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The purpose of t h i s  research was t o  investigate the relationship 

between the disposition of budget by-laws and selected aspects of 

school-cammunity relations in school d i s t r i c t s  passing budget by-laws 

in 3-972 in t'ne Province of E r i t i s i i  iroLuubIa. 

This s tudy conceptualized the school as  a social system and 

described school-community relations in terms of the relative ab i l i ty  

of a school system t o  process inputs and the acceptance of the 

outputs by the ccammu?ity. This theoretical model suggested that 

outputs affect inpvts through the operation of a feedback loop. 

Satisfaction expressed by the cammunity over the outputs w i l l  serve 

as  a means of inducing further input support. 

Twenty school d i s t r i c t s  in British Columbia publishing 

budget by-laws i n  1972 were examined. These by-laws advised the 

voters of the school d i s t r i c t ' s  intention t o  exceed the ceiling on 

spending for operating costs. If the voters objected t o  t h i s  

by-law, they could challenge it by petitioning the school d i s t r i c t  

t o  put the by-law t o  a vote (challenged Distr ict) .  In  the seven 

Challenged Distr icts  where votes were held, one by-law was passed 

and six were defeated. In the remaining thir teen school d i s t r i c t s ,  

no petitions for  a vote on the i r  by-laws were received (unchallenged 

Distr icts) .  

An assessment of the school-c~rrrmunity relations in these twenty 

school d i s t r i c t s  was made and compared with the disposition of thei r  

budget by-laws. Unchallenged Distr icts  were found t o  have significantly 

better school-community relations than Challenged Districts.  Specifically, 

Unchallenged Distr icts  were found t o  have a significantly higher 

ra t io  of Helping Factors t o  Hurting Factors than did Challenged 

Districts.  Also, Unchallenged Distr icts  were found t o  be more 



quiescent, with more factors judged not t o  affect the relationship 

between the schools and thei r  communities. 

Challenged Districts and Unchallenged Distr icts  disagreed on the 

effect of a group of factors referred t o  as  Cri t ical  Factors. These 

factors were seen t o  delineate the difference between these two groups 

of d i s t r i c t s .  Unchallenged Distr icts  had associated with them a 

camparatively large number of Cri t ical  Factors helping school-cammunity 

relations and a relatively large number of Cri t ical  Factors not 

affecting school-co~lrmunity relations. Challenged Districts had 

a camparatively large number of Cr i t ica l  Factors hurting school- 

cummunity relations, fewer Cri t ical  Factors helping and very few 

Crit ical  Factors not affecting school-camunity relations. 

The conceptual model on which t h i s  investigation was based appears 

t o  be substantiated by these results.  Better school-community 

relations would appear t o  contribute substantially toward better  

financial support for  schools. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This study was an attempt t o  investigate the  relationship between 

the disposition of budget overages and selected aspects of school-cammunity 

relat ions in school d i s t r i c t s  passing budget budget by-laws in 1972 i n  
+L- n :..aA -0 ~-..:A:-I- ,-+-I ----- 7 - 3 -  
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An emerging trend appearing in the  pol icies  of provincial goverments 
li i n  recent years has been a sh i f t  from elected o f f i c i a l s  t o  the voters 

fo r  the responsibili ty of determining the level  of f inancial  support the 

schools i n  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t  w i l l  receive. Pressured by increasing 

campetition f o r  the  t?x dol lar  by other government agencies, demands 

f o r  increased educational services, and an apparent increasing disenchahment 

by the public with the public school system, goverments have sought 

f o r  po l i t i ca l ly  acceptable means of l imit ing increases i n  educational 

spending ( 3 ). Shifting the  responsibili ty t o  the  school d i s t r i c t ' s  

voters f o r  a direct  decision on the  level  of educational spending 

subscribes t o  the democratic values of society; it a lso  takes advantage 

of the  increasing tendency of voters t o  defeat such proposals, and 

thereby accomplish the purpose of l imit ing educational spending ( 6 ) . 
A significant resul t  of t h i s  pragtmtic policy has been the assumption 

by voters of a c r i t i c a l  role in the management of t h e i r  school 
d i s t r i c t .  No longer are  the voters just  recipients of such taxes a s  the 

school d i s t r i c t  may impose--now they have assumed a decision-making role.  

This study exmined the  behavior of voters i n  t h i s  decision-making 

role  and attempted t o  identify factors  which may be associated with 

cer tain modes of voting behavior. In doing so, it examined the  

relationship between the voters i n  twenty communities and t h e i r  schools. 

It attempted t o  define t h i s  relationship and delineate those factors  which 

had the greatest  positive and the  greatest  negative influence on the 



communities' voting behaviors. 

11. THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS STUDY 

A sh i f t  in responsibili ty f o r  f i s c a l  decision-making from elected 

o f f i c i a l s  t o  voters suggests tha t  senior school d i s t r i c t  o f f i c i a l s  

must become increasingly concerned with securing adequate f inancial  

resources f o r  t h e i r  school d i s t r i c t s  from t h e i r  voters. However, the 

specific topic of voter behavior in school f inancial  elections a s  well 

a s  the more general topic of s c h o o l - c o m i t y  relat ions has received 

l i t t l e  a t tent ion from researchers i n  school administration (1, p. 262). 

Most organizatiqnal studies of schools neglect the influence of the com- 

unity which the  school serves; similarly, studies of cammunities and 

schools usually fa i l  t o  delineate the  precise nature of the interaction 

between them (4, p . b i i i )  . 
This study was an attempt t o  explain the  reaction of voters t o  

cer tain f inancial  expenditures proposed by the  boards of school 
s 

t rus tees  in twenty school d i s t r i c t s  i n  the Province of Bri t ish Columbia. 

It was conducted i n  the anticipation tha t  the resul t s  would provide some 
F additional insights in to  the nature of the  relationship between schools 

and t h e i r  communities and the  ef fec ts  these relationships may have on 

owner-electors' reaction t o  budget overages. Trustees and senior school 
9 

' d i s t r i c t  o f f i c i a l s  could then be in a be t t e r  position t o  understand 

t h e i r  relat ions with t h e i r  community, t o  improve these relat ions 

t o  increase f inancial  support by owner electors  f o r  education. 

111. STATEMENT OF TKF: PROBLEM 

The central  problem of t h i s  study was an i n v e s t i g a t i ~ n  of the 

relationship between selected aspects of school-community relat ions and 

the  disposition of budget by-laws i n  twenty Bri t ish Columbia school 

' d i s t r i c t s .  



More specif ical ly ,  among those school d i s t r i c t s  which passed 

budget by-laws, did those d i s t r i c t s  with be t t e r  school-community relat ions 

receive more f inancial  support than those d i s t r i c t s  with poorer 

school-community relat ions? Further, i f  such an association appeared 

t o  ex i s t ,  which specif ic  factors  of school-community relat ionshad 

the greatest  posit ive e f fec t  and which had the  greatest  negative 

effect  ? 

I n  the first chapter, the problem i s  s tated and arguments a re  

advanced t o  suggest the significance of the study. Chapter I1 i s  

devoted t o  an analysis of the  problem, establishing a theoret ical  

framework from which $he investigation i s  being conducted, and 

defining the terms, basic assumptions, l imitat ions and delimitations. 

Chapter I11 describes the  investigation and the  research methodology. 

Chapter IV deals with the resu l t s ,  analysis and discussion of the data. 

Chapter V i s  concerned with the summary, conclusions and implications of 

the  study. 
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CHAPTER I1 

I. SCHOOLS AND THEIR COMMUNITIES: 

TOWARD A SYSTEMS APPROACH 

Carlson has said tha t  the  s t ructure and behavior of organizaticms 

a re  constrained and f a c i l i t a t e d  by forces i n  the  environment of an 

organization. This environment i s  composed of many factors ,  some of 

which a re  obvious such a s  firmacia1 t i e s  and recruitment dependencies, 

and others which a r e  l e s s  obvious such a s  prestige (1, p.262). 

In the  paper c i ted  above, Carlson focuses on a single fac tor  i n  the 

environment of the  school organization, t he  nature of the relationship 

between the  organization and i t s  c l ien ts ,  and proposes ways t h i s  

fac tor  influences the* structure of the  school and the  behavior of 

i t s  members (1, p. 264). 

This paper i s  of fur ther  in t e res t  than the  a t ten t ion  drawn t o  the  

importance of the  interact ion between the  school and the community. 

Carlson describes the  school a s  a type of soc ia l  organization which 

handles i t s  c l i en t s  and r e l a t e s  t o  i t s  enviroment i n  character is t ic  

ways. He describes the school a s  "domesticated" with no c l ien t  control 

over admission. This implies tha t  t h i s  type of organization i s  not 

campelled t o  attend t o  the  ordinary and usual needs of an organization 

such a s  competition f o r  c l ien ts .  The school a s  an organization i s  

v i r tua l ly  guaranteed an existence. Although i n  a sense it may have t o  

compete f o r  funds, the funds a re  not t i e d  t o  the  qual i ty  of i t s  service 

(1,  p. 266). The "domesticated" nature of the  school a s  an organization 

has considerable influence on the way it r e l a t e s  t o  i t s  social  

environment, the  community it serves. 

Kimbrough and Nunnery have focused on another fac tor  i n  the environment 

of the school organization, the power s t ructure of the  community. They 

a t tack  the notion tha t  education and p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  must be separate 



and d is t inc t  functions of modern society, and re jec t  the  conception of 

an, "insulated version of school administrationt' (8, p. 3).  

Practice of this concept r e su l t s  in a very conservative, 
s t e r i l e  syst em.... The school system should be characterized 
by a high degree of openness. It should f ind ways f o r  
potent interaction and communication with i t s  suprasystem, 
the comunity. (8, p. 3) 

Kimbrough and Nunnery s t r e s s  the c r i t i c a l  ro le  played by informed 

groups and informal interaction i n  influencing comunity decision 

makers who operate in the association- ins t i tu t ion  off ices.  Their thes i s  

i s  tha t  an understanding and use of the p o l i t i c a l  enviroment can be 

advantageous t o  school systems. "1f educators provide effective 

p o l i t i c a l  influence, most ci t izens w i l l  support quality schools" (8, p .5 ) . 
Iannaccane too supports the  notion that appropriate po l i t i ca l  

a t t i t udes  by educators a re  beneficial  t o  education. He says though tha t  

unfortunately ... 
The preferredpoli t ics  of pedagogues i s  the po l i t i c s  
of the pr iest-craf t  protected by i t s  putative mastery 
of the mysteries of educational expertise, supported 
by the  public 's  emotional response t o  sacred values and 
proceeding within the privi l iged sanct i ty  of i t s  
private preserves..... 

The preferred po l i t i c s  of pedagogies tends t o  
strengthen the boundaries of its socia l  systems, 
resul t ing i n  a narrow base of support and t o  
perpetuate i t s e l f  and i t s  in terna l  power e l i t e  

' 

despite the  needs of society. (6, p. 19) 
Iannaconne, l i k e  Kimbrough and Nunnery, emphasises the  importance 

of understanding and using the  p o l i t i c a l  mechanisms in society t o  the  

benefit of education. H i s  approach t o  the  topic though i s  more clear ly 

a systems one. 

The general systems approach ~ f f e r s  a useful 
framework f o r  thought and a se t  of concepts f o r  
understanding the  po l i t i c s  of education. (6, p. 12) 

Gross has delineated four contributions made by a social  systems 

approach t o  educational administration (5, p. 275 - 287). He too 

s tresses  the  point tha t  a school system does not ex is t  in a vacuum; 

i ts  existence and functioning depend in large measure on i t s  outside 



world, i t s  ex te rm1  enviroment. The first implication of t h i s  i s  

tha t  changes i n  the  larger  soc ia l  system of the  community a f fec t  the  

composition of the  student body i n  a school system and therefore the 

school may have t o  modif'y i t s  curriculum as a resu l t  of a changing 

social. system. A second contribution of soc ia l  system theory i s  the 

recognition of t h e  power structure of the  community. 

School systems absorb a large portion of the loca l  tax  
dol la r  and the  influence of formal and informal 
power agents i n  the community on budgetary decisions 
i s  a basic influence on the qual i ty  of the  s t a f f  and 
the  program of a school system ( 5 ,  p; 279). 

A t h i r d  contribution of a systems approach t o  the relationship between 

schools and t h e i r  communities i s  the analysis of the basic l i n k  

between the community and the schools, the school board. Gross claims 

tha t ,  

. . . .a  crucial ,  but frequently neglected variable influencing 
the operatioh of the school i s  the  behavior of the small 
group of laymen who a re  i t s  o f f i c i a l  policymakers (5, p. 279). 

A fourth sociological contribution emerges from the analysis of in te r -  

ro le  conf l ic t s  t o  which educational personnel a re  exposed a s  a consequence 

of t h e i r  occupancy of positions i n  schools and i n  other soc ia l  systems. 

In summary, a systems approach appears t o  provide an appropriate 

means t o  investigate relationships between schools and t h e i r  communities. -, 
Carlson, Kimbrough aad Nunnery, Iannaconne and Gross have demonstrated 

the  conceptual appl icabi l i ty  of systems theory t o  the topic  of school- 

community relat ions and each has examined the  e f fec t  of a single fac tor  

o r  c lus te r  of fac tors  on the  relationship between schools and t h e i r  

11. A SYSTEMS MODEL FOR THE A.NALYSIS 

OF SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS 

A system can be defined simply a s  a ,  "complex of elements i n  

mutual dependence" (6,  p. 12) . A c lear ly  defined boundary d i s t  inguishes 



a system from i t s  environment; through t h i s  boundary the system 

receives inputs t o  process and return t o  the environment (7, p. 8). 
Systems are depicted a s  being - open or closed. An open system 

i s  open t o  i t s  environment, a closed system is  not. Exchanges take 

place between an open system and i t s  environment consisting of inputs 

and outputs viewed from the system's frame of reference. A closed 

system i s  characterized by an unchanging balance i n  the relationship 

among i t s  elements (6, p. 12 ) .  Virtually a l l  systems are open then, 

although there are relative degrees of openness. 

i Griffiths has provided a useful swmnarization of system theory 

applied to educational administration. 

(1) Open systems exchange energy and information with 
the i r  environments; i .e . ,  they have inputs and outputs. 
(2) Open systems tend t o  maintain themselves i n  steady 
states.  A steady state i s  characterized by a constant ra t io  
being maintained among the components of the syst em... .  
( 3 )  Open sysltems are self-regulating. 
( 4 )  Open systems maintain the i r  steady states,  i n  part, 
through the dynamic interplay of subsystems operating as  
functional processes. This means that  the various parts 
of the system functinn without persistent conflicts that  
can neither be resolved nor regulated. 
(5 ) Open systems display equif inal i ty;  i . e . , identical results  
can be obtained from different i n i t i a l  conditions. 
(6) Open systems can maintain the i r  steady s ta tes  through 
feedback processes. 
(7) Open systems display progressive segregation. This occurs 
when an open system divides into a hierarchical order of 
subordinate systems which gain a certain independence of each 
other (4, p. 1 1 6 - ~ 7 ) .  

Katz and Kahn conceptualize the application of system theory t o  

educational administratiQn in  a similar manner with a more thorough 

delineation of the effects of output (7, p. 17).  
It is the output which activates the system since the output i s  

converted into further energic input. This conversion occurs i n  a 

transaction between the organization and the environment. An i l lus t ra t ion 

of t h i s  would be an automobile manufacturing firm which s e l l s  i t s  

products t o  customers and uses the money obtained t o  purchase raw 

materials, pay salaries and thereby produce more automobiles. I n  

business organizations, outputs are normally converted into money, 

Wnishing new energy for  the input. 



Although a school system does not depend on a cycle of buying and 

t o  maintain i t s e l f ,  it does maintain a constant commerce with 

i ts  environment. There i s  a conthuous inflow through the  permeable 

boundaries of the system (7, p. 17).  
Easton designates the  e f fec ts  t h a t  a r e  transmitted across the  boundaries 

of a system toward some other system as the  outputs of the first system 

and the  inputs of the second system, A transaction or  an exchange i s  

viewed a s  a linkage between them i n  the form of an input-output 

relationship. Inputs t o  a system a r e  conceptualized a s  consisting of 
C..,. fin+rrn*...4 r'. u w v  LcuuGbvr l ~ o ,  d-76~ &.id ~ i i p ~ ~ i " . ~ .  

The outputs from a system a re  the consequences flowing from the  

behavior of the  members of the  system (2,  p. 26). Outputs flow out 

t o  a l t e r  i n  some way the nature of the environment and t o  a f fec t  the  

nature of sub sequent input s . 
The significance of outputs i s  not only tha t  they help t o  
influence ev&ts i n  the  broader society of which the 
system i s  a par t ;  i n  doing so, they help t o  determine each 
subsequent round of inputs t h a t  f inds  i t s  way in to  the 
p o l i t i c a l  system. This i s  the  feedback loop (2, p. 28). 

Easton has conceptualized the  interact ion between a social  system 

and i t s  environment i n  terms of the following model. 

Figure 1. 

A Simplified Model of a Po l i t i ca l  System 

The school system a s  a soc ia l  system i s  analyt ical ly  separated from 



i t s  environment or suprasystem. However, it i s  exposed t o  influences 

from i t s  suprasystem and from it there flows a constant stream of 

events and influences which i n  addition t o  i t s  own feedback loop 

shape the conditions under which the members of the school system may 

act ( 2 ,  p. 18). 

The concept that  outputs through a feedback loop influence inputs 

appears t o  be substantiated i n  a study by James. He reports that when 

a citizen i s  asked t o  vote on a school operating levy or on a bond 

issue, he i s  faced with a value choice. The decision i s  often based 

whether the school i s  seen a s  fu l f i l l i ng  community values (3, p. 389). 

Easton describes the effect of output success and output fai lure 

on inputs as  follows: 

The success or fa i lure  of outputs in winning the 
supportive response of members w i l l  depend upon the 
extent t o  which the outputs--viewed as  the net effect 
of perceived outputs and experienced outcomes from 
unperceived outputs--are able t o  meet the current 
demands of the members or  anticipate and abort 
possible future demands by preventing grievances 
from arising. Satisfaction derived from outputs 
that  have met present or anticipated demands w i l l  
serve as  a major means f o r  inducing input of specific 
support, Feedback stimuli w i l l  consequently have a 
decisive effect on the succeeding inputs of demands 
a s  well as  on the input of support; i n  t h i s  way both 
of these inputs become closely intertwined (2,  p. 403). 

A par t ia l  assessment of school-c0111113.unity relations can be made, 

it follows, by assessing the extent the outputs are accepted by the 

environment of the school system. A more complete assesssnent can be 

derived by assessing as well the effectiveness with which the school 

system is processing the inputs. 

If school-community relations are  defined a continuum extending 

from "good" t o  "bad", then "good" school-community relations are 

characterized by inputs which can be processed effectively by the school 

system and outputs which are acceptable t o  the comunity. "Bad" school- 

community relations are characterized by an inabil i ty of the system t o  

process inputs effectively and a lack of acceptance of the outputs 

by members of the system' s environment. 



This study hypothesized tha t  members of the school system and 

members of the  community placed i n  posit ions close t o  the permeable 

skin of the  school system could function a s  sensors and assess the 

effect of various specif ic  factors  moving in to  the  system a s  inputs 

and out of the  system a s  outputs. Individuals located within the 

school system occupying positions close t o  the  community a re  called 

Education Sensors. Individuals located within the  community occupying 

posit ions close t o  the  school system a r e  cal led Community Sensors. 

The location of these Sensors i s  shown i n  Figure 2, below. Education 

Sensors a re  indicated by the  symbol "o"; Community Sensors a re  

indicated by the  symbol "x". 

X v+o 
L. 

Demands o "2 %J 
The school 

-P % 
Decisions -P 

Supports system and a c t i o z  o 5 

J 

Feedback loop 

Figure 2. 

A Conceptualization of the  Interact  ion 
Between a School System aYld i t s  Environment ; 
A Modification of a Model by David Easton (2, p. 32) 

Since the  model i n  Figure 2 above and the  accompanying conceptualization 

s t r e s s  the  e f fec t  of output on the  quality of input, .a relationship 

should be evident between an assessment of school-community relat ions 

and the  r e l a t ive  degree of f i m n c i a l  support provided a school system 

by the  owner-electors of a school d i s t r i c t .  

This study examined the  e f fec t  of 152 fac tors  seen t o  a f fec t  

school-cammunity relat ions.  It asked t e n  Education Sensors and t en  

Community Sensors i n  each of the  twenty school d i s t r i c t s  studied t o  

assess whether each of the fac tors  was affect ing school-cammunity 

relat ions and if it was helping or  hurting school- 

c m u n i t y  relat ions.  Fromthe responses an assessment of relat ions was 



made, and t h i s  was compared t o  the disposition of budget by-laws 

proposed by the boards of school t rus tees  i n  each of the d i s t r i c t s  in 

the sample. 

111. AN ENVIRONMENT CONSTRAINT--- 

TKF: B. C. EDUCATIONCU; FINANCE FORMULA. 

A conceptual framework f o r  investigating school-community relat ions 

nnw ~ c + . n h l  i ~ h ~ d  - nnme 3t.t.ent.i on must be given t o  a n  important segment *.- .. -.' ----- --- -, - ---- 

of the school system's environment, the  method of financing schools. 

Educational finance, t o  use Carlson's terminology, i s  an environmental 

constraint of the school system tha t  i s  of major significance. 

The Bri t ish Columbia educational finance formula i n  1972 provided 

a Basic Education Program f o r  each d i s t r i c t  i n  the  Province. The cost 

of the Basic Education Program f o r  each school d i s t r i c t  was met through 

loca l  taxat  ion and provincial grants, with those d i s t r i c t s  having 

limited taxable resources receiving larger  provincial grants than those 

d i s t r i c t s  with more extensive taxable resources (10, p . 1) . 
This formula permitted a school d i s t r i c t  t o  make expenditures above 

the l eve l  of the Basic Education Program and t h i s  cost was borne 

ent i re ly  by a loca l  t ax  levy. However, t h i s  expenditure could not 

exceed eight per cent or  t e n  per cent (whichever was applicable, depending 

upon the s ize of the  d i s t r i c t ' s  budget) of the  Basic Education Program, 

without r e fe r ra l  t o  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  owner-electors. If a d i s t r i c t  
* wished t o  spend more than i t s  cei l ing of eight or  ten  per cent of 

i t s  Basic Education Program, it was required t o  pass a by-law imposing 

a t a x  levy t o  finance the  overage. This levy became l ega l  i f  it was 

unchallenged within t h i r t y  days by f ive  per cent or  by one hundred of 

the  d i s t r i c t ' s  e l ig ib le  voters, whichever i s  the  lesser .  If the  levy 

was challenged, the  by-law went t o  a referendum and required a s ix ty  

per cent majority t o  pass. 

For the  1972 budget year, school d i s t r i c t s  could be placed in to  

three categories with respect t o  t h e i r  response t o  t h i s  formula 

 a able I ) .  The first category consists of those fourteen 



CATEGORIES OF 1972 SCHOOL DISTRICT BUDGETS 

I N  BRITISH COLUMBIA 

Category of Di s t r i c t  Name of Dis t r ic t  

( I )  Unchallenged Dis t r ic t s  
with Budget Overages 

( 11) Challenged Dis t r i c t s  
with Budget Overages 
( a )  By-law defeated 

(b )  By-law passed 

(111) Dis t r i c t s  With Budgets 
Within the Finance 
Formula L i m i t a t  ion 

School Di s t r i c t  4 
School Di s t r i c t  24 
School Di s t r i c t  29 
School Di s t r i c t  46 
School Di s t r i c t  47 
School Di s t r i c t  48 
School District, 49 
School Di s t r i c t  50 
School Di s t r i c t  52 
School Dis t r ic t  64 
School Di s t r i c t  66 
School Di s t r i c t  80 
School Dis t r ic t  81 
School Di s t r i c t  84 

School Di s t r i c t  3 
School Di s t r i c t  39 
School Dis t r ic t  44 
School Di s t r i c t  45 
School Di s t r i c t  61 
School Di s t r i c t  67 
School Di s t r i c t  72 

School Di s t r i c t  85 

School Di s t r i c t  1 
School Di s t r i c t  2 
School Di s t r i c t  7 
School Di s t r i c t  9 
School Di s t r i c t  10 
School Di s t r i c t  11 
School Di s t r i c t  12 
School Dis t r ic t  13 
School Di s t r i c t  14 
School Di s t r i c t  15 
School Di s t r i c t  16 

(windermere) 
   am loops ) 
( ~ i l l o o e t  ) 
( Sechelt ) 
( Powell River )  o owe sound) 
(Ocean F=111s 1 
( ~ u e e n  Charlotte ) 
(Prince Rupert) 
( ~ u l f  ~ s l a n d s )  
(Lake Cowichm) 
( o it imat ) 
( ~ o r t    el son) 
(~ancouver Island 
West ) 

(~ imber ley  ) 
(~ancouver ) 
( ~ o r t h  Vancouver) 
(west Vancouver) 
( ~ r e a t e r  Victoria) 
( ~ a d ~ s m i t h )  
( Campbell ~ i v e r  ) 

(~ancouver Island 
~ o r t h  ) 

( ~ e r n i e  ) 
(   ran brook) 
( c el son ) 
( castlegar) 
(Arrow Lakes) 
ca rail) 
(Grand Forks) 
(Kettle valley) 
(S. ~kanagan) 
( pent i c t  on) 
(~eremeos) 



TABLE I (Continued) 

SC1100L DISTRICTS I N  BRITISH COLUMBIA 

PUBLISHING A BUDGET BY-LAW I N  1972 

- 
Category of Dis t r ic t  Name of Dis t r ic t  

(111) Dis t r ic t s  With Budgets 
Within the Finance 
Formula Limitation 

School Dis t r ic t  17 (Princeton) 
School Dis t r i c t  18  o old en) 
School Dis t r ic t  19 ( ~ e v e l s t  oke) 
School Dis t r ic t  21 (Amstrong) 
School Dis t r i c t  22   erno on) 
School Dis t r ic t  23 (~elowna) 
School Dis t r ic t  26 ( ~ i r c h  ~ s l a n d )  
School Dis t r ic t  27 (~ill inms  ah) 
School Dis t r i c t  28 ( ~ u e s n e l )  
School Dis t r ic t  30 (south ~ a r i b o o )  
School Dis t r ic t  31 ( ~ e r r i t t  ) 
School Dis t r ic t  32    ope) 
School Dis t r ic t  33 (Chilliwack) 
School Dis t r ic t  34 (~bbotsford)  
School Dis t r ic t  35 ( ~ a n g l e y )  
School Dis t r ic t  36 (surrey) 
School Dis t r ic t  37 ( ~ e l t a )  
School Dis t r ic t  38 (~ichmond) 
School Dis t r ic t  40 ( ~ e w  westminster) 
School Dis t r ic t  41 (~urnaby ) 
School Dis t r ic t  42 (Maple ~ i d g e )  
School Dis t r ic t  43 ( Coquitlam) 
School Dis t r ic t  54 (Smithers) 
School Dis t r ic t  55    urns ~ a k e )  
School Dis t r ic t  56 (~anderhoof ) 
School Dis t r ic t  57 ( Prince George ) 
School Dis t r ic t  59 (peace River south) 
School Dis t r ic t  60 (Peace River ~ o r t h )  
School Dis t r ic t  62 ( ~ o o k e )  
School Dis t r ic t  63 ( ~ a m i c h )  
School Dis t r ic t  65 ( Cowichan) 
School Dis t r ic t  68 (Nanaimo) 
School Dis t r ic t  69 ( ~ualicum) 
School Dis t r ic t  70 (Alberni) 
School Dis t r ic t  71 (Courtenay) 
School Dis t r ic t  75 ( ~ i s s i o n )  
School Dis t r ic t  76 ( ~ g a s s i z  ) 
School Dis t r ic t  77 ( ~ m e r l a n d )  
School Dis t r ic t  82 (chi lcot in)  
School Dis t r ic t  83 (portage Mountain) 
School Dis t r ic t  86 (creston) 
School Dis t r ic t  87   tik kine) * 
School Dis t r ic t  88 (~keena-Cassiar) 
School Dis t r ic t  89 ( ~huswap ) 

"School Dis t r ic t  87   tik kine) exceeded limitation by ~ermission of the 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-council 



school d i s t r i c t s  which published by-laws declaring budget overages 

which were not challenged by the owner-electors and subsequently 

implemented by the boards of school t rus tees .  The second category 

consists of those school d i s t r i c t s  which published by-laws which were 

challenged by pe t i t ion  and a referendum held. D i s t r i c t s  i n  t h i s  

second category were then e i the r  successful o r  u n s u c c e s s ~  a t  the 

pol ls .  In  1972, one school d i s t r i c t  was successful and seven were 

unsuccessful. The t h i r d  category consists of the f i f ty- f ive  school 

d i s t r i c t s  passing budgets within the  l imitat ion of the formula. 

A major character is t ic  of t h i s  formula was the s h i f t  of responsibil i ty 

9 
f o r  approving the spending of budget overages from elected o f f i c i a l s  t o  

the taxpayers of the school d i s t r i c t .  These owner-electors had d i rec t  

control t o  permit or deny the  spending of excess sums. In t h i s  way, 

the educational finance formula served a s  an important environmental 

constraint on a school system's operation. 

I V  D ~ I M I T I O N  OF TERMS 

Budget By-Law 

Each school d i s t r i c t  i n  Bri t ish Columbia i n  1972 had a budget 

cei l ing of lowo or  11q0 of i t s  Basic Education Program. The cei l ing 

was lowo of the Basic Education Program i f  d i s t r i c t ' s  operating 

budget was i n  excess of $3,000,000; i f  it was l e s s  than $3,000,000 

the ce i l ing  was llqo of the Basic Education Program. I f  a provisional 

budget exceeded the cei l ing,  a board of school t rus tees  had t o  publish 

a budget by-law s ta t ing  the amount the provisional budget was i n  

excess of the cei l ing.  This by-law had t o  be published on.or before the f i r s t  

day of February i n  one issue of a newspaper circulat ing i n  the school 

i d i s t r i c t .  It became law unless before the f i r s t  day of March not 

l e s s  than one hundred owner electors  o r  f ive  per cent of the owner 

electors  whichever was the lesser ,  peti t ioned the board of school 

t rustees  f o r  submission of the by-law f o r  the assent of the omer-  

e lectors  I f  such a pe t i t ion  was received, the by-law became law 



if 6q0 of the owner-electors voted i n  favour ( a  5@ majority was 

required i f  60% of the e l ig ib le  owner-electors voted i.n the 

referendum) ( 9 ) . 

Budget Overage 

The amount of money i n  a school d i s t r i c t ' s  provisional budget 

i n  excess of 11w0 or  10q0, whichever applies, of the school d i s t r i c t  ' s 

Basic Education Program ( 9 ).  

Operating Expenses 

A l l  e e e n s e s  incurred by a board of school t rus tees  f o r  administering: 

managing, supervising and operating the school f a c i l i t i e s  a d  

auxiliary services of a school d i s t r i c t  ( 9 ) ,  

Operating Referendum 

A submission t o  the owner-electors of a school d i s t r i c t  f o r  

d i rec t  decision the  question of authorizing the board of school t rus tees  

t o  include i n  t h e i r  annual budget a specified amount of money f o r  

operating expenses in excess of a ce i l ing  of 108% o r  110% whichever 

i s  applicable ( 9 ) .  

Owner-Elector 

An owner of r e a l  property registered t o  vote i n  a school d i s t r i c t  

f inancial  election, o r  an owner of r e a l  property who can sa t i s fy  a 

City Clerk o r  in a rura l  area a secretary-treasurer tha t  he i s  en t i t l ed  

t o  vote as i f  h i s  name were entered upon the  l i s t  of e lectors  a s  an 

owner-elector ( 9 ). 

Challenged Dis t r i c t  

A school d i s t r i c t  which had published a budget by-law containing 

not i f ica t ion  of the  d i s t r i c t  ' s intent  t o  exceed i t s  budget cei l ing of 

108% o r  l lWo, whichever applies, of the  cost of the  Basic Education 

Program and had subsequently received a pe t i t ion  from one hundred 

owner-electors o r  one-twentieth i n  number, whichever i s  the  lesser ,  

challenging the  budget by-law t o  a vote (9, Section 197). 

Unchallenged Dis t r ic t  

A school d i s t r i c t  which had published a budget by-law containing 



notification of i t s  intent t o  exceed i t s  budget ceiling of 10% or 

lX$, whichever was applicable, of the cost of the Basic Education 

Program, and having received no petition before the f i r s t  day of 

March t o  put the by-law t o  a vote, adopted the by-law. 

School System 

A school system i s  viewed by t h i s  study as  a social system, separated 

from i t s  environment. Personnel within the system include the 

pupils, trustees, aaministrators, teachers and a l l  other employees 
=f Ch- n,.kfir.l ' k ~ m e . 4  - - ----AY- 

urn, u , + n v v r  uvaru. rrrc ~ ~ r r v v l  by a u w  is viewed as receivbig 

inputs from i ts  environment i n  the form of supports and demands. It 

processes these inputs and returns them t o  the environment i n  the 

form of outputs. 

School-Community Relations 

For the purposes .of t h i s  study, school-comaunity relations are 

defined as an assessment of the ab i l i ty  of the system t o  receive and 

process inputs and the acceptance of the outputs by the system's 

environment, the community. 

Sensor 

An individual participating in t h i s  study conceptualized as 

occupying a position near the "skin" of the school system who can 

assess the effect of inputs and outputs as  they pass through the 

system's permeable boundary. 

Education Sensor 

An elected or employed member of the school system occupying a 

position close t o  the skin of the system near i t s  environment. He i s  

conceptualized as  able t o  assess the ab i l i ty  of the school system t o  

process inputs and the acceptance of the outputs of the system by the 

community. 



Community Sensor 

An individual identified through a reputational technique as  

being familiar with the interaction of the schools and h i s  community. 

He i s  conceptualized as occupying a position i n  the system's 

environment or comraunity near the skin of the school system and able 

t o  assess the ab i l i ty  of the school system t o  process inputs and 

the acceptance of the outputs of the system by the community. 

Any employee of the school d i s t r i c t  or elected member of the school 

board i s  excluded from membership in t h i s  group. 

Helping Factor 

A factor the Education Sensors and the Community Sensors significantly 

agree is  affecting and i s  helping school-community relations in a 

particular school d i s t r i c t  or a particular group of d i s t r i c t s .  

Hurting Factor 

A factor the Education Sensors and the Community Sensors significantly 

agree i s  hurting school-community relations i n  a particular 

school d i s t r i c t  or a particular group of d i s t r i c t s .  

No Effect Factor - 
A factor the Education Sensors and the Community Sensors significantly 

.agree does not affect school-cormnunity relations i n  a particular 

school d i s t r i c t  or a particular group of d i s t r i c t s .  

Helping/Hurtiulg -- Ratio Score 

For a particular school d i s t r i c t  or group of d i s t r i c t s ,  the 

number of factors the Sensors significantly agree are helping school- 

ccnrmnunity relations divided by the number of factors the Sensors 

significantly agree are hurting school-community relations, giving 

the nmber of Helping Factors per H u r t i n g  Factor. For example, i f  school 

d i s t r i c t  "X" has ten Helping Factors and two Hurting Factors, it 
has a Helping/Hurting Ratio Score of f ive . 



Common Factors 

Those factors which the Challenged Distr icts  and the Unchallenged 

Distr icts  significantly agree as  t o  the i r  effect on school-community 

relations. 

Common Helping Factors 

Those factors which the Challenged Distr icts  and the Unchallenged 

Distr icts  significantly agree are helping school-camunity relations. 

Cormon H u r t i n 3  Fador..: 

Those factors which the Challenged Distr icts  and the Unchallenged 

Distr icts  significantly agree are hurting school-community relations. 

Comn - No Effect Factors 

Those factors which the Challenged Distr icts  and the Unchallenged 

Distr icts  significantly agree have no effect on school-ccwnnunity 

relations. 

Cri t ical  Factors 

Those factors on which the Challenged Distr icts  and the Unchallenged 

Distr icts  disagree as  t o  the i r  effect on school-camunity relations. 

There i s  agreement within each group of d i s t r i c t s ,  but disagreement 

between these two groups of d i s t r i c t s  on the effects of these factors. 

Cri t ical  Helping Factors 

A Cri t ical  Factor seen by either the Challenged Distr icts  or the 

Unchallenged Distr icts  as  helping school-community relations. 

Cri t ical  Hurting Factors 

A Cri t ical  Factor seen by ei ther  the Challenged Distr icts  or the 

Unchallenged Distr icts  as  hurting school-cummunity relations. 

Cri t ical  - No Effect Factors 

A Cri t ical  Factor seen by either the Challenged Distr icts  or the 
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Unchallenged Distr icts  as  having no effect on school-camunity relations. 

School Distr ict  

A school d i s t r i c t  i s  a geographic area of land, created or 

constituted a s  a school d i s t r i c t  under the provisions of the Public 

Schools Act of the Province of British Columbia ( 9 ). 

Distr ict  Superintendent - of Schools 

The Distr ict  Superintendent of Schools i s  appointed by the 

provincial government of British Columbia. He has the following 

&tic a : a f ~ r c ~ g  the r"&llc S&ioois Act, acivising scnooi boards, 

assigning teachers, travlsfering teachers, advising and instructing 

teachers, v is i t ing schools, reporting on schools, inspecting teachers, 

supervising d i s t r i c t  officers and other such duties as may be assigned 

by the Superintendent of Education ( 9 ). 

Secretary-Treasurer 

Appointed by the school board, the secretary-treasurer of a school 

d i s t r i c t  has the following duties : supervising a l l  accounting and I 

administrative procedures; keepingea record of proceedures of the board, 
I 

and performing such other duties as  theboard m y  prescribe insrelation t o  

i t s  corporate a f fa i r s  ( 9 ) . I 

School Board Trustee - 
An owner-elector of a school d i s t r i c t ,  elected according t o  the 

provisions of the Public Schools Act, who shal l  as  a lnember of the 

school d i s t r i c t ' s  board of school trustees, determine local  policy in  

conformity with the Public Schools Act fo r  the effective and efficient 

operation of the schools ( 9 ). 

Secondary School 

A public school i n  wfiich accomodation and tu i t ion are provided 

exclusively or mainly f a r  pupils enrolled in grades V I I I  t o  XII, 

inclusive. 



Community 

For the purposes of t h i s  study, a community is  defined as the 

residents of a school d i s t r i c t .  

V . LIMrmA,TIONS, DELIMITATIONS, ASSUMPlCIONS 

L i m i t  a t  ions 

The major limitation of t h i s  study was tha t  the assessments of 

s c h s c l = c ~ ~ ~ . ~ i ~ ~  relztf~iis were "uased upu11 Sensors' reactions t o  a 

limited number of factors (152) with l i t t l e  evidence t o  indicate 

that  these are a representative sample of the most important factors 

influencing school-co3nmwlity relations in British Columbia. 

The second limitation of t h i s  study was the generalized assessment 

of the effect of each-factor by the Sensors. The Sensor was asked 

with respect t o  each factor, whether it "does affect" or has "no effect" 

on how the schools and the camnunity are getting along. If the Sensor 

indicates the factor "does effect" he was asked t o  indicate whether 

it "helps " or "hurts " school- community relations. This response 

format permitted only a gross form of assessment of school-community 

relations by the Sensor. It did not permit him t o  indicate, for 

example, relat ive degrees of strength of the factors; nor did it 

pennit the Sensor t o  indicate that  same factors may be both 

"helping" and "h& ing " si~nultauleously . 

Delimit a t  ions 

The major delimitation was that  o d y  British Colmibia school 

d i s t r i c t s  with budget overages were included in  the study. 

Assumptions 

(1) The instrument used was assumed t o  have a degree of validity 



and r e l i a b i l i t y  sui table  f o r  the present study. 

( 2 )  It was assumed tha t  Education and Community Sensors participating 

i n  the  study did so with an appropriate motivation and the  required 

knowledge t o  complete the  questionnaire. 

(3) It was assumed tha t  t he  assessment of school-community 

relat ions derived from the responses of the  Sensors provided a.n 

adequate measure of the  s t a t e  of school-community re la t ions  in each 

school d i s t r i c t .  

(4) It was assumed t h a t  the  assumptions underlying the  s t a t i s t i c s  

used in  the treatment of the data were met. 

TI. THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Among those school d i s t r i c t s  which passed budget by-laws, 

did those d i s t r i c t s  with be t t e r  school-community re la t ions  receive 

more f inancia l  support than those with poorer school-community 

relat ions? Further, if such a s  association appeared t o  ex is t ,  which 

specif ic  fac tors  of school-community re la t ions  had t he  greatest  

posit ive effect  and which had the  greatest  negative e f fec t?  These 

a r e  the  research questions t h i s  study was directed a t .  

In examining these questions, the study investigated the  

following specif ic  questions: 

(1) What i s  the  s t a t e  of school-corrrmunity relations: 

( a )  within each school d i s t r i c t  with a budget overage? 

(b) within a l l  school d i s t r i c t s  with budget overages? 

( c ) within a l l  Challenged Di'stricks. combined? 

(d)  within a l l  Unchallenged Dis t r i c t s  combined? 

(2 )  Within each of the categories of d i s t r i c t s  given above ( l a  t o  l d )  : 

( a )  which of the ident i f ied factors  a f fec t  school-community 

relat ions? 



(b) which of the identified factors hiwe no effect on school- 

camrmznit y re la t  tons ? 

(c)  which of the factors identified a s  having an effect are 

helping school-ccamnunity relations? 

(d) which of the factors identified as  having an effect are 

hurt ing school- ccxnmunity relations? 

( 3 )  Which factors are associated with Challenged Distr icts  and 

which are associated with Unchallenged Distr icts? 

(4) Is there any relationship between the assessment of school- 

comnmity relations and nhether or not the budget overage 

fo r  each d i s t r i c t  was challenged and defeated? 
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CHAPTER I11 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

I. DATA REQUIRED 

To investigate the problem, it was necessary t o  obtain some 

de ta i l s  of the  budgets of school d i s t r i c t s  throughout the Province of 

Br i t i sh  Columbia, voting r e su l t s  from d i s t r i c t s  where referenda were 

held and data describing the relationship between schools and t h e i r  

corn*z"r;;tfes Challenged Districts a d  Vnchaiienged Dis t r ic t s .  

An W e n t o r y  of Factors Affecting School-Conmnunity Relations - - 
The i n s t r q e n t  (An Inventory of Factors Affecting School- 

Community ~ e l a t i o n s )  used t o  obtain an assessment of school-cmunity 

relat ions was a s l igh t ly  modified version of a questionnaire developed 

by Carter, Ruggels and Olson of Stanford University fo r  use in "Project: 

CAST, The Structure and Process of School-C~rrrmunity Relations" ( 1 ) .  

One of the  purposes of -the Stanford Study was to ,  "obtain a comprehensive 

picture of t h e  fac tors  which may enter  in to  school-community relat ions 

and t o  obtain a picture of how these fac tors  in te rac t  in the  process of 

school community relations" (1, p . l )  . 
The following b r i e f ly  describes the  development of the  Stanford 

questionnaire. 

..... we had t o  develop an exhaustive l i s t  of the 
factors  i n  school-cammunity relat ions tha t  were a t  
l e a s t  potent ial ly  contributors t o  policy determination. 
With these collected we could then construct an inventory 
t o  which d i s t r i c t  leaders could respond with t h e i r  
perceptions of the  r e l a t ive  impact of each fac tor  ..... 
Collecting the  potent ial  fac tors  was i t s e l f  a d i f f i c u l t  
task.  We could expect d i f fe rent  f ac to r s  t o  emerge in 



d i s t r i c t s  of varying charac ter i s t ics .  So we 
purposively s a p l e d  many d i f fe rent  d i s t r i c t s  
using these c r i t e r i a  f o r  selection: geographic 
locat  ion, economic capabili ty,  degree of urbanization, 
type of school, and f inancia l  support pattern.  

We sent t ra ined interviewers t o  these d i s t r i c t s  
t o  search out potent ial  factors .  Using the  focused 
interview technique, they probed f o r  fac tors  seen 
by two o r  more informed observers i n  the  d i s t r i c t .  
Specific probes were used in 15 areas ,  set out 
from an examination of the  l i t e r a t u r e .  

The 15 areas probed were: 

1. School-community relat ions:  e lect ions;  
2. School-community relat ions:  non-elections; 
3 .  Mediating agencies: school board; 
4. Mediating agencies: mass media; 
5. Mediating agencies: volunteer organizations; 
6. School characteristics:  personnel; 
7. School character is t ics :  students; 
8. School characteristics:  educational o f f i c i a l s ;  
9,  School character is t ics :  procedural; . 

10. School 'characteristics:  adrmnistrative a t t r ibu tes  ; 
11. Community character is t ics ;  
12. Cormunity voter charac ter i s t ics ;  
13. School originated communications; 
14. Community originated commwlicat ions ; and 
15. Communications from mediating agencies. 

The r e su l t s  of interviewing i n  71 d i s t r i c t s  
were some 162 fac tors  seen as helping o r  hurting 
school-community relat ions in one o r  more d i s t r i c t s  . 

Our suranary analysis f o r  a l l  d i s t r i c t s  showed 
tha t  the  estimates f o r  fac tor  impact tended t o  be 
e i the r  posit ive or  negative. A f ac to r  perceived t o  
be a posi t ive force i n  one d i s t r i c t  would a l so  be seen 
a s  a posit ive force i n  other d i s t r i c t s .  Similarly, 
a fac tor  seen t o  be a negative force in one d i s t r i c t  
was rare ly  perceived t o  be a posi t ive force i n  
another d i s t r i c t  (1, p. 3 - 5).  

Fifteen fac tors  i n  the  or ig ina l  162 f ac to r  Stanford questionnaire 

were not applicable f o r  use i n  Br i t i sh  Columbia school d i s t r i c t s  and 

were omitted. Other loca l  fac tors  were added t o  give 152 fac tors  

i n  the  questionnaire used in t h i s  study. (see Appendix A ) .  
.. 



The Population - 
The population included a l l  teachers, t rustees,  school 

administrators and owner-electors i n  each school d i s t r i c t  i n  the 

Province of British Columbia with a budget overage as of March 1, 

1972. A l is t  of these d i s t r i c t s  is  contained i n  Table I (supra, p. 13). 

The Sample - 
Each school d i s t r i c t  l i s t ed  i n  Table I (supra, p. 13) was asked 

t o  participate i n  t h i s  study (see Appendix B, correspondence). 

School Distr ict  3 (~imberley) and School Distr ict  4 (~ indemere )  declined. 

The remaining twenty d i s t r i c t s  agreed t o  participate. The sample 

of d i s t r i c t s  included i n  t h i s  study is, therefore, an accidental sample 

of the population. 

IT. SELECTION OF SENSORS 

This study attempted t o  assess the school-con~punity relations 

in each of the d i s t r i c t s  included in  the sarnple. 1% was theorized 

that t h i s  assessment would be provided by two groups of Sensors, 

Education Sensors and Community Sensors. The Education Sensors would 

be members of the school system, each representing a l eve l  of the sys tenfs  

organizational hierarchy and each occupying a position closely juxtaposed 

t o  the permeable skin of the system. The Community Sensors would be 

selected from the community side of the skin of the system. These 

individuals were selected Qn the basis of the i r  *reputation of knowing 

how the schools and the community were getting along, and were 

assumed therefore t o  be positioned close t o  the community side of the 

boundaries of the system. 

Education Sensors were selected i n  the following manner. To 

obtain Sensors representing the major hierarchical levels  of the d i s t r i c t ,  

a "select ion within hierarchies" method was devised. The positions 



identified fo r  representation were : ( 1 )  d i s t r i c t  superintendent of 

schools; (2) secretary-treasurer; (3) school d i s t r i c t  trustee; 

(4)  secondary school principal; ( 5  ) elementary school principal; 

(6) teacher. 

The positions of d i s t r i c t  superintendent of schools and 

secretary-treasurer i n  each of the school d i s t r i c t s  studied were 

occupied by one incumbent. Therefore, no selection process was 

necessary t o  identify the Education Sensors t o  represent each of these 

two hierarchies, 

The two school truatees from each d i s t r i c t  were selected as  
- Ser-,sc;rs by the f ~ l l ~ w i i i g  procedure. yne most recent l i s t  of B. C school 

trustees by d i s t r i c t  was obtained from the B. C .  School Trustees 

Association. Each trustee within each school d i s t r i c t  was given a 

number, the f i r s t  trustee l i s t ed  being assigned nmber one, the second 

number two, and so on. A table of randan numbers was then used t o  

identify the two trustee? who were asked t o  act as  Education Sensors. 

The two secondary school principals were selected in a similar 

manner. The 1972 l i s t i ng  of schools and principals by school d i s t r i c t  

prepared by the Department of Education was used. Each secondary school 

principal was assigned a number. The first principal was numbered 

one, the second numbered two, and so on. A table of random numbers was 

then used t o  select two principals who were asked t o  act as  Education 

Sensors also. To select two elementary principals from each d i s t r i c t  

studied, precisely the same proceedure was used except that  elementary 

principals only were considered fo r  selection instead of secondary 

principals. 

The teachers participating in t h i s  study as  Education Sensors 

were selected by a similar proceedure. A l i s t i ng  of a l l  teachers 

according t o  school d i s t r i c t  was obtained fromthe B. C. Teachers' 

Federation. The teachers i n  each school d i s t r i c t  included in  the study 

were numbered consecutively from one i n  the order i n  which they appeared 

i n  t h i s  l is t .  A table of random numbers was then used t o  select two 

teachers t o  participate i n  t h i s  study. 



Community Sensors were identified by a procedure which was 

a modifica&ion of a technique developed by Hunter and used i n  his  study 

of Atlanta, Georgia, ( 2 ) .  In t h i s  study, Hunter identified the members of 

the community power structure through a four step procedure. F i r s t ,  

persons a t  the centre of ac t iv i t ies  in the community were asked t o  

provide l i s t s  of persons of wealth and prominence i n  the cammunity. 

Secondly, a panel of knowledgeable persons selected from the l i s t s  

those persons who, in thei r  opinion, were the most influential,  

producing a f ina l  l ist  the judges agreed were the most prominent leaders. 

c e  th i rd  s t q  c~cs~&& =f in=de@ L-,teyrS-,-s be-Ayg witk 

each of the prominent leaders. Finally, the researchers organized 

and interpreted the massive mount of data collected t o  provide 

a description of the power structure of the community. 

Community Sensors were identified by using the first step and 

a modification of the second step described above. Fi rs t ,  persons a t  

the centre of school ac t iv i t ies  i n  the d i s t r i c t s  t o  be studied were 

asked t o  identif'y ten members of the i r  community who were informed 

about school-cormnunity relations. The persons asked t o  do t h i s  

identification were members of the sme hierarchies used in the selection 

of Education Sensors. $pecifically, the d i s t r i c t  superintendent of 

schools, the secretary-treasurer, and two different representatives of 

each of the four remaining hierarchies were each asked t o  identify ten 

members of the community who were Wormed about school-community 

relations in thei r  school d i s t r i c t .  Secondly, each of these ten , , 

respondents was asked t o  judge his  om selection of names by ranking 
, 

each name i n  order of preference, assignin& nmber one t o  the person who 

in  h i s  opinion, was best inf omed about school-community relations, 

and so on. The th i rd  step was the researcher assigning weighted scores 

of from one t o  ten t o  each m e  submitted, inversely t o  the i r  rank. 

(A rank of one received a weight score of ten, a rank of two received a 

weighted score of nine, and so on. ) When a cornunity member was 

nominated more thaa once, he was given the sum of a l l  weighted scores 

assigned t o  him. Fimlly ,  from a comparison of the weighted scores 

of a l l  persons identified by the respondents, a l is t  of the t'en 

persons with the highest weighted scores was obtained. These ten 



individuals were then asked t o  part ic ipate  in t h i s  study as  Community 

Sensors. 

U s i n g  t h i s  procedure, 151 l e t t e r s  with Identification of - 
Informed Community Observers forms (see Appendix B,  Form VIII) were 

distributed, and 102 were subsequently completed and returned by the  

respondents. From t h i s  data, 200 Community Sensors were ident if ied 

and asked t o  part ic ipate  i n  the  study. I n  addition, 200 Education 

Sensors were ident if ied by theprocedure described above and asked 

t o  part ic ipate  . Four hundred questionnaires were dis tr ibuted t o  

Education Sensors and Community Sensors i n  the  twenty school d i s t r i c t s  

included in t h i s  study. Subsequently, an additional 229 questionnaires 

were mailed during follow-up proceedures. Returns were received from 

326 Education and Community Sensors (81.5%). 

V. COLLECTION OF DATA 

The ident i ty  of school d i s t r i c t s  with budget overages was 

obtained frm the  B. C .  School Trustees Association and from correspondence 

with the school d i s t r i c t s .  Twenty-two d i s t r i c t s  were ident if ied as 

having budget overages. The d i s t r i c t  superintendent of schools i n  

each d i s t r i c t  was sent a l e t t e r  describing t h i s  study and asking 

permission t o  conduct it within h i s  part icular  d i s t r i c t .  As  indicated 

above, ( p. 27) twenty d i s t r i c t s  agreed . toa  part ic ipate  i n  the s t u w ;  
the  two remaining were neighbow& d i s t r i c t s  under one d i s t r i c t  

superbtendent who did not wish h i s  d i s t r i c t s  t o  be included. 

The data fo r  an assessment of school-community relat ions was 

obtained through the  administration of a questionnaire t o  Education and 

Cormnunity Sensors i n  each school d i s t r i c t  studied. After approval t o  

part ic ipate  was obtained from the d i s t r i c t  superintendent of schools, 

l e t t e r s  were sent t o  the  Education Sensors advising them tha t  they had 

been selected t o  take part  i n  t h i s  study and tha t  they would receive a 

questionnaire within a few days. Within one week, a questionnaire was 

e i ther  mailed or  deliverea in 

the  Sensor was so l ic i ted  and 

addressed envelop' f o r  mailing 

person t o  the  Sensor. The assistance of 

he was provided with a stamped return 

the questiomaire back. 



The process for  identifying Community Sensors also began 

immediately a f t e r  approval was obtained from the d i s t r i c t  superintendent 

of schools. After the Corrrmunity Sensors were identified by the process 

described above, a l e t t e r  followed by a questionnaire was either mailed 

or delivered t o  each Sensor. 

Seven school d i s t r i c t s  included in t h i s  study held referenda 

between March ll and March 29, 1972. Questionnaires were distributed 

t o  each of these voting d i s t r i c t s  prior t o  the election, with the 

exceptinn cf t h e  LaCiymith SchsoL Disi r ic t .  iiowever, approximately 

1% of the questionnaires were returned af ter  the vote in the i r  d i s t r i c t  

was taken, perhaps contaslina;ting the results  t o  a certain degree. Data 

were not obtained from the Ladysmith School Distr ict  prior t o  the vote 

on March 18th due t o  misinformation received by the researcher on the 

identi ty of d i s t r i c t s  holding operating referenda. He was not aware 

that  t h i s  Distr ict  was holding an operating referendum unt i l  he received 

correspondence from the District Superintendent of Schools fo r  t h i s  

Distr ict  conf irming the i r  budget overage. Unfortunately, 
there was insufficient time then t o  collect the data prior t o  the date 

of the vote. To minimize the contamination of the voting results  

it .was decided t o  obtain data from Ladysmith a t  the conclusion of the 

study. 

Neither the correspon2eace t o  the Sensors nor the questionnaire 
* 

made any reference t o  t h i s  study being associated i n  any way with the 

behavior of owner-electors i n  reacting t o  budget by-laws. There was 

nothing t o  indicate that  t h i s  study was anything more than an attempt t o  

obtain an assessment of school-community relations, 

The voting results  fo r  each school d i s t r i c t  included in t h i s  

study holding a referendum were obtained fram the Returning Officers 

fo r  these d i s t r i c t s .  

VI. DATA TREA.'lMEPT 

The data obtained from the questionnaires required s t a t i s t i c a l  



treatment. The responses f ram the questionnaires were t a l l i e d  according 

t o  each fac tor  f o r  each school d i s t r i c t  individually and fo r  a l l  Challenged 

Dis t r i c t s  combined and a l l  IJnchallenged Dis t r i c t s  combined. A chi  square 

t e s t  of significance was applied t o  each fac tor  t o  determine i n i t i a l l y  

whether there was s ignif icant  agreement a factor  was having an ef fec t  

o r  was not having an ef fec t .  If the  respondents agreed a fac tor  was 

having an e f fec t ,  a chi  square t e s t  was applied t o  determine whether 

there was agreement t h a t  the factor  was helping or  hurting school- 

cofnmunity re la t ions .  

V I I .  S W Y  

This chapter has reviewed the  research methodology employed 

i n  t h i s  study. The sample of school d i s t r i c t s  included i s  an accidental  

sample of the  population o? a l l  B. C.  school d i s t r i c t s  with budget 

overages in  1972. The sources and s t a t i s t i c a l  treatment of the data  

were outlined. 
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CHAPTER N 

RESULTS, ANALYSIS, AND DISCUSSION OF THE DATA 

INTRODUCTION 

This study was an attempt t o  obtain a.n asrsesmn~31+, cf szh~sl- 

cammunity relations i n  those d i s t r i c t s  in British Columbia passing 

budget by-laws in 1972, and t o  determine whether any association 

appeared t o  exist between th i s  assessment avLdJthe dispositicjn of the 

budget by-laws. The model by Easton, ( ~ i g u r e  2, p. 11) modified 

t o  include Education and Community Sensors, suggests that school 

d i s t r i c t s  with better  &hool-community relations would 1Wl.y have 

the i r  budget by-laws more favourably disposed of than those d i s t r i c t s  

with poorer school-c011pllunity relations. 

School cornunity relations were conceptualized as  a process of 

interaction between the school and the comnunity. This study 

hypothesised that  members of the school system and selected members 

of the community close t o  the skin of the school system could act 

as  Sensors md assess the effect of various factors moving into the 

school system as  inputs and out of the school system as  outputs. 

It was f'uxther hypothesised that  the sum of these estimates would 

provide a gross but useful. assessment of school-community relations. 

To obtain t h i s  gross assessment of school-community relations 

for  each school d i s t r i c t  and for  Challenged and Unchallenged Distr icts  

combined, the number of Helping Factors significantly agreed upon 

by the combined Education and Community Sensors were compared with 

the Hurting Factors i n  ra t io  form. 

The assessments of school-community relations fo r  Challenged 



Distr icts  were &en campared with the assessments for  Unchallenged 

Distr icts  . 
The thir teen Unchallenged ~ i s t r i c t s  studied were permitted t o  spend 

the i r  budget overage, by virtue of provincial legislation. O f  

the seven school d i s t r i c t s  which had the i r  budget overages challenged 

t o  a vote, the owner-electors denied the overages i n  s ix  d i s t r i c t s  

and approved an overage i n  one d i s t r i c t .  All Unchallenged Distr icts  

then spent above the provincial ceiling for  school d i s t r i c t  spending; 

Fill C b a L 1 e ~ ~ e d  DTatrTcta,  except one, spent a t  or  below t h i s  ceiling. 

11. ANA3JYSIS OF THE DATA 

A chi square t e s t  OF significance was applied t o  the t a l l i ed  

responses from the Education and Community Sensors. This t e s t  

determined whether there was significant agreement on whether each 

factor was having an effect on school-community relations and i f  it 

was having an effect, whether it was helping or hurting. The chi 

square analysis regarded the expected frequency as  one-half of "Nu. 

This was compared with the actual frequency t o  determine whether the 

responses constituted a significant difference. A difference 

below the .05 level  of probability was required t o  reject the 

null  hy-pothesis. 

This analysis of the data yielded a l is t  of factors f o r  which there was 

significant agreement i n  individual d i s t r i c t s ,  i n  all Unchallenged 

Distr icts  combined and i n  a l l  Challenged Distr icts  combined. 

A gross assessment of school-community relations was obtained by 

comparing the number of factars helping school-community relations 

with the number of factors hurting school-community relations. 

This comparison i s  given in  a ra t io  form and i s  referred t o  as the 



Helping/~urting Ratio Score. For example, School Dis t r ic t  "A" has 

forty-one fac tors  ident i f ied a s  I-Eelping Factors and- sixteen factors identified 

a s  Hurting-Factors. The Hel-ping/~urti.ng Ratio Score f o r  t h i s  distric-t; is  
41/16 = 2.6 factors .  This means tha t  School Di s t r i c t  "A" has 2.6 

fac tors  helping school-community relat ions f o r  each factor  hurt-. 

Helping/Hurting Ratio Scores were calculated f o r  each individual 

d i s t r i c t ,  f o r  a l l  Challenged Dis t r i c t s  combined and a l l  Unchallenged 

Dis t r ic t s  combined. 

Differences in scores f o r  school-cornunity relat ions between 

Challenged and Unchallenged Dis t r i c t s  were tested by applying n 

t - t e s t  fo r  independent samples t o  the  mean scores f o r  the  number of 

No Effect Factors, the  number of Helping Factors, the number of 

Hurting Factors, and the Helping/~urting Ratio Scores f o r  the Challenged 

Dis t r i c t s  and f o r  the  Unchallenged Dis t r i c t s  . 

111. AN ASSESSMENT OF SCHOOL-COlYMUNITY RELATIONS 

Table II gives the numbex- of No Effect Faetors, 

Helping Factors, and Hurting Factors the  combined Education Sensors and 

Community Sensors s ignif icant ly agreed upon. This is  accompanied by 

the  ~ e l ~ i ~ l ~ / H u r t i n g  Ratio Score which serves as a gross indicator of 

the  school-community relat ions i n  each d i s t r i c t  and i n  the  two groupings 

of d i s t r i c t s  given in  the  table .  

The second column gives the  number of fac tors  the  combined Sensors 

agreed have No Effect on school-community relat ions.  The mean score 

f o r  Challenged Dis t r i c t s  calculated separately i s  4.71 factors;  

f o r  Unchallenged Dis t r i c t s  calculated separately, the  mean i s  9.0 

factors .  These means a re  s ignif icant ly d i f fe rent ,  using a t - t e s t  

f o r  tes t ing  the  significance of the  difference between %ms fo r  two 

independent smples   a able I11 ). Unchallenged school d i s t r i c t s ,  i n  

other words, had s ignif icant ly fewer fac tors  affect ing t h e i r  school- 

community re la t ions  than did Challenged Dis t r ic t s .  
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TABLE I11 

A COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN CHALUNGED 

DISTRICTS AND UNCHALLENGED DISTRICTS ON 

KO EFF%CT FACTORS, HELPING FACTORS, HURTING 

( challenged Districts = 7; Unchallenged Distr icts  = 13 ) 

District Group Mean t 

No Effect Factors 

Challenged Districts 4.71 
Unchallenged Districts 9.00 

Helping Factors 

ChallengedDistricts 30.29 
Unchallenged Districts 25.92 

Hurting Factors 

Challenged Distr icts  10.42 
Unchallenged Districts 3.23 

~ e l p i n g / ~ u r t i n g  Ratio Score 

Challenged Distr icts  3 .37 
Unchallenged Distr icts  15.32 

\ -x Significant a t  the .05 level  (one t a i l ) .  
*M 

'Sigaif icant a t  the .001 level  (one t a i l ) .  



The th i rd .  vert ical  column in  Table I1 gives the number of 

factors the combined Sensors agretwi affect  and help school-emunity 

relations. The mean score for  Unchallenged Dis t r ic ts  i s  25.92 

factors; the mean score for  Challenged Dis t r ic ts  i s  30.29 factors.  

As indicated i n  Table 111, there is  no significant difference between 

these two means. This similarity in the numbers of Helping Factors 

between Challenged and Unchallenged Distr icts  i s  reflected also in 

Table 17V with scores of 66 and 70 for  Challenged Dis t r i c t s  

cambined and Unchallenged Districts combined, respectively. 

The fourth vert ical  column of Table I1 gives the number of factors 

the combined Sensors agreed affect mid hurt school-community relations. 

The mean scores fo r  Challenged and Unchallenged Dis t r ic ts  are 10.42 

and 3.23 respectively. A s  indicated i n  Table 111 *hem means differ  

significantly indicating that  Unchallenged Dis t r ic ts  had significantly 

fewer factors hurting the i r  school-community relat ions than did 

the Challenged Distr icts  . 
The f i f t h  column of Table I1 gives the ~ e l p i n g / ~ u r t i n g  Ratio 

Scores for each school d i s t r i c t  and the mean within each group of 

d i s t r i c t s .  This score should indicate the re la t ive  a b i l i t y  of a 

school system t o  effectively process inputs and the re la t ive  

acceptance of the outputs by the school system's environment in 

comparison with the factors the school system fa i led  t o  process and 

gain acceptance for.  Poor school-community relations should be 

reflected then by the Sensors indicating a relat ively large number 

of Hurting Factors and a fewer number of Helping Factors with a resulting 

low Helping/~urting Ratio Score. Good school-community relat ions should 

be reflected conversely by a relatively higher ~ e l ~ i n g / ~ u r t i n g  Ratio 

Score. 

The mean ~ e l p i n g / ~ u r t i n ~  Ratio Score. f o r  CbaUenged Dis t r i c t s  

calculated separately i s  3.37; for  Unchallenged Dis t r i c t s  i s  15.32. 

A s  indicated in Table XI1 these means di f fer  significantly, indicating 





a s igni f icant ly  h i a e r  score f o r  school-community relat ions f o r  

Unchallenged Dis t r i c t s  than f o r  Challenged Dis t r ic t s .  

IV . ANALYSIS OF COMMON FACTORS 

The analysis of the data comparing Challenged Dis t r ic t s  

ccmbined and Unchallenged Dis t r ic t s  combined showed agreement 

between these two groups on the e f fec t  o r  lack of e f fec t  of eighty- 

one factors .  These fac tors  a re  referred t o  a s  Common Factors. 

Table V l i s ts  the factors  the Challenged and Unchallenged 

Dis t r i c t s  agreed had no ef fec t  on school-comkunity relat ions.  These 

a r e  referred t o  a s  Common No Effect Factors. 

Table V I  gives those fac tors  the Challenged and Unchallenged 

Dis t r i c t s  agreed a re  hu rbbg  school-cmw114ty relat ions.  These a r e  

referred t o  a s  Common Hurting Factors. 

Table V I I  gives those fac tors  the  Challenged and Unchallenged 

Dis t r i c t s  agreed a re  helping school-comsnunity relat ions.  These a r e  

referred t o  a s  Common Helping Factors. 

V. ANALYSIS OF CRITICAL FACTORS 

The aaalysis  of the  data from a l l  Challenged Dis t r ic t s  

combined and a l l  Unchallenged Dis t r i c t s  combined showed disagreement 

on the  e f fec t  of thirty-seven fac tors .  These fac tors  a re  referred 

t o  as Cr i t i ca l  Factors since they delineate the  differences in school- 

cammunity r e h t i o n s  between Challenged and Unchallenged Dis t r ic t s .  

These difYerences a re  summarized in Table VIII. 



TABU2 V 

COMMON NO EFFECT FACTORS 

Factor Number 
in Questionnaire Factor 

Degree that workers conmute outside 
the  d i s t r i c t .  

Po l i t i ca l  pa r t i e s  i n  the  d i s t r i c t .  

Parochial schools. 

Hiring of the  teaching staff. 

Salaries paid t o  the non-teaching s t a f f .  

Promotional policy f o r  teachers. 

Relations between the  Dis t r ic t  Superinten- 
dent of Schools and the  Secretary-Treasurer. 

The Dis t r ic t  Superintendent ' s professional 
qualifications.  

The Dis t r ic t  Superintendent ' s personal 
career goal. 

Chamber of Commerce. 

Religious groups i n  the  school d i s t r i c t .  

Labour unions in the  school d i s t r i c t .  



COMMON HURTING FACTORS 

Factor Number 
in Questionnaire Factor 

33 Students qui t t ing before graduaticm. 

39 Teacher par t ic ipat ion i n  t rus t ee  election campaigns. 

44. Salar ies  paid t o  teachers. 

54 Turnover of teachers. 

Cutbacks in spending on schools. 

Method of financing education. 

Acts &f vrwWism against school property. 

Student behavior going t o  and coming from school. 

Individual loca l  c r i t i c s  of schools. 

The degree of f inancia l  autonomy permitted t o  the  school 
d i s t r i c t  by the Provincial Government. 

Citizen a t t i t ude  toward taxes.  

Participation by teachers in pro tes t s  against provincial 
pol icies .  

Raises i n  teachers ' sa lar ies .  

147. Amount of money spent on education. 



TABEE V I I  

COMMON HELPING FACTORS 

Factor Number 
i n  Questionnaire Factor 

- -- 

Student clubs in schools. 

Information t o  parents about school a c t i v i t i e s  . 
pride ki s-iools, 

Elementary school curriculum. 

Progrm f o r  retarded children. 

Teaching methods. 

Guidance m d  counselling services. 

Health services. 

Secondary school curriculum. 

Promot ion pol icies  . 
Student a th l e t i c s .  

Student par t ic ipat ion in extra  curricular a c t i v i t i e s  . 
Parent-teacher conferences. 

Student achievement. 

Success of students upon leaving school. 

School use of community resources. 

Quality of teaching s t a f f .  

Quality of maintenance s t a f f .  

Teacher morale in the d i s t r i c t .  

Loyalty of teachers t o  pr incipals .  

Teacher par t ic ipat ion i n  school d i s t r i c t  policy making. 

Quality of the school d i s t r i c t  central  of f ice  s t a f f ,  

Teacher behavior out of school. 

Teachers' concern f o r  safety of children. 

Public attendance a t  school board meetings. 

Relations between the school board and the public. 

Educational values of the school board members. 

School board reaction t o  proposed changes from the public. 



TABU VII (Continued) 

COMMON HELPING FACTORS 

Factor Nuniber 
i n  Quest iomaire Factor 

School board react im t o  proposed chaages from 
principals. 

The Distr ict  Superintendent a s  an educational leader. 

The District Superintendent's personal characteristics. 

Citizen pride in schools. 

Citizen pride i n  the cmnai ty .  

Citizen understanding of school needs. 

Citizen participation in school act ivi t ies.  

Staff study groups or workshops on school problems. 

Mass media (newspapers, radio, T . V . ) att i tude 
toward local  schools. 

Mass media coverage of schoolmatters. 

Iiela-Lions be-bween mss media mci scnools. 

Mass Media role i n  school-cormunity relations. 

Adult education programs. 

Student participation in local  events . 
Ccxmunity use of school f ac i l i t i e s .  

School d i s t r i c t  W o r n t i o n  program t o  parents. 

School d i s t r i c t  use of mass mdia .  

School d i s t r i c t  use of personal contacts with public. 

School d i s t r i c t  use of public meetings. 

School d i s t r i c t  use of bulletins or  reports t o  parents. 

Open house or back-to-school nights. 

School d i s t r i c t  use of l e t t e r s  and pamphlets in a 
capital ref erendm. 

School dlstr5ct use of speeches during a capital 
referendum. 

Teachers ' dedication t o  thei r  job. 

Quality of education i n  the d i s t r i c t .  



TABZE V I I I  

COMPARATlYE SUMMARY OF CRITICAL FACTORS 

Challenged Dis t r ic t s  
No 

Unchallenged Dis t r ic t s  



TABLE V I I I  (CONTINCTED) 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF CRITICAL FACTORS 

Factor 

114 

Totals 

Challenged Dis t r ic t s  Unchallenged Dis t r ic t s  
No No 



TAJ31;E: IX 

CRITICAL FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH C K A L m G E D  DISTRICTS 

Fact or Effect Factor Nmber 
in Quest i omai re  Factor 

C r i t i c a l  
Hur tbg  
Factors 

Cr i t i ca l  
Helping 
Factors 

C r i t i c a l  107 
No Effect Factors 

Teacher-pupil r a t i o  

Size of classes.  

Preparation of school d i s t r i c t  
bz5ge-L. 

Workload of teachers. 

Schools on sh i f t .  

Property assessment procedures. 

Organized loca l  c r i t i c s  of 
schools 

Provincial c r i t i c s  of education 

Turnout a t  elections f o r  
school t rus tees  

Conservative elements i n  the 
school d i s t r i c t  

Teacher par t ic ipat ion in 
operating referendum campaign 

Use  of students by teachers 
and t rus tees  in an operating 
referendum campaign 

The average educational l eve l  
of the  school d i s t r i c t  population 

School d i s t r i c t  planning f o r  
the  location of new schools 

The Dis t r ic t  Superintendent ' s 
reaction t o  proposed changes 

Rela t ims  between the Dis t r i c t  
Superintendent and parents 

Citizen Committees on school 
a f f a i r s  

Atti tudes expressed by the B. C.  
Teachers' Federation 

Agricultural organizatians i n  the  
school d i s t r i c t  



CRITICAL FACTORS ASSOCIATED W I T H  UNCHALLmGED DISTRICTS 

Factor Effect Factor Number i n  Fact or  
Questionnaire 

Cr i t i ca l  
N o  Effect, 
Factors 

Cr i t i ca l  
Hurt ing 
Factors 

C r i t  i c a l  
Helping 
Factors 

S m e l t  school program. 

Prograsl f o r  gif ted children 

School employees running f o r  
p o l i t i c a l  off i ce  

Distribution of occupations in 
the  school. d i s t r i c t  

Organized loca l  c r i t i c s  of 
schools 

Citizen a t t i t ude  toward business 
outlook 

Citizen committees on school a f f a i r s  

Advisory committee t o  school board 

Mass media executives a s  community 
leaders 

Degree of geographic i so la t ion  

Firing of the teaching s t a f f  

Atti tudes expressed by the  B. C.  
Teachers ' Federation 

Teacher-pupil r a t i o  

Transportation services 

Relations between principals and 
school board 

Characteristics of school board 
members 

Level of wealth within the  d i s t r i c t  

S tab i l i t y  of wealth within the  
d i s t r i c t  

Sui tab i l i ty  of school programs f o r  
Indian children 

Large taxpaying industries in the  
school d i s t r i c t  

Agricultural organizations i n  the  
school d i s t r i c t  



Table IX identif ies the Cri t ical  Factors associated with 

i;mii.enged U s t r l c t s  . Table X identif ies the Cri t ical  Factors 

associ&ted with Unchallenged Districts.  

V I .  VOTING rnSULTS 

O f  the twenty school d i s t r i c t s  bciuded i n  t h i s  study, the 

budget overages i n  seven were challenged by the owner-electors and 

c;gzr&tizg i-efereiih sihsequentiy held during the month of March, 1972. 

The results  of the operating referenda were compared %-ith the 

~elp~Lng/~ur t ing Patio Scores for  those school d i s t r i c t s  . AlYnough 

there was not a significant degree of correlation between these 

scores and the voting results,  strong directionality was 

apparent. , This diyectionality indicated that  the school 

d i s t r i c t s  with a better  assessment of school-cormy~unity relations 

received a higher percentage of affimvlative votes t h a  did those 

wi th  poorer school-camunity relations. The lack of significant 

agreement was due t o  the results  of one deviant d i s t r i c t .  The renova1 

frm the calculations of t h i s  d i s t r i c t  resulted in a significant 

Pearson Product Manent Correlation ( r= .7l; p e  .05) 

Calculations of voting results and the ~ e l p i n g / ~ u r t i n g  Ratio 

Scores for  voting d i s t r i c t s  have not been included in th i s  report 

t o  protect the confidentiality of the scores of the participating 

d i s t r i c t s  . 

V I I  . DISCUSSION 

This study- viewed the school system as  a social system. It examined 

the interaction of school systems and the i r  comrn.ities by assessing 

the acceptance of the outputs of the school system and camparing 



these assesments with the financial inputs. 

Easton has hypothesised that  outputs affect  inputs through the 

operat ion 

This 

of a feedback loop. 

Satisfaction derived from outputs that  have met 
present or anticipated demands w i l l  seme as a 
major neans for  inducing input of specific 
support. Feedback stimuli w i l l  consequently 
have a decisive effect on the succeedfng inputs (1, p. 403). 
study- was an examination of t h i s  hypothesis. It attempted 

t o  estimate cammun~~ies' acceptance of t he i r  schools' outputs 

t h r o w  an assessment of school-ccmnunity relations and t o  determine 

whether aqy associahion apeared to ex'i sirir het.?&?een this zssesm=% 

and the level  of f5.nmcia.l inputs provided the school system. The 

theoretical model suggests that camunit i e s  which view Yneir school J 
systems t o  be effectively processing inputs a d  expressing sat isfact  ion 

with the outputs will provide thei r  schools with better f i rancia l  

inputs than school d i s t r i c t s  with poorer relations between thei r  

schools and the i r  cammunities. 

To examine t h i s  hypothesis, it was necessary t o  obtain an 

assessment of the net effect of the feedback loop. This net effect 

was referred t o  as  the Helping/Hurting Ratio Score, and was compared 

with the disposition of budget overages t o  ascertain the degree of 

association that  might exist between t h i s  assessment and the level  

of f inancia1 inputs. Table I1 gives the mean ~e1pingl~urt in.g Ratio 

Scores for  Unchallenged Distr icts  and the mean for  Challenged 

Distr icts  (15.37 factors and 3.37 factors, respectively). These 

means di f fer  significan'cly and conform t o  the expectations generated by 

the conceptual. model described above. 

Unchallenged Distr icts  had significantly more factors seen t o  be 

not affecting school-community relations than did Challenged Distr icts  

 a able 111, p. 39). Unchallenged Distr icts  had a mean of 9.0 No Effect 

Factors; Challenged Distr icts  had a mean of 4.71 No Effect Factors. 



Although the implication of t h i s  difference i s  not immediately clear, 
4.L b ~ ~ e s c  scores sea t o  M i c a t e  t'1lit-t Zrickialle~iged 3is"Lrkis are more 

qu-iescent than Challenged Districts.  Conflict, or lack of quiescence, 

between schools and the i r  communities may have a very negative influence 

on the level  of acceptance by the coxanunity of the outputs of a 

school system. More research on t h i s  aspect of school-cammunity 

relations i s  clearly- needed. 

Table IV gives a swrrmary of the nmber of No Effect Factors, 

Helping Factors, Hurting Factors and ~ e ~ p i . n g / ~ u r t i n g  Ratio Scores 

f o r  (fnallensed Dis.t;ri_r,.t,r: ranhbed and TTn~liLalLe~geC? DFcf.~i_ct Q cmnbbed. 

In t h i s  table, the scores for  the Challenged Distr icts  were obtained 

by combinin@; the data from a l l  Challenged Distr icts  and treat% the 

data as  i f  it was from a single school dis-krict. The S ~ e p r o c e d u e  

was applied t o  the Unchallenged Districts.  The scores resulting from 

applying chi square t e s t s  t o  the t a l l i e s  fo r  each factor d i f fer  from 

the scores f r c n n  the calcul_ation of individual school d i s t r i c t s  given 

in Table I1 because the 'IN" i n  Table IV i s  larger. Kowever, the 

rat ios between the different factors remain similar. These results,  

then, conform t o  the expectations of the theoretical model in a 

similar manner t o  the scores from the school d i s t r i c t s  calculated 

individuall;y, in Table 11. 

Having examined the association between an assessment of the net 

effect of the feedback loop and certain financial inputs, t h i s  chapter 

examined specific factors and the i r  effect on the relations between 

schools and c m i t  i e  s . 
The first category of factors examined were those the Challenged 

Distr icts  and the Unchallenged Distr icts  agreed on the i r  effect.  

These Comn Factors are the common elements of the feedback loops of 

Challenged Distr icts  and Unchallenged Distr icts  . 
The second category of factors examined were those factors 

the Challenged Distr icts  and the U~challenged Distr icts  

disagreed on the i r  effect.  These factors then delineate the difference 

in school-c~rrrmunity relations between Challenged Distr icts  and 

Unchallenged Distr icts .  The distribution of Cri t ical  Factors according 

t o  the i r  ef'fect on school-collmzunity relations i s  given in Table X I .  

According t o  the theoretical model used i n  t h i s  study, the feedback 
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loop of Unchallenged Districts w i l l  typically have a net positive 

ePtect on the inputs relative t o  the effect of the feedback loop of 

Challenged Districts.  Since the factors ccmnnon t o  both have been 

removed from the Summary of Cri t ical  Factors   able XI), the model 

would clearly suggest that  the Cri t ical  Factors associated with 

Unchallenged Distr icts  would be mostly Helping Factors and No Effect 

Factors. The model muld also suggest that  that  the Cri t ical  

Factors associated with ChaJlenged Distr icts  would be mostly Hurting 

Factors, with few No Effect Factors or Helping Factors. 

In large measure, the actual distribuction of Cri t ical  Factors 

cmrfnoms t o  Ynis expectaixion  able -Xi). UncinaUengea Distr icts  

have assocjated with them 62.5% & the Crieical Helping Factors, 

9@ of the CritTcaZ Na Effect Factors and 2% of the Cri t icai  

H u r t i n g  Factors. Conversely, Challenged Distr icts  have 

associated with them 37.5% of the Cri t ical  Helping Factors, 
1% of the Cri t ical  No.Effect Factors and 8% of the Cri t ical  

Hurbing Factors. 

The distribution of these Cri t ical  Factors  a able X I )  occurs i n  

a similar ra t io  t o  the distribution of a l l  factors for  Challenged 

and Unchallenged Distr icts  calculated separately,  a able 111) , 
and in a similar ra t io  t o  the distribution of a l l  factors fo r  

Challenged and Unchallenged Distr icts  calculated together  a able IV) . 
Each method of calculation conforms t o  the expectations generated by 

the theoretical model used in t h i s  study. 

Several Cri t ical  Factors are of particular interest .  Factor 12, 

"Teacher-pupil rat io" i s  s e a  by the Sensors as  helping school- 

community relations in Unchallenged Distr icts  and hurting school- 

c o m i t y  re la t iom in Challenged Distr icts .  Factors 68, 69, and 71 
dealing with the behavior of the school board and i t s  members i s  a 

cluster of factors helping in Unchallenged Distr icts ,  but absent from 

an association with Challenged Distr icts  . Several 

factors referring t o  a strong tax  base are viewed as  helping 



i n  Unchallenged Distr icts  , but are absent from Challenged Distr icts  . 
The participation by teachers and students i n  operaking referenda 

campaigns i s  seen as  hurting school-community relations in Challenged 

Districts.  

In t h i s  study, one particular school d i s t r i c t  

presented i t se l f  as a deviant case in several respects. This i s  

a amaU school d i s t r i c t  in terns of pupil enrollment and population, 

distributed over a wide geographic area on the rugged west coast 

of British Columbia. A nwnber of centres in t h i s  District are 

isolated from each other and f r o m  other m n j ~ r  ce_n,tres cf tk?e P r w L x e .  

Further, the relative number of owner-electors taking part in t h i s  

election was very small  in comparison t o  the other voting d i s t r i c t s .  

Although the budget by-law for  t h i s  school d i s t r i c t  was 

challenged, it was subsequently approved by the owner-electors when 

more than sixty per cent voted i n  favour of it. The owner-electors 

In t h i s  d i s t r i c t  i n  other words, behaved i n  a somewhat contradictory 

m,a.n.ner with respect t o  t he i r  by-law. The data from th i s  d i s t r i c t  

were included with the other Challenged Distr icts  'in spi-be of its 

success a t  the polls for  several reasons. First ly,  the by-law 

was challenged by the owner-electors. Secondly, had th i s  d i s t r i c t  

not been included in the group of Challenged Districts,  it would have 

required a separate category, since it clearly did not belong with 

the Unchallenged Districts.  However, placing t h i s  s-le 

d i s t r i c t  in a separate category did not seem appropriate i n  view of 

the relatively small  number of voters participating i n  the referendum. 

In  the Helping/Hurtiul@; Ratio Scores, t h i s  d i s t r i c t  ranked well 

above the mean for  the group. In  t h i s  respect, it conformed with 

the expectations generated by the  Easton model. Its inclusion in  the 

category of Challenged Dis t r ic ts  tended t o  lessen the differences 

between Challenged a d  Unchallenged Distr icts ,  but did not prevent 

a significant difference being found between these two groups of 

school d i s t r i c t s .  I t s  inclusion with the Challenged Districts did 

not a l t e r  the identity of any of the Cri t ica l  Factors or the Common 

Factors. 
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CHAPTER V 

S U M ,  CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

I. SUMMARY 

The Problem - 
This study was an investigation into the relationship between school- 

community reiat ions ma tne  disposit ion of budget by-laws in Brit ish Columbia 

i n  1972. It sought t o  determine whether school d i s t r i c t s  with be t t e r  school- 

community relat ions received be t te r  fixmicia1 support from their cornunities 

than those with poorer school-community relat ions.  Further, t h i s  study 

attempted t o  ident i fy the specif ic  fac tors  of school-community relat ions with 

the greatest  posit ive influence and those with the  greatest  negative 

influence, 

Theoretical Bases f o r  the  Research --- 
The school systex i s  viewed as  a soc ia l  systan, a a l f l i c a l l y  sepamted f r o ~  

i t s  environment or  suprasystem. The system i s  exposed, however, t o  influences 

from i t s  enviroment. These influences a re  modified, in par t ,  by the system's 

own output ; functioning as a feedback loop, outputs fur ther  s h a ~ e  the conditian s 

under which the members of the  school system may ac t .  

This study hypothesised tha t  selected members of the  school system and 

the  c m u n i t y  could ac t  a s  Sensors m d  assess the effect  of various fac tors  

moving into the school system a s  inputs and in to  the cormn'unity a s  outputs. 

Education Sensors and Community Sensors, a s  they were referred to ,  provided 

t h i s  assessment by judging in gross terms, the e f fec t  of a var iety of 

selected factors .  It was hypothesised fur ther  tha t  the  sum of these estimates 

would provide a useful assessment of school-community relat ions.  i 

If t h i s  conceptualization was a viable one, it could be anticipated tha t  
( 

a cer tain degree of association would exis t  between the assessment of school- 

community relat ions and the  disposit ion of budget overages. School d i s t r i c t s  

with be t t e r  school-community relat ions would tend t o  receive greater f inancial  

support from the owner-electors of t h e i r  communities than school d i s t r i c t s  

with poorer school-conanunity relat ions.  I 



The Problem and Questions - - 
This study sought t o  determine whether those d i s t r i c t s  which 

passed budget by-laws with an assessment of better  school-community 

relations received more financial support than those dis t r ic ts  with 

an assessment of poorer school-community relations. 

Furthermore, i f  such an association appeared t o  exist, the study 

sought t o  determine which specific factors of school-community r e l a tnns  

had the greatest positive influence and which had the greatest negative 

influence. 

Methodology g d  Inst m e n t a t  ion 

Twenty school d i s t r i c t s  i n  British Colwnbia publishing budget 

by-laws i n  1972 agreed t o  participate i n  t h i s  study. In each school 

d i s t r i c t  studied, ten Education Sensors and ten Community Sensors 

were asked t o  estimate the effect of a variety of previously identified 

factors. A t o t a l  of 326 Education and Cammunity Sensors participated 

i n  t h i s  study by c&1eting and returning an assessment questionnaire. 

The data from these responses was used t o  obtain assessments of school- 

community relations fo r  each school d i s t r i c t  studied and for  all 

Challenged i i is tr ict  s cambined and a U  Unchallenged Districts combined. 

The 152 factor questionnaire used was a modified version of a 

questionnaire developed by Carter, Ruggels and Olson of Stanford 

University fo r  use Fn Project: CAST, The Structure and Process of 

School Community Relations ( 1 ) , 
The school d i s t r i c t s  studied divided themselves into two 

categories, Challenged and Unchallenged, depending upon the response 

of the owner-electors of each d i s t r i c t  t o  the i r  budget w-law. 

Since the additional budgetary amount i n  the by-laws i n  Unchallenged 

Districts was implemented according t o  statute, and in  Challenged 

Distr icts  the additional budgetary amount was rejected, with one 

exception, the study compared these two groups of d i s t r i c t s  t o  see 

whether any significant differences in the i r  school-cammunity 

relations were apparent. 



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

School d i s t r i c t s  publishing budget by-laws which were 

subsequently challenged by thei r  owner-electors were found t o  

have significantly poorer school-community relations than those 

school d i s t r i c t s  with unchallenged by-laws. 

Unchallenged District s (which had the i r  proposed budget by-laws 

hplernented) were viewed by the Education a d  Community Sensors as  

having more factors having Do effect on school-cormunity relations and 

fewer factors hurtingschool-community relations than did Challenged 

Distr icts .  O f  the seven school d i s t r i c t s  in t h i s  study which were 

chailenged and held votes,the by-laws in s ix  were defeated rwd t he i r  

budget overages were not implemented. CkwLlenged Dis t r ic ts  were viewed 

by thei r  Education and Community Sensors a s  having more factors 

hurt- school-cmuiity relations and fewer factors having ' no _effect 

than Unchallenged Distr icts  . 
A gross index of the s ta te  of school-community relations i n  

each school d i s t r i c t  was developed, was referred t o  a s  the 

~ e l p i n g / ~ u r t i n g  Ratio Score and consisted of the number of factors 

the Sensors agreed werehelping for  each factor the Sensors agreed 

was hurting. Challenged Distr icts  had a median Helping/Hurting 

Ratio Score of 3.37 factors; Unchallenged Dis t r ic ts  had a median 

score of 15.32 factors. 

The Challenged and Unchallenged Distr icts  agreed on the effect  

of eighty-one factors. They disagreed, however, on the effect of 

thirty-seven factors which were referred t o  as  the Cri t ica l  Factors 

as  they delineated the differences between Challenged and Unchallenged 

Distr icts  . 
A nmerical  summary of these Cri t ical  Factors also indicated a strong 

tendency for Unchallenged Distr icts  t o  have few . Crlk i rs .1  Eactors hurting 



school-c0m~1;1111ity relations relative t o  the number of Cri t ical  

Factors helping school-cammunity relations. challenged Distr icts  

converseb had twice the number of Cr i t ica l  Factors hurting as  

helping. The numerical summary of Cri t ical  Factors also indicated 

a strong tendency for  Unchallenged Distr icts  t o  be more quiescent 

than Challenged Districts.  

The Easton model of a pol i t ica l  system which provided the 

basis of the conceptualization of t h i s  study appears t o  be 

substantiated by these results.  Better school-camunity relations 
~ A ~ ~ ~ ~ d  ZFpeEr 4-- nrm+n<k..+r\ *..L C--L:- l l - -  -L.----- 7 - - 1 - I - - -  

Lv++vs UUUSVQ*LLVLU.J-Y uuwdr~-d uelr lrer ioctti 

financial support fo r  schools. 

1x1. CONCLUDING STAlIlEMENT 

The successfuL ccrmpletion of t h i s  research involved the 

participation of m a n y  people. The most significant contribution was 

made by the many individuals throughout the Province of British 

Columbia who ccrmpletgd and returned the lengthy and di f f icul t  

questionnaire used in th i s  study. 

The findings of t h i s  s t u w  m y  i n  part repay these contributors 

for  the i r  efforts.  If school trustees and senior d i s t r i c t  officia,ls 

continue t o  recognize the importance of good school-community 

relations and consciously continue t o  improve them through appropriate 

and effective means, significant benefits m y  accrue t o  both the 

schools and the i r  ccmmunities. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE QUESTIONNAIRF: 
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APPENDIX B 

CORRES~NDENCE 



SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BCJRNABY 2, €3 C., CANADA 
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395 

Dear S i r :  

I am w r i t i n g  t o  you t o  ask f o r  your  ass is tance i n  a study 1 am conduct ing 
of school-comuni  ty r e l a t i o n s  i n  a nurnber o f  5. C. school d i s t r i c t s .  

A major p o r t i o n  o f  the  data f o r  t h i s  s tudy i s  being obta ined through 
quest ionnai  res  , admi n i  s te red  t o  t e n  school o f f  i c i  a1 s and t o  ten  informed 
members o f  the  community i n  each d i s t r i c t  se lec ted  f o r  study. I am 
seeking your  ass is tance i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  ten  members o f  t he  community i n  
you r  school d i s t r i c t  wbo a r c  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  the  schools and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  
w i  t h  t h e  community . 
On t h e  enclosed sheet o f  paper, would you please l i s t  the  names o f  those 
members o f  the  community i n  your  school d i s t r i c t  who are, i n  you r  opin ion,  
bes t  informed as t o  what i s  going on -in the  schools and how the  c o ~ m c n j t y  
fee ls  about what t he  schools a re  doing. Please f e e l  f r e e  t o  inc lude,  
f o r  example, the  names o f  parents who have been a c t i v e  i n  parent  o rgan iza t ions  
i n  your  school b u t  do not. i nc lude  the  names o f  School Trustees o r  any 
employee o f  the School Board. A f te r  1 i s t i n g  the  names, would you please 
rank each name i n  o rder  o f  preference, ass igning number one t o  the  bes t  
informed person, and so on. I f  you can, i t  would be o f  g rea t  ass is tance 
i f  the m a i l i n g  address f o r  each person cou ld  be g iven beside h i s  name. 
From t h i s  and o the r  1 i s t s  , the  names o f  t e n  community observors w i  11 be 
se lec ted  and quest ionna i res  mai led t o  them. 

The i n t e n t i o n  o f  t h i s  study i s  t o  show an o v e r a l l  assessment o f  school- 
community r e l a t i o n s .  The data f rom the  study w i l l  be used t o  form 
general comparisons and w i l l  no t  be used i n  any way t h a t  w i l l  r e f l e c t  
unfavourably on i n d i v i d u a l s ,  schools, d i s t r i c t s  o r  communities. The D i s t r i c t  
Superintendent o f  Schools f o r  your  D i s t r i c t  i s  aware o f  t he  nature o f  t h i s  
study and has g iven h i s  approval f o r  i t  t o  be conducted through several  o f  
t he  schools. 

May I thank you i n  advance f o r  your  ass is tance.  

Enclosure 
VIIb 

Yours s i n c e r e l y  , 

David T. Watkins 



Dear 

I am w r i t i n g  t o  you t o  ask f o r  your  assis tance i n  a study o f  school- 
community r e l a t i o n s .  You have been i d e n t i f i e d  as a person well - 
informed about school a f f a i r s  and the  a t t i t u d e  o f  t h e  community t o  
them. 

Wi th in  the  next  few days, I w i l l  forward t o  you a quest ionnaire.  Th is  
quest ionna i re  1 i s t s  a v a r i e t y  o f  f a c t o r s  which may be i n f l u e n c i n g  
school -communi ty re1 a t i  ons and asks you t o  i d e n t i f y  those f a c t o r s  
which may be opera t ive  i n  your d i s t r i c t .  The quest ionna i re  normal ly  
takes about seven minutes t o  complete. 

?kc purpose o f  t h i s  study i s  t o  assess the overaff s t a t e  o f  school- 
comnunity r e l a t i o n s  i n  a number o f  school d i s t r i c t s  throughout the  
Province o f  B. C. The data received w i l l  be he ld  i n  the  s t r i c t e s t  
conf idence and w i l l  be used t o  form general t rends and comparisons. 
I t  w i l l  n o t  be used i n  any way t h a t  w i l l  r e f l e c t  unfavourably on 
i n d i v i d u a l s ,  schools, d i s t r i c t s  o r  communities. The B. C. School 
Trustees Assoc ia t ion  endorses t h i s  study and so l  i c i  t s  your  support. 

Your p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h i s  study w i l l  be appreciated very much. 
A f t e r  you have received t h e  quest ionnaire,  please complete i t  
c a r e f u l l y  and mai 1 i t  back i n  the envelope provided. 

May I thank you i n  advance f o r  your  assistance. 

Yours s i  ncere ly  , 

David T. Watkins 



IDENT IFlCATlON OF INFORMED COMMUNITY OBSERVORS 

For use in a study of school-conmunity relations, by David T. Watkins of Simon Fraser University. 

Who are the members of the community in  your school district who are best informed 
about school-communit y relations? 
These tndividuals know what is going on in the schools and how other members of the 
community feel about school matters. Please do not include the names of school 
trustees or employees of the school board. If possible, please give the address of 
each person. 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

RANK 
ORDER 



-- 

SIMON FPASEY UNIVFRSITY, BURNABY 2, B C., CANADA 
FACULTY OF EDUCATION, 291-3395 

Dear S i r :  

I am conduct ing a study o f  school-cornuni ty  r e l a t i o n s  i n  a number o f  
B. C.  School D i s t r i c t s .  I am w r i t i n g  t o  you t o  ask f o r  your  assis tance 
i n  t h i s  study. 

W i th in  the  next  few days, I w i l l  forward t o  you a quest ionnaire.  Th is  
quest ionna i re  l i s t s  a v a r i e t y  o f  f a c t o r s  which may be i n f l u e n c i n g  school- 
community r e l a t i o n s  and asks you t o  i d e n t i f y  those fac tors  which a re  
opera t ive  i n  your d i s t r i c t .  Th is  normal ly  takes about seven minutes t o  
compl e t e  . 
The purpose o f  t h i s  study i s  t o  assess the  o v e r a l l  s t a t e  o f  school- 
community r e l a t i o n s  i n  a number o f  school d i s t r i c t s  throughout the  Province. 
The data received w i l l  be he ld  i n  the  s t r i c t e s t  confidence and w i l l  
no t  be used i n  any way t h a t  may r e f l e c t  unfavourably on i n d i v i d u a l s ,  
schools, d i s t r i c t s  o r  communi t i e s .  The D i s t r i c t  Superintendent of Schools 
f o r  your  D i s t r i c t  i s  aware of t he  nature  o f  t h i s  study and has g iven 
h i s  approval f o r  i t  t o  be conducted through several of the  schools. 

You may a s s i s t  t h i s  study by completing and m a j l i n g  back the  quest ionnaire 
promptly. A stamped, r e t u r n  addressed envelope w i  11 be inc luded f o r  your  
convenience. 

May I thank you i n  advance f o r  your  assis tance.  

Yours s ince re l y ,  

David T. Watkins 



SIMON FRASEY UNIVEF?SITY, SURNABY 2, B C., CANAD>", 
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395 

Dear S i r :  

This l e t t e r  will introduce who i s  assis t ing me 
i n  a study of school-community relations i n  a number o f  B. C. School 
Distr ic ts  . 
A major portion of the data for th i s  study i s  being obtained through 
questionnaires, administered to  ten school o f f i c i a l s  and to ten 
informed members of the community i n  each d i s t r i c t  selected for  study. 
I am seeking your assistance i n  identifying ten members of the community 
in your school d i s t r i c t  who are fami 1 i a r  w i t h  the schools and the i r  
relations with the community. I 
On the enclosed sheet of paper, would you please 1 i s t  the names of 
those members c f  the ccmrnunity 'I;n you;- schci;: df s t r 5 c t  who aye, . in YOb7 

opinion, best informed as to what i s  going on in the schools and how 
the community feels  about what the schools are  doing. Please feel f ree  
to include, fo r  example, the names of parents who have been active 
in parent organizations in your school b u t  do not include names of 
School Trustees, or any employee of the School Board. After l i s t ing  
the names, would you please rank each name in order of preference, 
assigning number one to the best informed person, and so on. If 
you can, i t  would be of great assistance i f  you could give the mailing 
address fo r  each person named. From th i s  and other l i s t s ,  the names 
of ten community observors will be selected and questionnaires mailed 
to  them. 

The intention of th i s  study i s  t o  show an overall assessment of school- 
community relat ions.  The data from the study will be used to  form 
general comparisons and will not be used in any way tha t  will re f lec t  
unfavourably on individuals, schools, d i s t r i c t s  or communities. The 
Distr ic t  Superintendent of Schools for  your Dis t r ic t  i s  aware of the nature 
of th i s  study and has given his approval fo r  i t  to  be conducted through 
several of the schools . 
May I thank you in advance for  your assistance. 

Enclosure 
VIIa 



SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BURNABY 2, B C  , CANADA 
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395 

Dear S i  r/Madam: 

I know you d i d n ' t  ask f o r  i t  and judging by your lack of response so f a r ,  
you d idn ' t  want i t .  However, s ince  you have i t ,  won't you take a few 
moments now and f i l l  i t  out ,  careful ly?  

I f  you do f i l l  i t  out now, you will  be able  t o  bask i n  a warm glow of 
s a t i s f ac t i on ,  knowing t h a t  you have contributed to  the cause of education 
i n  this Province. And I wll l  be able to  complete my study. 

Yours s incerely  , 

David T. Watki ns 

P. S. " I t "  r e f e r s  t o  the questionnaire I sen t  you concerning a study of 
school -comuni t y  re1 a t ions  . In case you have 1 os t "i t "  , I have 
enclosed another. 



SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BURNABY 2, B.C., CANADA 
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395 

Dear 

Recently, I took the l iber ty  of sending to  you a questionnaire relating to  
a study of school -community re1 ations I am conducting . Unfortunately, I 
have not received the completed questionnaire back from you. 

Possibly your copy of the questionnaire has been l o s t  or misplaced. I f  
t h i s  i s  the case, please use the copy I have enclosed with th is  l e t t e r .  

Since I am very anxious to  complete the compilation of data for  th i s  study, 
will you kindly take a few moments now and f i l l  i n  t h i s  questionnaire? 

Your assistance will be appreciated very much. Thank you. 

Yours sincerely,  

David T.  Watkins 

Enclosure 

X 



SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY, BURNABY 2, B C., CANADA 
FACULTY OF EDUCATION; 291-3395- 

Dear 

Recently, I took the 1 iberty of sending to  you a l e t t e r  requesting the 
names of a number of informed observors of school community relations 
in  your d i s t r i c t .  Unfortunately, I have not received th i s  information 
back from you. 

Possibly your copy of thi; l e t t e r  and the accompanying form have been 
misplaced or  lo s t .  I f  t h i s  i s  the case, please use the additional 
copies enclosed with th i s  l e t t e r .  

Since I am very anxious to complete the compilation of data fo r  th i s  study, 
will you kindly take a few moments now and f i l l  in th i s  form? 

Your assistance will be appreciated very much. Thank you. 

Enclosure 

VIIc 

Yours sincerely , 

David T. Watkins 


