Comm 4 _ %

Relations__A" 64 = 3.61 47 3.16 .4§/ 2.46 * ;
,}Persoﬁneerdmin.< ‘ : ,

(administrators) - 67 - 3.45 49 3.08 .37, .76

Personnel Admin. A ’ :

(teachers) 68 2.96 49 2.40 ;756 2.29 *

Pupil rules/ . ' _ o ‘

Organization 68 3.46 49 3.38 .08 .44 .

School :

Operations 68 -3.87 49 3.82 .05 .32

- - , } .
a1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate
level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence
»* - . e — - - - - 2
p. <.05
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Table 15

85

Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees
and Superintendents for the Preferred Role.
of the Local Teachers Association in Decision-making

. v
Mean Responses

a 1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate

level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence

\ Trustees;. Super1ntendf?ts Mean t-test
Decisional Area N - X N X - difference . .value. .. _ . .
Busineéss "
Management 65 . 4,17 46 4.00 .17 1.18
Curriculum § ' , ‘
Instruction . 67 3.43 . 47 3.43 .00 .01
Pupil . :
Personnel 68 ~ 4.60 49 4.77 -.17 -2.00 *
School -Comm. »

. Relations 64 " -4.30 46 4.22 .08 .59
Personnel Admin. o
(administrators) 67 4.47 49 4.38 .09. 78
Personnel Admin. :

(teachers) 68, 3.70 48 3.64 .06 .34
Pupil rules/ _ ' .

Organization 68 3.89 ° 49 4.28 -.39 -2.43 ?5
School , : . |
Operation 67 4.49 49 4.67 -.18 -1.67
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Table 16 :
' ] : .
Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees
and Superintendents for the Preferred Role
of Community Groups in Decision-making
a
Mean™ Responses
Trustees;_ ‘ Supfrlntendezfs Mean t-test
Decisional Area ~ N ~ X _ N X . difference value. . ..
R | ‘ ) . :
Business > T , ) g
Management 66 4.45 46 4.53 - -.08 - - .66
Curriculum § - ' ' S :V 7 ~
Instruction 68  4.17 47 3.85 .32 '2.64 **
Pupil :
Personnel N 68 4.74 49 4.78 -.04 . - - .53
School-Comm. : 4 . '
Relations .= = 64 3.29 .47 3.06 .23 1.23
Personnel Admin. . ’ .
{(administrators) 66 4.74 ., 49 4.67 .04 .50 -
,Personnei Admin; ) . .
(teachers) 68 4.76- 49 = 4.78 -.02 - .22
Pupil rules/ - :
Organization 68 3.98 49 3.97. .01 .05
School | - Co -
Operations 68  4.84 49 4.82 .02 .24

33 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate
level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence )

*

* L
p< .01




@

21 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate

level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence

Table 17 -
Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees
and Superintendents for the Preferred Role of a
School Council/Parent Teacher Association in Decision-making
Mean® Responses
| 7 Trustees__ Superlntendeffs 'Mean t-test
Decisional Area H . X H - X ’ difference - -value- - - -
Business ’ : '
Management 66 4.40 46 - 4.40 .00 .04
Curriculum § i , ~
Instruction 68 3.68 47 3.53 .15 .94
Pupil - T
Personnel {m 68 4.46 49 4.53 -.07 - .58"
School -Comnf, : ,
Relations ' 64 3.37 47 3.06 .31 1.63
Personnel Admin. : -
(administrators) 67. 4.48 49 4.50 -.02 - .14
- Personnel Admin. : ‘ o
(teachers) 68 4.54 49 4,65 -.11 -1.01
Pupil rules/ » ’
Organization 68 . 3.27 49 3.34 -.07 - .37
_pchool
Operations 68 4.56 49 4.44 .12 1.16



Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees

‘Table 18

and Superintendents for the Preferred Role
of the Building Principal in Decision-making

a
Mean  Responses

Trustees

Superintendents

*k

_ ) _ = Mean t-test
‘Decisional Area N X N X difference value
Business :

Management 66 3.43 46 °  2.91 .52 3.09 **
Curriculum §

Instruction 168 2.63 47 1.90 .73 4.00
Pupil '
Personnel 1.86 49 .1.39 » .47 3.15 **
School-Comm.

Relations 64 3.37 47 2.91 .46 2.60 *
Persoﬁnel Admin. 4

(administrators) 67 4.02 - -48 . 3.82 .20 1.30
Persomnel Admin. o :

(teachers) 68 2.49 49 1.90 - ~.59 3.38 **
Pupil rules/ :
Organization 68 1.75 49 1.16 .59 3.59 **
School <
Operations 68 1.44 49 1.07 - .37 2.45 *
, N
ﬁ -

31 = very high level oé{;nfluence;'Z = high level of influence;

level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5

= no influence *

3 = moderate
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Role of teachers. From Table 19 it can be ,séen,,tharﬁnaﬁsigni,ﬁgantﬁ,i,,,_ki,ﬁ,

—differences eﬁerged in the decisional areas of pupil personnel, school-

community re1ations and personnel administration (administrators). bif-

ferences are significant‘at'the .01 level for curriculum and instruction,

personnel administratibnr(tgachers), pupil ruleS/organization'and school

operations. In business management, the difference is significant at the

.05'1eve1. Supefinténdents showgd a preférence for a greater influenge,for .
téachers in decision;making than did sch991 trustées.

\ - . l‘_&‘
Role of students. Both superintendents and schobl trustees indicated

that students should ideally have little or ﬁo»influenée in decision—ﬂ%kiﬁg,
except with régard to pupil rules/organization (Table 20). In general;
superintendents ascribed a higher level of involvement to studeﬁts than did
trustees but the difference is only significant in school opérations énd
curriculum and instruction.

Summary. From the summary given in‘Tgble 21, it can be seen that
Hypothesis 2 is: |

[

1. rejected for the ministry of education, except in the area of

pupil rules/organization; , -
: 2. _Egjéited for the secretary-treasurer in pupil persénnél, school-

3

community relations, personnel administration (teachers) and school operations.
It is not rejected in business management, curriculum and instruction,
personnel administration (administrators) and pupil rules/organization;

3. rejected for other board office administrators except for curriculum

and instruction, school-commmity relations and personnel administration

(teachers);

4. rejected for the local teachers association except for pupil

personnel and pupil rules/organization;



”
Y N R S e
! Table 19 .
Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees
and Superintendents for the Preferred Role
of Teachers at Each School in Decision-making
. a 4
Mean™ Responses
| Trustees_. Superlntendezfs Mean  t-test

Decisional Area . N X . N - X difference value.
Business ' .
Management : 65 4.09 46 3.75 .24 2.57 *
Curriculum § _ B ; v
- Instruction 67 - 2.73, 47 2.19 .54 3.21 **
Pupil ' : .
Personnel 68 2.2 49 2.22 .02 .14
School-Comm. .
Relations o 64 4.14 47 3.99 .15 1.00
Personnel Admin. - g R
(administrators) 67 4,22 49 3.99 .23 - 1.52
Personnel Admin. LN , |
(teachers) 68 3.52 49  3.08 .44 2.8]1 **
Pupil rules/ :
Organization 68 2,21 49 | 1.60 .61 3,49 *+
School o ‘ '
Operations . ' 67 2.42 48 1.95 .47 3.02 **

a1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate
' level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence

*
p < .05

Ak - §

P < .01

B SR e



;e ., | Table20. - - g
Comparison of Mean™Responses of School Trustees
and Superintendénts for the Preferred Role
of Students at Each School in Decision-making

Mea:ya Responses |

Tru'stees-‘ Supermtend_e_nts_ Mean t-test

Decisional Area N X N X - difference value - -~
7

Business , . : o .
Management 66 4.77 46 4.70 .07 .87 -
Curriculum § ] : ,
Instruction . 68 4,28 47 - 3.89 . .39 2.67 **
Pupil : : ,
Personnel 68 4.44 49 - 4.36 .08. .61
School -Comm. ' -~ :
Relations 63 4,50 47 4.61 -.11 - .95
Personnel Admin. - | 7 ,
(administrators) . 67  4.80 49 . 4.70 100 116
Personnel Admin. A ' '
(teachers) 68 4.79 48 4,76 .03 7 .31
Pupil rules/ :
Organization 68 2.87 49 2.52 .35 1.72
School ] : -
Operations : 68 . 4.65 48 4.35 .30 2.62 *

a1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate
level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence

*p <05 , , o
* % ~ o )

p <.01
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2
1

5. —rejeétéd;fbrmeommunity~groﬁps~exeept—in—eur%icuium—andggﬁgffﬁéfﬁmry4“*4—;**%
6. réjected fbr-scﬁool council/éarent groups in allrdeéisioﬁal areas; 7_4
7. not rejécted for the buildingvprincipal except'fof personnel :
adminisgration‘Cadminisfr;térs);

v8. not rejected fo; teachefS‘ﬁt each school exCépt in pupil persdnnei,
sehool;cpmmﬁniff reIations,and'peréonnel adminiStrétion (adginistratoré); and

9. rejected for students at each school except in curriculum-and -

instruction and school operations. , o

Préferred'Rolés and Superintendent Employer

VInvéhis.éart ;f thé statistica1~analy;i$, hypothesis 3’is>tes£ed using
| either}gftest or Pearson Product Moment correlations to determiné whether
*ferceﬁtibnsjbf,the respohdent groups differ according the the natﬁre'of the

employer of the superintendent and whether any relationships exist between

Q/.

the perceptions. of these sub-groups for their roles in decision-making.

Hypothesis 3. That there are no significant relationships
' between superintendent and school trustee

perceptions of the preferred roles for them-

selves and each other and the nature of the

: employer of the superintendent. : '
- Data used in testing this hypothesis are in Tables 22-24. 1In T;;::\§Q,

P

the mean responses of superintendents employed by school boards are éOmpared

T~

with those of superintendents employed by the ministry of education. In
‘general, the differences betﬁeen the mean responses of the differently

employed superintendents are small but a higher level of influence for the

superintendent is preferred by the ministry employed superintendents. The

differences are statistically significant at the .05 level in the decisional
areas of curriculum and instruction and personnel administration (teachers).
, o . ,

The mean responses of school trustees for the preferred role of the

%



Table 22

Comparisgn of Mean Responses of School Boérd‘Employed and
Ministfy of Education Employed Superintendents for the
fegred Role of Superintendents in Decision-making

Mean® Responses of Supts. ’ ' ‘ ;

‘Decisional™ Board® © MinistryC Mean  totest™
Area - ' . employed employed differences. * value '
. ) . .o X D X .

‘Busimess. S b
Management 1.20 1.19 - .01 - .02
Curriculum § . , . _ o .

Instruction = 1.80 - 1.34 - .46 - 2.32%

Pupil - , o ,w;

Personnel : 2.54 2.49 .05 .15
School-Comn. . , : . : '

Relations . 2.06 - 1.97 .09 .22
Personnel Admin. . ' S - e
(administrators) 1.92 1.89 _ .03 .13
Personnel Admin. :

(teachers) 1.67 1.16 .51 - " 2.66*

Pupil rules/ ‘ . ' :

‘Organization 2.58 2.29 .29 .82
School ‘ . : . .

Operations 3.89 - 3.29 B .60 : 1.40

) P ) . ”
1 = very high level of influence; 2 = high .level of influence; 3 = moderate ...
level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence :

°N varied between 5 and 6
cE_varied between 38 and 40

* . . N
R< .05 ¢ ‘ ) . ¢
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school. ‘board-are shown in'Table 23 accbrdlng to the nature of the‘empleyment

T

of the school superlntendent The dlfferences between the means are small )

but reach statlstlcal 51gn1f1cance at the .05 level in the dec131ona1 area - ...
‘ D SRR

of personnel admlnstratlon (admlnlstraters)

-

The relationships between the perceptlons of superlntendents employed : B

, by the mlnlstry and trustees of those boards of the preferred role in dec151on-

_ - el - — - . [, S

maklng for superlntendents were examlned and the correlations obtained are . o

listed in colum A of Table 24. For ministry- employed superlntendents, sig-

1S

nrflcant differences- between‘the'preferences of superintendents ‘and- trus&ees—ﬂ*~hm*~*'

of beards with mlnlstryiemployed super1ntendents for the role of superinten-

*dents were found in the decisibnal areas of  curriculum and instruction

“(r = 308) and personnel administration (teachers) where T = 510 . Caution
' J

should be exercised in graw1ng any conclusions from this result since the

"amount of variance explained by the COrrelations is small. Even in the two

cases where the difference is statistieaily signrficant,‘the correlations aret
moderate.

. The relationshins between'the,perceptiene of superintendents emgleyed | | 2N
by the miniStry and truetees,of these boards of therpreferred role in decision—

making for scliool trustees were also examined."Thg correlation coefficients

ohtained,are shown in column B of Table 24. All ef the correlations are low =

and none is stgtisticdll§ Significantfét the .05 level. ' . - -

It Waé’hpﬁed'théf’it”WOﬁId'hévé‘Been‘p6§§15Ie'fﬁmdeterﬁihé“fheﬁﬂﬁfﬁreﬁ‘”7hf"””"1

’"ofrany‘reiationship‘between*the‘rndrrInmd%IEHCES“Uf‘superintendentsteiqﬂinnﬁfttf*““"
by a echeol board.and trustees of those boards for the superintendent and

the school board. - (r\;¥

’ -
"The number of matched respondents of superintendents and school truStees

in which the school board was the employer of the superintendent was, however,
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- Table 23
! , Cemparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees
, (Board%mployed Superintendent) and School Trustees
(Ministry EmpIGyed Superlntendent) for the Preferred Role of the
& School Board in Decision-making R
”‘Meana”Re5ponse5~ofﬂTrustees S g
Decisional : Boardb ' MinistryS Mean t-test
s Area emp loyer employer = differences value
Business ’ ) ’ '
] Management 1.08 . . 1.33 - .25 - 1.89
. ; - . I‘ ‘
Curriculur”§ ’ |
Instruction *1.81 1.67 - ‘ .14 : .76 g
Pupii ’ _ ' : : f
Personnel - .3.04 3.07 - - .03 ' - A :
"'School-Comm. . S . ' g
' Relations . 1.17 - -+ . . 1.33 - <16 St = 1,02 - -
Personnel Admin. - : . _ , ' g
(administrators) 1.40 - 1.19 . .21 %&13* ‘ i
Pexsonnel Admin. : : . - ]
(teachers) 2.36 2.10 .26 .87 !
Pupil rules/ . ‘
Organization \ 2.00 1.69 .31 ©1.12
: School .
- Operations 3.97 3.82 .15 .49

) 3 = very hlgh level of 1nf1uence 2 = high level of 1nf1uence, 3= moderate
ug,44,47u4w1e¥e140£41n£luence1444‘411tt1e—1ﬂ£1ueneei—s ——ﬁafinfiuencegggggf

bN varied between 12 and 13

‘ AN,varled,betueen 48 and 49 = ﬁA S o S

E(
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‘Table 24

Pearson Product Moment Correlations Between Mean Responses of
Superintendents and School Trustees (Ministry Employed Superlntendents)
for the Preferred Roles of the Superintendent and School Board 1n

7 Decision-making :

Correlations Between Superintendent and School
Truystee Preferences for the Role of

Decisional ’ A , B
Area ‘ . ; Superintendent School Board
Business - Q. : :
_ Management - .106 : - .153
riculum § ,
struction - .308* { ) +.043
Pupil ‘
Personnel : ' 065 \ .250
~School - Community - _ ‘ ]
Relations - .138 - : .169
Peisonnel Admin. )
(administrators) » _ - .136 .075
Personnel Admin. A '
(teachers) , : T .510* ‘ 09?37
Pupil rules/ , -7
Organization , .034 \ .074
School ‘ )
Operations - : - .125 . .153

Note: 'N = 34




too.small (N = 4) for any valid éonclusibﬁsfto be drawn from calculated
correlation coefficients. |

Sggégry. In all areas where it wés possible to test the null hypothesis
it cannot bé~rejected except with regard to the role of the superintendeﬁt
in curriculum and instruction and persohnel-édministration (teachers) and
wifh regard‘to the role of the school board in personnel administration

(administrators). 7

Preferred Roles and Demographic Variables

Hypothesis 4 is concetned with relationships between demographic variables
and the preferred roles of superintendents and school trustees in decision-
making. The statistical measures used were Pearson correlations where the
demographic variable was interval and t-tests where the variable could be
dichotomized and mean differences obtained.

Hypothesis 4. That there are no significant relationships
between superintendent and school trustee
- perceptions of the preferred roles for them- = _

selves and each other and specific demographic
and personal variables.

The demographic and personnel variables examined for superintendents and
school trustees were: age, sex, total years in the position, years in office
in the district, level of formal edﬁ%ation, school district enrollment, and

classification of the school district as urban or rural.

Age. Correlatioh values for superintendent perceptions of the role of

the superintendent with age of the superintendent are shown in Table 25. The

correlations indicate a weak positive re

and a weak negative relationship in the other four, areas. None is statis- <«

tically significant.

Correlation values for school trustee perceptions of the preferred role

of the superintendent with age of the trustee are shown in Table 26. Again,

lationship in four decisional areas =

AL £ it it
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the correlations are weak and none is sigﬁificant.

,Tablee27 shows the correlation coefficients ohtained when one variable
is the age of superintendents and the other is superintendent perceﬁtions of
the preferred'roie of the school board. A weak, negative relationship is |
indicated in'all areas, except pupil_rules/organization in which the relation-
ship is weak and positive.' The strongest relationship is with curriculum and
instruction where r = -.255, showing a slight tendency for the degree of
influence perceived by suﬁerintendents for school trustees to decrease with ’
increased age of superintendents. This correlation coefficient is statistically
significant at the .OS level.

- B
The cofrelation values between school trustee perceptions for the

preferred role of the school board and age of trustees are all very weak

and none is significant (Table 28).

Total Years in the Position

Correlations between superintendent mean resbonses for the suﬁerintendent
role in decision-making with total years as a superintendent are weak in most
cases (Table 25) but reach a moderately weak level for pup11 personne1
(r = -.297). This is statistically significant at the .05 level.' Except
for personnel administratioq (teaehers), thercorrelations are negative,’
indicating aAslight fehdency for more experienced suPerinteﬁdents to.prefer
less influence in decision-making for superinfendents.

Correlation values for school trustee responses for the superintendenﬁ,
role and total yeare as frustee (Table 26) are weak apg noneris‘eigﬂéficentf

Most of the correlations are weak and negative for;the variables superinten-
dent responses- for the school board role and-totél years as superintendent
(Tahle 27). The only one reaching a significance level of .05 (r = -.300) is
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again in the decisional area ef curriculum and inetruction indicating‘that
more experienced superintendents prefer less influence for the school board
in this area. | | .

A weak positive correlation value of .226 in the decisional area ‘of
school-community relations is significant at the.,OS level for school trustee
mean responses for the role of the school board and '"total years as trustee"
as a variable (Table 28). }his indicates that the longer a. trustee serves on
school boards, the greater the level of'influence preferred for the school

board in school-community relations.

Years in office in the school district. Correlation coefficients between

"years in office in the district' and the respective mean responses of superin-

tendents and school trustees for the preferred role of superintendents and
the school board are listed in Tables 25-28.

Table 25 indicates that superintendent preferences for their own role
are negatively correlated With years:spent as a superinteﬁdent in the school
district. Statistical significance at the .05 level was achieved in the area
of school-commmity relations (r = -.256).

For superintendent preferences for the school board role (Table 27), five
of the relationships are Weakly negative and the other three weakly positive.
Significance at the .05 level is reached (r = -.294) in curriculum and instruc-
tion and ih‘personnel administration (administrators) where r = .288. This

seems to suggest that the longer a superintendent spends in a school district,

the less the influence preferred for the school board in curriculum and
instruction. On the other hand, the greater the district experience of the
superintendent, the greater the level of influence preferred for the school

board in decisions related to personnel administration (administrators).

et e o e

&t e o s b
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Correlation values obtained hetween school trustee preferences for
either the superintendent role or the school board role and years as a trustee
in the district as the variable are very weak and none is significant (Tables

s

26 and 28).

School'district‘enrollment. Corielations of superintenaent and school
trustee role perceptinns of tne superintendent and schosl district enroll-
ment are weak and none is statistically significant (Tables 25 and 26).

A majority of the correlations of superintendent role preferences for
the school board and school district enrollment indicate a weak positive
relationship (Table 27). The strongest positive relationships, both sig- °
nificant ét the .05 ievql are in school-community relations (r = .290) and
personnel administration (administrators) (r = .325). This suggests that in
larger school districts, superintendents prefer a’higher level of influence
for the school board in school-community relations and in personnel adminis-
tration (administrators) than in smaller school districts. -

When school trustee preferences for the school board role are correlated
with school district enrollment as variable (Table 28). the relationships are
somewhat stronger (but still moderately weak to moderate) in school-community
relations (r = -.208) and in both the administrator catégory of personnel
administration (r = .393) and the teachér category (r = .300). Each of these
is also statistically significant at the .05 level. These results suggest
thatytrustées prefer a greater_lével of influence for thsischooi:boara iﬁ'
personnelradministration'(administrators) andrpe}sonnei administtétion (teachefs);
the larger the eniollment of the school district. Conversely, a iesser amount

of influence is preferred in school-community relations, the larger the school

district enrollment,
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Levél of formal education. Weak hut somewhat stronger relationships than

with other demographlc variables were found between super1ntenden$ preferences

for the superlntendent role and the level of education of superintendents

(Table 25). Those which are'statlstlcally’SLgnificant are all positive and ,

occur in curriculum and instruction, pupil persomnel and personnel adminis-

tration (teachers). , ) - | ) *

| No significant relationships were found between school trustee preferences
for the superintendent role and level 6f education of the school trustees
(Table 26). ’
Most of the correlations obtained between mean responses of superintendents
. : \
for the prefgrfed role of the school board and level of education of the
sﬁperihtéhdent are also weakly positive (Table 27)} Significance is reached

at the .05 level in- the decisional area of pupil personnel (r = .256), indicating

that the higher the level of education of superintendents, the greater the

)

v

influence preferred.for therschool'board in this area. School trestee
preferenqgs for the school board role,ahowever, shéﬁed a weék but»statistically
signifiééﬁt negétiye correlation  (r = -.281) with level of education of school
trustees iﬁ the deéisiohal area of school-commmity felations (Table 28).

Sex. This variable was not éonsidered for superintendents due to the
imbalance in the population. As noted previously, there were only two female .
superintendents in thé pdpulation. .The résponses of school trustees, however,

- were broken down by sex and Table 29 shows the data for trustee preferences for
Axhegrolefaﬁ %herseheelrbe&ﬁi ‘3here*IS“a‘StatISthEfﬁf3i§ﬁifié§ﬁf43+ff€ﬁ57é
“at the .05 level in curriculum and instruction. Data for school trustee
preferences for the role bf'the superintendent“and the‘sex of school trustees

are given in Table 30, None of the mean differences is significant at the

level required.

R S




level of iqfluence;,4 = little influence; 5 = no

b

=
<

aried from 37-4

T

c§_varied from 27—285

*
o

< .05

«f

influence

o
e
e
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Table 29 3
Comparisdn of Mean Responses ofgichool Trustees by Sex ]
for the Preferred Role of the Schodl Board in Decision-making
a ,
Mean Responses
Decisional Male Femplec Mean t-test
Area ~ X X “difference value
[ 4
Business ,
Management 1.29 1.30 - .01 - .08
Curriculum §& .
- Instruction 1.58 1.89 - .31 - 2.14*
Pupil
Personnel 3.03 3.20 - .17 - .77
School-Comm.
Relations 1.39 1.22 .17 1.34
Pefsonnel Admin. %
(administrators) 1.19 1.29 - .10 - 1.161
Personnel Admin. .
(teachers) 2.11 2.24 - .13 o - .54
Pupil rules/
Organization 1.78 1.73 .05 .20
]
School
Operations . 3,78 4.02 - .24 - 1.02
41 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 =

moderate




108
Table 30

Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees by Sex
for the Preferred Role of the Superintendent in Decision-making

‘ a
Mean  Responses

Decisional » Mgléb Fegglec ) Mean o Eftest
Area X X difference =~ . value

k]

Businegs °

Management 1.50 , 1.49 .01 .08
Curriculum §& } : ~ .
Instruction .21 ' 1.28 - .07 - .60
Pupil : . . ' :
Personnel 1.86 2.13 - .27 - 1.35
School-Comn. ‘ , o
Relations . 2.22 2.35 - _ - .13 ' - .61
Personnel Admin. ) ' , - ’ b
(administrators) 1.90 1.82 T .08 4 .66 .
Personnel Admin. , .
(teachers) 2o 1,13 1.08 05 L 97
Pupil rules/ - : o
Organization 1,63 ° 1.70 - .07 : - .46)
School : A ‘ ;
Operations , 2.51 64 : - .13 - .57

i

4 = very high level of influencg; 2 = high level of 'influence; 3

moderate

level of influence; 4 = little Influence; 5 = no influemce .~ |-

PN Varied between 37=40

°N varied between 27-28




Urban/Rural Classification of School District

No criteria were given in the questionnaire -to assist with this classifi-
cation. A rumber of respondents (N = 19) classified the municipality in which

the school district is located as both-urﬁan .and rural, These responses were

excluded from the analysis, -thg results of whlch are tabulated in Tables 31- 34,
=N v
In general, the mean d1fferences are small and are not 51gn1f1cant in
(

any of the deciS1ona1 areas for either the superlntendent responses for the
‘'superintendent role (Table 31) or the school trustee responses £ér the schoei

board role (Table 32). ' , i . T - e
A statistically'signifiCant difference betweenyurban and rural superin-

tendents for the role of the school board in decision-makigg in curticulum and

‘instruction aas found (Table 33). The‘mean differences in responses of

urban and rural school trustees for the preferred role of the super1nten- gy

dent were also found to be statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant (p_< .QS)(Tab1e434),1n ‘_' q,;
schoolhcommunlty relatlons and pupil rules/organization. ' - : |
Summary The number of correlafion values or t-test ralues‘found to be )
: statlstlcally significant at the .05 1eve1 was 21 out of a total of 208 N :
celculated. The null hypothe51s proposed cannot, therefore, be reJected in.
approximarely 90% of the cases examined. : S ' : OA'
T - Final Decision-Making Authority
Respondents were asked to 1nd1cate the group or individual who ddeally o
7 should be respon51b1e for actually maklné the flnel dee151onrr Thlsfwas done?w \{Fﬂ;j
~ — e — e N S

by plac1ng a C1rc1e around the level of 1nf1uence rating’ 3551gned to the
f1na1;de¢1510n—maker. In a very high proportion of responses, the circling

corresponded with the highest level of influence accorded to anz?gagégforu -, o

“ individual. The quéstion may have posed problems for some respondents or it



Table 31

~ Comparison of Mean Responses of Superintendents, Urban and Rural,
for the Preferred Roie of the Superintendent in Decision-making ' ¢

.-

a ‘
Mean™ Responses

N t : :
Decisional “f“Urgpnb Ruzplc Mean , t-test o
Area . ' X - X: difference - value
Business - v - :
Management : - .1.18 1.29 - .11 - 1.15
Curriculum § . _
Instruction - 1.39 1.36 .03 .21
Pupil , ' ‘ o . -
Personnel 2.36 2.65 - .29 = 1.29

School-Comm.

Relations 5:)3 | 1.98 : -5 T
Personnel Admin. ‘ - , . .

(administrators) ~1.99 1.89 S .10 .82
Personnel Admin. . ‘
(teachers) . , 1.32 - 1.17 o o .15 _ 1.02
Pupil rules/ :

Organization 0 2.29 2.29 . .00 .00
School , 4 ,

Operations . - 3.35 A 3.49 ' - - .14 - .51

41 = very high level of influence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate

level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influemce - -~ = T

Py varied between 19-21 -

N varied between 18-21
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Table 32
Comparison of Mean Responses of Supérintendents, Urban and Rural,
for the Preferred Role of the School Board in Decision-making
a
Mean ™ Responses
Decisional U;Qpnb Rural® Mean . t-test
Area , B X X o differences value
Business : )
Management 1.61 1.67 - .06 - .36
Curriculum § & . .
Instruction , 1.58 2.00 - .42 - -2.38*
Pupil . :
Personnel 3.48 3.57 - .09 - .33
School-Comm, ) . ’
Relations 1.28 1.35 , - .07 - .44
Persomnel Admin."
(administrators) 1.64 --1.49. .15 .87
Personnel Admin.
(teachers) 2.67 2.95 ‘ - - .28 - .81 .
Pupil rules/ .
Organization ‘ 2.33 2.48 -..15 - .45
School : '
Operations : 4.29 4.41 ' - .12 - 57

21 = very high level of influéncé; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate
level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence.

b N varied between 19-21 ]

'7We”§_§5iiéa"betWéeﬁ’20-21H’"’7”7W

*

p < .05
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Tabhle 33

Is]

Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees, Urban and Rural,
for the Preferred Role of the Superintendent in Decision-making

.MeanarResponses '
b c

‘Decisional ~ Urban Rural Mean \ t-test

Area X : . X differences value

Business

Management 1.41 ‘ 1.52 oo -1 - .63

Curriculum § , | 7 ‘

Instruction 1.29 1.18 .11 , .13

Pupil : ) ' ' 1
Personnel _ 2.13 1.89 : .24 1.19
School-Comm. . . _

Relations 2.00 2,53 - .53 - 2.25*

Personnel A&min. , : .

(administrators) 1.89 - .1.89 N .00 .00

'Personnel Admin. ;
(teachers) 1.17 1.08 ’ .09 ' 1.50 i |
Pupil rules/ 7 ' ‘ ‘ o o 1
Organization 1.46 - .1.81 - .35 - 2.08* ;
SchooL/fJ ‘
Operations 2.70 : 2.56 .14 .51 R

a7 = very high level of inflﬁence; 2 = high level of influence; 3 = moderate
level of influence; 4 = 1little influence; 5 = no influence.

b E_vafied betweeh i1423
¢ N varied between 30-32

*

P <.05




Table 34

113

3

Comparison of Mean Responses of School Trustees, Urban and Rural,

for the Preferred Role of the School Board in Decision-making

' a
Mean Responses

Decisional Urbanb Rural® Mean , ﬂE;test
Mea X X. di fferences value
Business v
Management 1.36 1.23 .13 1.19
Curriculum & - ‘
Instruction 1.72 1.71 .01 .09
Pupil .

Personnel 3.24 3.17 .07 .27
School-Comm.

Relations 1.19 1.44 - .25 - 1.77
Personnel Admin. \\\
(administrators) 1.28 1.15 .13 1.62
Personnel Admin.

(teachers) 1 2.22 2.10 .12 .44
Pupil rules/ o

Organization 1.74 1.77 - .03 - .11
School <f} .

Operations 3.94 3.95 - .01 - .02

£

1= very high level of influence; 2 = high level

14

of influence; 3

level of influence; 4 = little influence; 5 = no influence.

b §_varied between 21-23

¢ g_varied between 30-32

moderate
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may simply have been overlooked, but-a small number did not answer at all

s

and some did not circle a number for all items. The response rate, however,

was at least 95% on all items.

Analysis of Responses

The responses of superintendents and school trustees are shown in

 Appendik G. Significant differences were found in 11 of the 30 items as

follows (see Table 36 for full details):

Business management

Curriculum and instruction

Pupil personnel

Séhool-community relations

Personnel administration
(administrators)

Personnel administration
(teachers)

Pupil rules/organization

School operations

Item

Item

Item
Nil

Item
Item

Itenm

Item

10
11

16
17

20
23

26 -

28

L4

determining the appropriateness
of expenditure after budget
approval -

selection of text books
formation of classes

promotion to secondary school
student suspension

selection of principals
transfer of principals

hiring of teachers :
professionayéggvelopment

pupii conduct

teacher assignmeht to classes.

4

The results were also analysed by collapsing the responses to indiﬁidualf

items into total scores for categories and converting these to percentages to

‘enable a comparison to be made between the final decision-making preferences

of superintendents and school trustees. Thesejresults are shown-in Table 35,

omitting for simplicity all percentages less thanone. - —

The table shows that the difference between the perceptions of superin-

tendents and school trustees for final decision-makiﬁg authority in business

management is due to the different roles ascribed to the superintendent and

e

secretary treasurer.

5
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In pupil personnel, the differences are more pronounced at the school
level than at the district level. More trustee responsesindicated that
teachers should make the decisions than did the superintendents. Differences

“

between the two groups are small in curriculum gnd instruction but at school
level, more trustee responses gave decision—mékin; power to teachers than did
superintendents. |

In personnel a%ginistration (administrators) nearly three times as many .
school trustee responses indicated that the schoollboard should ﬁake the
decisions as tﬁose which favoured the superintendent. Superintendents were
almost equally divided on this queétion. In personnel administration (teachers)
superintendent and school trustee gave the superintendent an equal rating as
the major decisidn—maker but there were more-trustee'respoﬁses than superin;
‘tendent respoﬁses favouring the school board as the final decision-maker.
This difference is reflectedrin the additional role ascribed by supefinéendeﬂ&s
to other board o{fife administrators, the building‘principal andlteachers at
the school. T .
‘EJ« Marked differences are apparent in pupil.ruléé/organization witﬁ more
séhool trustee responsés preferriﬁg aldiStrict role (57%) compared with a

5 ] .

school-based role (40.6%). For superintendents, therrespective figures are
25.8% and_7§.l%. In school operations, more school trustee responses (19.1%)
favoured superintendents to make the decisions than did superintendent
responses (2.2%). A much higher proportion of superintendent responses

(91.2%) indicated that the building principal should make the decisions than

did school trustee responses (67.8%).

B VT SN UV YA R ORI
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Chapter V , *

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The study examined the pefceptions of superintendehts and school trus

3

tees in British Columbia for the preferred roles of themselves and others

- L4

in seiééted areas of e&ucational decision—making. A self—febop} question-
naire was used andbthe responses were analysed using E:tesfs, Pearson.cor~
relations and chi-square tests. Thé study also attemptea tojdetermine whether
the rolé perceptions were related to the nature of the employef of the
superintendent and to specific demographic variables.

In this chapter, the main conclusions are listed in two pa;ts, In the
first part, the order, in general, follows the presentation of the results
in Chapter IV in examining the first three major hypotheses. it also
includes cénclusions from the section on final decision-making authority.
Conclusions based on results obtained in tegting Hypothesis 4 are 1istéd in

the second part of this chapter. In both parts, implications of some of the

conclusions are suggested.

Decisional Influence and Decision-Making Authority

An analysis of the perceptions of school trustees and sﬁperinfendénts
for preferred roles for themselves and others in educational decision-making
leads to the following conclusions:

1. _The school board and the superintendent should'eiert the mdst
influence in deeisiqn-making in all areas, except pupil personnel and
school operations.

2. School trustees prefer more influence for the school board than

the ideal perceived by superintendents in all decisional areas éxcept



3. Superintendents prefer the school board to have less influence than

school-community relations.

that perceivéd by school trustees in all areas except school-community
relations. ‘ ‘ | | \

4. Séhool trustees. prefer superinteﬁdents to have more influence than
the.superiﬁteﬁdents ;ould wish in all areas except business management and
schoolQCOmmunity_relations. - '

5. Superintendents prefer more influen;e for themselves in business
management and schbol-community reiations than that accorded them by schooli
trustees but less influence than accorded to them in all other areas.

 6.7 Superintehéentsﬂprefer fo have more influence fbr themselves
thén what they accord to;the school board except in séhool—community relations
and personnel administration'(administrators).

7. School trusteeé‘prefer less influence for the‘;chool board than
for the superinténdentrin all areas except business management, séhool
community relations and personnél administration (administrators).

8. Superintendents and school trustees prefer the final decision-mﬁking
authority to reside in céhtral office in all areas except pupil personnel,
pupil rules/organization and school operations.. In these areas, superin-
tendents expressed a greater preference for more éuthority.to be decentralized:

than did school trustees.: -

9. Trustee responses indicated a preference for greater decision-

making authority for teachers in some areas pb§qréig”supggintegggppu;ggpgnsgs .

-

but less in others. \\

10. Although school trustees accord more decisional influence to the
i

superintendent than to the secretary-treasurer, their responses indicated a
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greater preference for the secretary-treasurer to make the final decisions.
The opposite conclusion can be drawn from school superintendent responsés.
11. The building principal should exert a high to very high level pf
influence in school related decisional areas. Superintendents consistently
accorded a higher level of influence to the buiiding principal than did
school trustees.
12. The minisgry of education should play armiqor role inrall areas
except_curriculum and instrﬁqtién.. In most areas, superintendents-pieferred
a lowé} level of influence than did school trustees. | -7 oo
'13. The secfetary-treasurer should play a major role only in busihess
management. Superintehdents preferred less influence for tﬁe secretary-
treasurer in all qategories than did the school trustees.
| .14. Other board foice administrators shouid exe?t a‘modefatg level
of influence in a wide range of decisional areas. Again, superintendeﬁts
accorded a greater influence than did.school trustees. | )
15. Groups external to the school should not be accorded much iﬁfluence_
in any decisional érea. |
16. School councils/parent teacher associations should not be accorded
muchlinfluence in any decisional area.
. 17. The gréatest influence of teachers should be in the school oriented
P N - .
areas of pupil personnel, pupil rules/organization and school operations.
Superintendents daccorded a higher level of influence in all categories
than did school t;psteest
18. Students should have little influence except with regard to pupil

rules/organization. Superintendents assigned a greater influence (but still

very small) to students than did school trustees.
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19. Ministry employed superintendents prefer a higher level of
4influence than board employed superintendents, particularly in curriculum

and instruction and personnel administration (teachers).
These two areas are in a[midway position between those
which have a school board orientation and those with a
R school building orientation. . .

20. School boards which employ a superintendent prefer more influence
for the superintendent in business management,opupii personnel and school-
community relations than boards which do not employ a superintendent.
Conversely, they prefer significantly less influence for the superintendent
in personnel administration (administrators).

This suggests that such boards feel more confident
about according '"their man'" more influence in areas
which tend to be regarded as ones within the domain
of the school board. The lesser influepe€e for the
superintendent in personnel administrdtion possibly

reflects the school board's own "involvement with
school .superintendent selection and evaluation.

S

21. Excep£ for the role of the‘superintendent in curriculﬁm and‘
instruction and in personnel administration (teachers), correlations between
superintendent and scﬂool trustee preferences for the role of superintendent
and school board in districts which do not employ a superintendent are quite
low and are not statistically significant. | |

This suggests that in most decisional areas in such
school districts, there is a lack of congruence bet-

ween the perceptions of superintendents and school
trustees.

Decisional Influence and Demographic Variables T .

No statistically significant correlation coefficients were found for
the decisional categories of business management, pupil rules/organization

and school operations and any of the superimtendent or school trustee

e e L o L e b
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rdemographic variables of age, total years of experience, years in office
in the distri;t or level of edﬁcafion, nor with school district ;nrollment.’
‘The perceptions of superintendents and school trustees, malé or %emale, =
urban or rural,\%or preferred’rolés in these same three decisional areas-
also did not differ significantly with. the exceptioh‘of school trustees,
urbansgi\éyral, for‘the role ofrthe superintendent in pupil/tuleé’
’organization. Urbaﬁ‘school trustees prefer the supérintendent to exerf
greater influence in this area than do rural trustees.
In the other five decisionalrareas, the following conciusions can be
made based on the statistically significant (p < .05) correlation values

found, but are subject to the general proviso that even in these cases, the

correlations are moderately weak.

£
Curriculum and Instruction W

1. The higher Fhe educational level of superintendéhfs, the greater
the level of influence preferred by superinténdents for the superintendent.
2. The gréater (a) the age of tﬁe superinteﬁdent; (b) the total
experienge of the superintendent; and (c) the experience of the supérin—‘

tendent in the schooi district, the less the influence prefprred by
superintendents for thefschool board.

3. Male school trustee; prefer more influence for the school board
tﬁan do fema}e school trustees.

4. Urban superinfendents préfer‘moré influence for the school board

A3

than do rural superintendents. i
These conclusions suggest that curriculum and
instruction is an area of central concern to
superintendents and that it becomes increasingly
important as experience and knowledge in the area
increase. This view is not necessarily in conflict



122

with the additional influence in curriculum and Vs
instruction preferred by urban superintendents

for the school board but may reflect not only an

increased emphasis in this area but the avail-

ability of greater expertise and resources than

in rural areas.

Pupil Personnel

1. The greater the total experience of the superintendent, the{}e&i

the influence preferred by superintendents for the superintendent.
b
This conclusion is consistent with an expectation
that more experienced superintendents would place
greater reliance on the building principal in this
decisional area.

2. The higher the educational level of superintendents, the greater
the influence preferred.by superintendents for the superintendent and the

school board.

School-Community Relations

D
P

1. The greater the district experience of the superintendent, the
less the influence prefgrred by supefintehdents for the superintendent

This could imply that as experience grows in the districtj
& the role in{school-community relations is seen to be
““less importayt. Alternatively, it may be seen as an
appropriate role for the school board or simply reflect
the increased influence preferred by superintendents in
curriculum and instruction. .

2. The greater the school district enrollment (a) the greater the

influence preferred by superr;ﬁéh?ents for the school board and (b) ‘the

less the 1nf1uence preferred by school trustees for the school board

This suggests the potential for some role conflict and
role ambiguity in the area of school-community relations
in large school districts.
3. The greater the school trustee total experience, the greater the

influence preferred by school trustees for the school board.



One could speculate from this that more experienced
trustees give greater recognition to the importance
of "the role of the school board in school-community
relations.

4. The higher the educational level of school trustees, the less
fhe influence prefefred by school trustees'for the school-board.-

This may be related to the rdle ascribed in this area

to superintendents but the relationship with educational
- level of school trustees was not determined. It may

simply reflect the value ascribed to this decisional

area and be indicative of a distance between such’

.trustees and their constituency.

5. Urban school trustees prefer more influence for the superintendent

in this area than do rural trustees.
This may be related to the previous conclugion. It couid
also reflect the fact that rural districts are smaller
and school trustees are more likely to see this as an
- area where their influence could be quite considerable.
Relative mobility of superintendents could be another
factor. =

Personnel Administration (administrators)

1. The greater the district experience of the superintendent, the
greater the influence preferred by superintendents for the school board.

One assumes that this is an expression of increased
confidence of the superintendent in the school board.
Zeigler, however, would probably claim that it means
that the experienced superintendent has the board well

- trained to legitimate the superintendent's dec151ons
and can_afford to cede influence.

2. The greater the school district enrollment, the greater the

influence preferred by superintendents and school trustees for the school

board.

This implies that there is a shift {in decisional: influence

' .in personnel administration (administrators) away from
the superintendent to the school board as school district
enrollment increases. Perceptions of superintendents and
school trustees are congruent but conflict could arise in
individual 51tuat10ns if a superlntendent's role perceptions
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- ’ . did not change in mov1ng from a small to a large
school dlStrlCt.

» .
Personnel Administration (teachers)

1. The higher the educational level of the superintendent, the
greater the influence preferred by superintendents for the superintendent.
2. The greater the school district enrollment, the greater the

influence preferred by school trustees for the school ‘board.

Comparlson of Conc1u51ons

- This study was largely based on the methodology of the Diedrich
M1ch1gan study reported in Chapter II and the instrument used was mod1f1ed
from the Diedrich Decisiohal Inventory. There is substantial agreement
between the f1nd1ngs of this study and the first seven of the nine '"most
significant" of the Diedrich findings (see Chapter 11, p | Y. Where o
comparisons can be made withreemographicrVariablesinsed inrthe;twq’etndies,rﬁ h
the main conclusion in both studies is that those demographic variables
showed littie‘relationship with the level of influence,egchﬁgroup

preferred for each other.

uggestlons for Further Research

It is suggested that some avenues for further research could be

1. vRepllcatlon of the study in, say, three years time when

approximately 50% of the school boards could be expected to be employing ... .

the superintendent.

2. Detailed study in a small sample of districts to explore the

nature of role confllct 1n the area of bu51ness management and role

confllct and role, amblgulty in school communlty relations.

b
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3. Determining the perceptions of'gfdnﬁg76thgf,fﬁéﬁisﬁpé;intendéhts
and school trustees for preferred levels of influence in educational

decision-making.
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Crawford AuSable School District

WILLIAM E. DIEDRICH, PH. D., Superintendent
PAUL B. LERG, Assistant Superintendent )
HOWARD W. TAYLOR, Community School Director
KENT S. REYNOLDS, Secondary Principal
MICHAEL J. BRANCH. Assistant Principal

DALE A. NICHOLAS, Middle School Principal
MELVIN G. NUNN, Elementary Principal .
DAVID A. HAWKINS, Elementary Principal

"May 24, 1979

Mr. John C.. Cusack -

Simon Fraser University .
Building #1, Faculty of Education
Burnaby, B.C., Canada V5A 1586

Dear Mr. Cusack: : .

Your request to Dr. Mills was inadvertantly sent to me. In the
interest of facilitating matters I have 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 Demogr Data Sheet. Here, two

- different sheets were employed. Please.feel free to use the entire

inventory or relevant portions in your study.

It may also be of iriterest 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 Decisional 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.

Best wishes in your research efforts. I would be most interested
in your c&nclusions. If I can be of any service, please do not
hesitate to contact me. '

Sincergly,’

— A

‘William E. Diedrich, Ph.D..
Superintendent

Enclosure: WED/mjg .

" GRAYLING, MICHIGAN 49738
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DECISIONAL INFLUENCE INVENTORY

This questionnaire consists of two parts, In the first part, you will be asked
to indicate your preferences for the amount of influence , or say, various individuals and
groups SHOULD or SHOULD NOT have in certain educational decisions. You are NOT asked what
currently exists in your school district.

In the second part of the questionnaire,you are asked for some perschal and
demographic information. Your responses will be kept strictly confidential and neither you nor
your school district will be specifically identified or be identifiable in any reports of the
study,

A code number has been placed on the questionnaire to enable receipt and retumn
of the forms to be determined. The.list of names associated with the code numbers will be
destroyed as soon as the data is collected. -

Please do not discuss the items presented in the questionnaire with others
before completing and returning it. :

Thank you for your time and assistance.
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. : INSTRUCTIONS )
Please read the following directions and examine the example below before completing the guestionnaire.

1. Refer to the key below and place a 1-5 in the box under the name of each of the persons or
groups according to the degree of influence you feél they SHOULD ideally have in the decision.

2, Circle the box under the name of the person or gro‘up who you feel SHOULD ideally have respons-
" ibility for actually” msking the final decision. This should be interpreted in an operational
sense, not a legal sense. A decision is considered to be made if it does not require L
ratification by another person or group, . ) o

KEY
T 1- 'Should have a VERY HIGH level of influence *
: 2 - Should have a HIGH level of influence

3 - Should have a MODERATE level of influence
4 - Should have a LITTLE influence
- 5 - Should have NO influence

- - ————

Should be responsible for actually MAKING THE FINAL DECISION

[T

EXAMPLE

[P P

DECISION ITEMS

B3 L I N b AR APt B i ot b

+

Ideally, who SHOULD decide on the educational
specifications for a new school building?

°

e

EXPLANATION-

According to this respondent, the school board and the superintendent should both have a high level of
influence in contributing to this particular decision, with the school board ( circled ) designated as
the preferred body to actually make the final decision. The Ministry, boird office personnel and the
building principal should, in the opinion of the respondent, have a high level of influence whereas
the influence of parent bodies and teachers should be moderate. Other groups, rated as 5, should have
no influence in the matter. :

Note that (a) the same number may be used more than once in an item
(b) not all numbers between 1-5 need be used in an item - ' .
(c) a number is placed in every box 3
(d) one number is circled
. , . . ‘
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- Should have a VERY HIGH level of influence
- Should have a HIGH level of influence :
Should have a MODERATE level of influence

~ Should have a LITTLE influence

- Should have NO influence

1 VT e N -
]

Should be responsible for actually MAKING
|~ THE FINAL DECISION J

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 3 |

1. Ideally, who should determine school district
budget priorities?

2. Ideal\ly, who should establish the district
budget?

3. Ideally, who should determine the appropriltene;s
of district leval expenditure within categories
after the budget has been approved?

CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION |
4. Ideally, who should select textbooks for the
district?

v

. ldeally, who should decide how the curriculum of
the district will be changed, i.e., revisions,
deletions, additions?

6. Ideally, who should determine the method by which
the effectiveness of the instructional program
will be evaluated?

~

. Ideally, who should determine the goals of the
district - what skills, knowledge and attitudes
the graduating student should possess?

. Ideally, who should determine the method by
which student progress is reported to parents?

|_PUPIL PERSONNEL |

[~

9. Ideally, who should establish the criteria by
which students are grouped for instruction, i.e.,
how classes are formed?

10. Ideally, who should decide if a pupil in grade 7
is not to be promoted to secondary school?

11. Ideally, who should decide on individual student
suspensions of less than five days! duration?

12, Ideally, who should decide which school in the
district a student shall attend?

| SCHOOL - COMMINITY RELATIONS [

13. Ideally, who should decide if a school is to be
closed pe ently?

14, Ideally, why should determine which commmity
organizations. may use school facilities?

15. 1Ideally, who should select individuals to serve
as members of district wide commmity committees?

P ADMIN ors) l

16. 1Ideally, who should select new building principals?

17. 1deally, who should determine which building
principals will be transferred or reassigned within
the district?

18, Ideally, who should determine evaluation procedures
for building principals?

19, Ideally, who should select a new school super-
intendent?

PLEASE CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE
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= Should have a VERY HIGH level of influence
- Should have a HIGH level of influence

- Should have a MODERATE level of influence
~ Should have a LITTLE influence

~ Should have NO influence

N BN -

O. Should be responsible for actually MAKING
THE FINAL DECISION

PERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION (teachers) 1

20, Ideally, who should decide which tesachers to hire?

21. [Ideally, who should decide which teachers will be
transferred within the district?

22, Ideally, who should decide teachsr evalustion -
procedures?

23. Ildeally, who should determine professional
development programs for teachers?

24, 1ldeally, who should decide what is to be placed
in a teachsr's personnel file?

25. Idexily, who should determine which twschers are
to be released because of reduced snrollments?

{ PUPI], RULES/QRGANIZATION ]

26. Ideally, who should detexrmine rules governing
pupil conduct?

27. ldeally, who should dacide which student clubs or
other student groups will be permitted in schools
of the district? '

[ SCHOOL QPERATIONS ]

28, Ideally, who should decids the assignment of
teachers to classes?

29v. Ideally, who should decide on agenda items for
individual school staff meetihgs?

30. Ideally, who should determine the amount of money
available for specific departmental or grade !
level expenditure aftér a school has received its
budget allocations?

r_ . REMINDER

Pleass review your responses to ensure that:

7

a, Each space has an entry of 1.5

. . has been circled.

PLEASE CONTINUE TO NEXT PAGE

b. The person or group who should be responsible for ACTUALLY MAKING THE DECISION

Sk i




DECISIONAL INFLUENCE INVENTORY

Please enter in the boxes below a check mark or a mumber, whichever is appropriate.

1. "In what schgol enroliment category is your school district?

2, Is your school district in a mumicipality classified as....

3. What is your age?

4, What is -the highest level of formal education you have
reached?

S. What is your sex?
6. How many members of each sex are on your scheol board?

7.  Answer (1) OR (2)

For how many years in amy school district have you been a...

8. Answer (1) OR (2)

For how many years in_mumms_umuinm have

you bun l....-

9. Who pays the salary of the school superintendent in
your school district?

10, If you have checked:"ministry" in item 9, does the
superintendent also work with another school board?

less than 5000

5000 - 10000

10000 - 15000

15000 - 20900

more  than 20000 ‘

urban

rural

less. than 30
30 - 3
40 - 49
50 ~ 59

60 or over

some secondary school

- senior secondary

school graduate

some post-secondary
post-secondary
graduate (university,
college, institute)
masters degree

doctoral degree

male

female

male

female

(1) school superintendent?

- (2) school trustee?

(1) school superinténdont?
~{2) school trustes? - b

school board
ainistry
yes

no

»

LY

LU 00000 000 oo0ooo 0o oo

v

0o oo
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APPENDIX C

Letter from Researcher to Superintendents and School Trustees
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Dear

During my experience as an educational administrator
in the State of South Australia, I have developed an interest
in decision making as it affects schools.

At present I am undertaking graduate study at Simon
Fraser University and as my master's thesis I am making a
study of the decision making role preferences for school boards
and superintendents of schools. My Senior Supervisor for
the study is Dr. M. Manley-Casimiit, Director of Graduate Programs
in the Faculty of Education. ,

Your assistance with this study is requested by completing
the enclosed questionnaire and returning it to me in the stamped
addressed envelope provided. This questionnaire is being sent
to all school superintendents in British Columbia and to a
sample of school board members in each school district. All
responses will be treated in confidence and will be aggregated
for statistical analysis. No information reported will enable
specific responses from individuals or school districts to be
identified. Completed questionnaires will not be seen by any
other individual or organization.

In order to complete the research in the time available
to me and also to increase the reliability of the data,
I would be most appreciative if you would complete and return
the questionnaire as soon as possible after you receive it
- and, until you do so, not to discuss it with any other recipients.

If you have any questions, please call me at 291-4259 or,
in the evenings, at home on 294-5897. I hope that the study
will not only be of interest to you but that it may have
some useful outcomes for you. - I look forward to sharing the
findings with you. . -

PO

Yours sincerely,

John Cusack

- §
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R Enclosed with this letter is a questionnaire which
hag been prepared as part of a study being undertaken by
Mr. John Cusack, a graduate student, towards his thesis
for the degree of Master of Arts (Education) at Simon
Fraser University. : '

Dear

I know that many demands are made on your time but
hope that you will be sufficiently interested in the
results of this study to spend approximately 15 - 20 minutes
in completing the questiomnaire.

This research proposal has been examined by me and
has my support. Your cooperation would be greatly
appreciated and a high level of participation will enhance
the value of the study. Further details are given in the
enclosed material. - :

Sincerely,

S - .. . ._.__Mike Manley-Casimir

Director Graduate Programs

Faculty of Education
MMC:mh - "

Enclosure'
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Dear

Enclosed with this letter is a questionnaire which
has been prepared as part of a study being undertaken by
Mr. John Cusack, a graduate student, towards his thesis for
the degree of Master of Arts (Education) at Simon Frasger
University. . :

‘ - I am aware that you ,are often asked for information of
various kinds and appreciate that you are busy at the

end of a school year but hope that you will be willing to
#rend approximately 15 - 20 minutes in completing the
questionnaire. N

This research praposal has been examined by me and has
ny support. I am sure that the topi is also one in
which you will have some interest.

Your cooperation with the research project would be .
greatly appreciated and a high level of participation will
enhance its value. Further detail of the gtudy is given
in the enclosed material. K

. Yours sincerely

gt

} ST T T T Mike Manley—Casimir -
‘ 7 _ Director Graduate Programs
SR Faculty of Education

MMC:mh

Enclosure -

1397
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12th July, 1979

r

- Dear
> Recently, you and other selected school trustees and

schbol superintendents from school districts in British Columbia
received a- request to participate in a study of decision making pre-
ferences.

‘The response to this study has been most gratifying
and many responses have been returned, including a number which indicated
considerable interest in the results of the study. «

I would like to thank you very much if you have already
taken time to be a part of this study and have returned the questionnaire.
Some responses are undoubtedly still in the mail. If you have not yet
. responded, may I again seek your cooperation in completing the
questionnaire and returning it to me by July 3lst.

The nature of the study is such that your response will
contribute significantly to the validity of the results. It is hoped
that the findings of this research will be valuable both to you and to
other educational leaders. =

' .- I am enclosing a further copy of material sent to you
in case the original material is not readily available and would be
most grateful for your assistance. ' :

v | | | o : R N |

o -

Yours sincerely,

' John Cusack

Graduate Student N
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